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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS, VALEDICTORY SPEECHES 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [12.12 pm]: I move — 
That today, Wednesday 16 November, so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to 
enable — 
(1) private members’ business to take precedence between 4.00 pm and 5.30 pm; and 
(2) the members for Bunbury, Dawesville, Kalgoorlie and Wagin to make valedictory speeches of 

not more than 20 minutes after 5.30 pm. 

This motion is self-explanatory. I believe that it has the support of the opposition. It will allow for a delayed 
dinner break most likely starting around 7.00 pm, I understand. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [12.13 pm]: The only part of the motion that has the support of the 
opposition is to allow the four members to give their valedictory speeches, and we certainly have no objection to 
the dinner break being between 7.00 pm and 8.00 pm rather than between 6.00 pm and 7.00 pm. It is appropriate 
that those four retiring members get an opportunity to give a final speech, although I note that the motion moved 
by the Leader of the House will curtail those final speeches to just 20 minutes each. The element that we do not 
support is private members’ business taking precedence between only 4.00 and 5.30 pm. Again, the government 
is seeking to cut down opposition speaking time to just one and a half hours. Although we had a debate last week 
in which we talked about precedents for this, the government started cutting back private members’ time much 
earlier than any other government when it started doing so in October. This was unprecedented. Last week the 
government put very little on the agenda, and we went home at six o’clock last Wednesday night but our private 
members’ business was reduced from three hours to just one and a half hours. We had private members’ business 
from 4.30 pm to 6.00 pm and rather than continue in the hour between 6.00 pm and 7.00 pm, we went home. 
Normally private members’ time is three hours from 4.00 pm to 7.00 pm. Clearly we could have had the full 
three hours private members’ business last week. 

Again, we have offered a spirit of cooperation, certainly for important legislation that we want to pass before the 
end of the year. When people watch parliamentary proceedings, they often think that the government and 
opposition, irrespective of who is in government and who is in opposition, disagree about everything. However, 
those who watch the proceedings more closely know that most legislation goes through this house with the 
support of both major parties—indeed, all the parties and Independents represented in this house. There is no 
need to curtail private members’ business. Generally that is done because governments have a big legislative 
agenda to get through. As I have said on many occasions, this government has been fairly shambolic in its 
approach to Parliament. I thought that we had made good progress last week and we would make good progress 
this week. Indeed, I had a conversation with the Leader of the House about this only last night. It seems, sadly 
though, that the Leader of the House was undermined or countermanded by the Minister for Police in her 
handling of the Attorney General’s legislation last evening. The kind of bolshy attitude exhibited by the police 
minister does nothing to enhance the speed at which legislation goes through this house. 

The consideration in detail stage is one of the most important stages of a bill. I was disturbed to hear the 
Deputy Premier guillotining consideration in detail stages last night when it was totally and completely 
unnecessary. Perhaps one day the Deputy Premier will learn from an old saying that you catch more with honey 
than you do with vinegar. The Leader of the House and I had a cooperative arrangement; indeed, I had spoken to 
other members from the government side of the house and we all came to a cooperative arrangement in the last 
couple of sitting weeks. I thought we had a good agreement about what legislation we would get through this 
week. Sadly, the one thing that we would have liked was a proper consideration in detail stage on the 
Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill. It is not our fault that the government brought that legislation into the 
house so late. It is also not our fault that it is bringing on the Restraining Orders and Related Legislation 
Amendment (Family Violence) Bill at this death knell. We have said all year that we are prepared to sit longer. 
We think it is extraordinary to be finishing Parliament on 16 November. This government has not had a strong 
legislative agenda; it failed to organise itself. Indeed, I understand that one reason the restraining orders 
legislation has taken so long to get here is because of government amendments and contributions from Liberal 
members in the upper house, such as Hon Nick Goiran. We may well have received that legislation earlier if the 
Attorney General had brought it before Parliament earlier or the government had got it straight in the first place 
so that it did not require government amendments, which can be time-consuming. This has been dramatically 
exacerbated in this place by the petulant attitude of the Minister for Police. One day she may learn that just 
because her side has the numbers that does not mean that it should always use them. This is the people’s house. 
This is not about government. There is a clear separation between executive government and Parliament, one 
that the member for Scarborough is unlikely to fully understand until she finds herself in opposition and learns 
about the roles of the opposition and Parliament. It is our role to scrutinise bills and to ask questions. 
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Although government can often complain if there is a long string of repetitive second reading contributions, I do 
not think it should be complaining at the consideration in detail stage. The fact of the matter is that we curtailed 
our speaking at the second reading stage. Last night we could have continued to make second reading 
contributions through to 11 o’clock, midnight or beyond. I could have given a half-hour second reading 
contribution on sentencing, but I chose not to do so because in the spirit of cooperation I wanted to see this 
legislation go through in a timely manner and I thought I had an agreement with the Leader of the House and that 
we were working cooperatively. A few people are smirking opposite, but they will find out that when they poke 
sticks in a cage, sometimes they get bitten. 

I can see the member for Dawesville over there. He is going to give his valedictory speech tonight, and it is the 
subject of this motion. He knows that you get more with honey than vinegar. He operated that way as a minister. 
He was cooperative as a minister in this house and out of this house. The member for Dawesville, in both his 
current role and previously as the member for Yokine, and whenever he was a minister, sorted the problems out 
when any member of Parliament raised matters with him. That is certainly my experience, and I can probably 
speak about a couple of other ministers who have been good to deal with over time. That was the case when the 
member for Dawesville was the Minister for Health or back when he was the Minister for Housing and the 
Minister for Water. There were often issues with constituents, whether it was over their water bills or 
Homeswest, and that minister instructed his office to sort the issues out. Similarly, when he brought legislation 
before the house, he was smart enough to take a cooperative approach and provide information to the opposition. 
As I said just a moment ago, there is a lot of agreement about most legislation. Most of us are in this place 
because we want to make a difference and we want to put good laws in place for the community’s benefit. When 
there is arrogance in government and when someone just does things because they can and they just think that 
they are smart in pulling the numbers, the government takes two steps forward in order to go one step 
backwards. When anyone on that side of the house is wondering tonight why we are here very late or why there 
are so many third reading speeches on sentencing and why things are getting dragged out for the rest of the 
week, be sure to thank the Deputy Premier—be sure to thank her for her nasty, bolshie attitude in guillotining the 
consideration in detail stage of that bill last night. That was totally and completely unnecessary. All those 
questions that people potentially wanted to raise in the consideration in detail stage yesterday and all the 
comments that they might have liked to make before the minister guillotined those clauses they can make at the 
third reading stage today. I just wonder about the mentality of it, because I can only imagine now that as a last 
resort this minister is going to start guillotining the restraining orders bill. If you do that, minister, shame on you. 
The minister has spent a lot of time on bills that are of little consequence compared with either the sentencing 
bill or the restraining orders bill, and now, because this is, firstly, a government that wants to finish Parliament in 
November and, secondly, a government that wants to get away from the Parliament and does not enjoy being in 
Parliament — 
Mr M.H. Taylor: You had only seven members last night. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Hardly anyone was here. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Yes. We had as many — 
Several members interjected. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Comments like that show the ignorance of those opposite. The fact of the matter is that 
I could have had 21 members here last night and they all could have spoken at the second reading stage, but 
I had an agreement with the Leader of the House that we were not going to drag the debate out and that we were 
going to work cooperatively. I am very disturbed here. Given the light legislative load that we have had in recent 
weeks, I do not see that there was any need to curtail private members’ time to just one and a half hours. Whilst 
I am on the point of curtailing our private members’ time to one and a half hours, the government did not enter 
into the spirit of that last week either. Having quite gratuitously cut our time back to just one and a half hours 
between 4.30 and 6.00 pm, when we could have easily had the three hours from 4.00 to 7.00 pm, the government 
then had its members speak and use up as much of that one and a half hours as they could. That is not in the 
spirit of private members’ time. We wanted to work cooperatively. The opposition’s time was limited and we put 
up just two brief items that we wanted to get through, one being the final stages of the Royal Perth Hospital 
Protection Bill, which we did get through relatively quickly. We also had a motion on which we wanted have 
a few speakers and get to a vote; that motion related to our fire preparedness ahead of the summer season. As 
a former emergency services minister, I was pretty keen to speak on that motion, but I did not get that 
opportunity because government members such as the member for Murray–Wellington and the member for Eyre 
made lengthy contributions. In that private members’ time, 30 minutes appear on the clock, and when the total 
time of debate is cut down to just one hour and a half, unless there is some cooperation and good spirit, there is 
little point. I can tell members on this side of the house that we would like six or seven of them to speak for five 
or 10 minutes each or I could field a couple of speakers at just 10 minutes each. If the government fields 
someone at 20 or 30 minutes, it is not in the spirit of things. We progressed the Royal Perth Hospital bill quite 
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well, but on the second item of private members’ business, government members just took the opportunity to 
speak. They had the time on the clock so they thought they would take it. It was not government time; it was 
private members’ time. The minister had responded and we were keen for him to finish his response. We enabled 
the government to do that and facilitated things as best we could for that to occur. I thought we had some 
cooperation there. 
We will not oppose the motion moved by the Leader of the House today, but I signal that I do not think the case 
has been made for curtailing private members’ time this week or last week. The case certainly was not made to 
curtail private members’ time in October. When the government does that kind of thing and guillotines the 
consideration in detail stage, it indicates a pretty bolshie and arrogant attitude. I also think it indicates that 
perhaps this minister is not up to the job—the police minister acting for the Attorney General is not confident 
enough to answer the questions put to her by the member for Butler in particular, and other members of this 
house. If she was, she would not guillotine the consideration in detail stage and run away from it. It is much 
easier for the minister to respond at the end of the second reading or third reading debate, making a few trite 
comments and reading out notes that her advisers have provided her, while ignoring half of the issues, or more, 
raised by members on this side of the house. It is much more difficult for the minister to hide in the consideration 
in detail stage when she is being asked direct questions. Some members opposite might want to think about that 
too. They might want to think about whether the minister is up to the job of handling properly the consideration 
in detail stage of a bill, because in my experience she has not been. Just because the minister has the numbers 
does not mean that she should use them because it gets people’s backs up, we do not get that spirit of 
cooperation, and everyone else suffers because of the minister’s incompetence. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.29 pm]: I want to carry on from what the manager of opposition business 
had to say. I concur with her comments inasmuch as the running of this house at the moment is deplorable. 
I understand that an agreement was made between the Leader of the House and the manager of opposition 
business, which would always have been honoured. However, it was broken last night, I think because the 
Leader of the House was not here. Normally, either the Leader of the House or the government Whip would 
move the gag motion every time. Some inane backbencher from Bateman would not normally move the gag 
motion, which I think was a disgrace. I was particularly annoyed because I know that the most important clauses 
that the member for Butler, the shadow Attorney General, wanted to clarify and speak to were gagged. A whole 
raft of clauses was completely gagged. Quite frankly, that is undemocratic. That is disgraceful. 

Mr M.H. Taylor interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You will not be back next year, my friend; I can tell you that. If by any chance you are, it 
will be on this side of the house. 

I have said many times that most members need to spend some time in opposition to be able to appreciate what is 
constitutional and what is normal practice, and the conventions of this Parliament. Those members who abuse 
that convention will suffer the price because whichever members on the other side are lucky enough to get back 
here after the election, I promise them that they will be on this side of the house. They will find that what you 
sow is what you reap. Members opposite will start blaming the Labor Party which, I think, will probably be in 
government, for all sorts of things. Labor Party members will turn around and ask, “What did you do when you 
were in government? Do you remember this? Do you remember that?” They will quote members opposite ad 
nauseam and those members who are lucky enough to get back in will be sick as pigs at the stupid behaviour of 
somebody who gagged such an important debate as the Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill on the 
instructions of the police minister who represents the Attorney General. 

There was goodwill last night. The second reading contributions could have gone on for hours but the opposition 
agreed with the Leader of the House not to do that—quite rightly too. I agree with that sort of cooperation. I was 
in that position for four years and I was in this position for four years as well, so I know what it is like on both 
sides of the house. Without cooperation, members cannot get anywhere. They might win one little battle, but 
they will not win the war—not in a fit. Members can win a skirmish or two, but they will not win many battles, 
let alone the war. I suggest that there needs to be more cooperation. There is only a day and a half left and then 
we will be pulling up stumps and saying “Happy Christmas, everybody!” and going off on our merry way. 

I very much look forward to listening to a couple of the valedictory speeches today. I have no problem with them 
being allocated time to be able to speak today. However, quite frankly, I think this is a dopey motion inasmuch 
as the government is moving the 6.00 till 7.00 pm dinner break to 7.00 till 8.00 pm. There is a family night 
tonight, Madam Acting Speaker. Many members will have their families here and expect to have dinner with 
them between six and seven o’clock. If members are lucky enough to be in the “House of Lords” up the road 
here, dinner is between 6.00 and 7.30 pm but, in this house, it is usually between 6.00 and 7.00 pm. That is the 
only time that members can really spend with their families. Those members who want to spend time with their 
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families will not be able to participate in any debates in here during private members’ time, which is a very 
important time. Private members’ business is a very important part of the legislative program. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It will be when the valedictory speeches are on; private members’ business will be between 
4.00 and 5.30 pm. If members go to the buffet, they will not be here for the valedictory speeches. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Right, but the dinner break could still be between 6.00 and 7.00 pm. That is the normal 
time. That is when people’s families are coming up here for the last family dinner of the year and of this term of 
government. The Leader of the House decided, “Sorry; you can either spend time with your family in the dining 
room or you can spend time in here and ignore your family.” Members cannot do that because they cannot leave 
their families on their own in the dining room. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Ask them to come a little bit later then because the dinner break has been extended. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: My good friend, let me tell you that I have a table of 14 tonight for my family. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: Fourteen! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, fourteen; I have the Swan Mace room. I have a big family—that is only some of them! 
Mr I.C. Blayney: The Last Supper. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It will be for some of you guys, but maybe not for me. 
It is a very important night. I am not saying this for myself—I really am not. I would sooner spend time with my 
family than spend time in this chamber listening to inane speeches from members opposite. That is all we ever 
get. Members opposite read their speeches. I find it very disdainful that they would gag debate on very important 
bills. We were given only a few days’ notice of the Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill and, as I said, the 
opposition could have filibustered all night long, but it did not. Leader of the House, I do not know why the 
dinner break is not still between 6.00 and 7.00 pm rather than inconveniencing all the members who will have 
their families here. Think about them! Think about other people for a change. A lot of government members will 
have their families here. They cannot be in the dining room and in here but they cannot be in here and not be in 
the dining room because they have to accompany their families. Families are not allowed to be in the dining 
room without the members present. The Leader of the House knows that, does he not? It is a fact. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: Can I say that it was actually largely to accommodate one or more of those members doing their 
valedictory speeches. It is of no great advantage to the government. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The valedictory speeches will not go past six o’clock! We could have the dinner break 
between 6.00 and 7.00 pm and have private members’ business between 7.00 and 7.30 pm if the Leader of the 
House is so hell-bent on cutting down private members’ time. I suggest that the Leader of the House might want 
to amend the motion he put forward in good conscience and to help members whose families are coming up 
here. I do not have my family come up here very often; it is once in a blue moon. This is one night when 
I invited them because I knew that the dinner break would be between 6.00 and 7.00 pm and I wanted them to 
enjoy nice Christmas fare and the last family night of this sitting of Parliament. As I said, if they are lucky 
enough to get back here, many members opposite will be on this side of the house, I promise them. The member 
for Scarborough may be the Leader of the Opposition, or it might be “Jandakot Joe”, the tattooed boy from 
Jandakot. It may be either of those two. It will not be Colin Barnett because he will not be here, I can assure 
members. It will be one of those two, or it could be the member for the new seat of Bateman. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member, I am sorry to interrupt you, but you do realise that you 
should refer to members of the house by their correct titles. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, I do. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I do, Madam Acting Speaker; thank you for correcting me. It was a little bit of mirth when 
I mentioned Jandakot Joe but of course he is known as the member for Jandakot. In my view, one of those will 
be the Leader of the Opposition after the election. But, what goes around comes around. Virtually none of the 
members opposite have been in opposition. I am looking to see who has been in opposition; the 
Leader of the House has been. I think that he is the only member in the chamber who has been in opposition, on 
the other side of the house. The Deputy Premier has never been opposition. It will be a rude awakening for her 
when she asks for something to be done and looks around and there is nobody there to do it for her. Nobody will 
be there to give her the notes to read out at question time or in any other debate. It is a bit of a shock—I have 
been there. I have been on the government side, on the opposition side, on that side and now I am over on this 
side of the house. I am very pleased to be where I am at the moment, I can assure members. 
Nonsense debates are going on in the upper house. I sometimes think that perhaps the other house should be 
abolished now; perhaps we should be like Queensland and have a unicameral system. At the moment, everything 
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is being rubberstamped in that house and coming back here. There is hardly ever any real scrutiny or 
amendments being made. It is my personal view that maybe, with such a small Parliament, we do not really need 
two houses. 
Ms M.M. Quirk: Member, I think the committee up there made some good findings this week in relation to 
probity of some government affairs. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Absolutely. I think that is what they should be doing. They should not be talking about 
having tea break time—either tea break or wee break. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: All you talked about is dinner and tea breaks! You’re saying there is important legislation 
but you talk about dinner and tea breaks! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You make me die. You have somebody who has committed so many offences as the 
Minister for Police — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: She lost her licence because she knocked off all her demerit points. She enjoyed smoking 
pot—illegal substances. Did a drive-off offence without paying for fuel — 

Point of Order 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: The member for Hillarys might find all this very entertaining and so on but it is not relevant to 
the motion, which is simply about our sitting arrangements and times for debate today. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Further to the point of order, I was responding to an inane interjection from the 
Minister for Police. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Member — 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That is all I did. I erred, and perhaps I should not have done it, but that is what she did. 
Somebody who has broken the law so many times, and she is Minister for Police. 
Mr F.A. Alban: And you’re her hero! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I brought more legislation in than she has ever done! Frankie, you’re history, mate! You 
are history. You will be gone! 
Mr F.A. Alban: Of course I will. It was nice to have known you. Thank you very much. 
Mr J. Norberger: Is this your valedictory speech, Rob? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, no. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me, members! If you wish to stay in the chamber and continue debating, you 
will wait for the Speaker’s call. You will not continue to yell across the floor. A point of order was called. 
I would like to just remind the member for Hillarys to stick to the topic that is the motion. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Madam Acting Speaker, I take your advice and direction absolutely 100 per cent, and 
I will continue to do that. It is difficult sometimes when members get inane interjections from people who really 
do not know too much and have not been around that long. 
I will say once again that the Leader of the House should show some decency not just for me or other members, 
but for members of his party whose families are at Parliament tonight, because members are not allowed to leave 
their family in the dining room; they must be present. They are the rules. 
A member interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What? Is the minister going off again? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: I did not say a word, member. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I thought the minister did. Something was moving. 
Mr J. Norberger interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is the dope from Joondalup. He is a so-called Christian—a branch stacker and a person 
who never holds meetings. 
Mr J. Norberger interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup, I have warned you once. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Madam Acting Speaker, I will get back to the motion. I say to the Leader of the House 
that I think he should rethink this motion. I think he should amend his motion to show some sort of conscious 
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compassion for members who have invited their families to Parliament. It is not just me—it is very rare that my 
family comes to Parliament—but there are other members behind the Leader of the House. From six o’clock 
until seven o’clock, which is when the dinner break should be, members will not be in the chamber. A lot of 
government members will not be interested because it will be private members’ time. They will be in the 
chamber for the valedictory speeches, because basically all the valedictory speeches will be by government 
members. Then there will be an exodus from this chamber and virtually nobody will be here during private 
members’ time, so nobody will be doing their job and listening to private members’ business, which is what they 
should be doing. It makes a nonsense of this Parliament. In the other chamber, members spent half an hour 
talking about tea breaks or wee breaks, while in this chamber we are spending time debating something that we 
should not be debating. We should just have the dinner break at the normal time and the normal amount of time 
for private members’ business. There is plenty of time to have the normal three hours for private members’ 
business, but the Leader of the House will not allow that, and I understand that. That has never happened before, 
other than in the last two sitting weeks. I know the reason for that. Parliament will be prorogued by the end of 
November. It is probably about the earliest it has been prorogued in 24 years. The reason for that is that the 
Premier and the government do not want to have any scrutiny of their legislation or their actions, and that can 
happen only in Parliament. That is why Parliament will be prorogued before the end of November. The media 
must know this. They are not stupid; they understand what goes on. We will be in abeyance until 11 March, 
when there will be a change of government. 

Once again, before I sit down, I ask the Leader of the House to amend his motion and have the dinner break 
between six o’clock and seven o’clock for the benefit of the families more than anything, not so much members. 
This is the first time in 24 years that I have seen this happen—the dinner break will be moved from six o’clock 
to seven o’clock to seven o’clock to eight o’clock. It is nonsense. It is probably because the Leader of the House 
wants to go home at seven o’clock, as he did last week at six o’clock. That is probably the reason, unless we are 
going to stay here until midnight again. I do not mind; I will stay here until midnight. I do not have a problem 
with that. I ask the Leader of the House to show a bit of decency to the families of members of Parliament—not 
me or Labor members, but members of his own party. They are not going to argue with him. A lot of them do 
not even know what he has moved today because they are not in the chamber. They are probably having lunch or 
coffee now, so they would not have a clue what he is saying. They will find out later on. I ask him to amend his 
motion and show a bit of decency not to members, but to the families, so that during private members’ business, 
there will be a reasonable number of members in the chamber to make a contribution and listen to the debate by 
members of the opposition. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [12.43 pm]: What a pretty pass this has come to. A lot of people have been 
provoked this afternoon to rise to their feet to speak to the Leader of the House’s motion. I do, too, and I am in 
no hurry to get through it. I support the member for Midland’s comments, to which I observed the 
Leader of the House agree by nodding, that there had been an agreement between the government and the 
opposition that the Deputy Premier broke last evening. 
This motion deals, of course, with the reordering of the business of the house to get the balance of the 
government’s bills through, but the bill that was before the chamber last night was the Sentencing Legislation 
Amendment Bill. The government was concerned about the time that that bill might occupy. Quite separate to 
the conversations that transpired, which I was not privy to but which were later related to me, there was an 
agreement between the Leader of the House, an honourable man, and the manager of opposition business in the 
house on the progress of the legislation. It was not our problem and it was not a problem that we built into the 
timetable. That bill, which I mentioned last night had been foreshadowed since 2010 by the then 
Attorney General in the Parliament before this Parliament, was brought on for debate on the third last day of the 
sitting of Parliament and is still not complete. 
Quite separate to the conversation that transpired between the leader of government business and the manager of 
opposition business in the house to ensure that this legislation would pass the consideration in detail stage last 
evening and would conclude its passage in such time as to allow the restraining orders legislation to come on 
once it came from the upper house, I had a personal conversation with the Leader of the House, and if I am 
inaccurate in relating the personal conversation that I had with the Leader of the House, I invite him to so 
indicate by interjection. 
I asked the Leader of the House when the bill would come on and he indicated that it would come on yesterday. 
I said that I had some points to raise to do with constitutionality and he said, “So you’ll be moving amendments? 
Do you have amendments to move?” I said to the Leader of the House, “No. Given that we have only a couple of 
days left, I will vote against one clause to signify our objection to the unconstitutionality, but I will not do that on 
every clause in new part 5A”, although I did not call it part 5A; I referred to the post-sentence supervision orders 
provisions. I said that I would pick just one clause to vote against so it was on the record and that I would move 
no amendments, because that would be rewriting quite a bit of the clause, which I could have easily done, but we 
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would have been here on division after division all night and would probably still be here because it is a large 
clause. I said that I would facilitate, by my conduct, the timely passage of the matter and he said that that was 
fine. That was a reflection, on my part, of the agreement that I understood existed between the government and 
the opposition as reached by the respective leaders of business in this house. 
The post-sentence supervision provisions for certain offenders—I will address this later in my speech on the 
third reading of the bill—raise fair and square constitutional issues. The Deputy Premier of Western Australia, in 
absolute defiance and breach of the agreement reached between the government and the opposition, was party to 
applying the gag. All those provisions to which I have referred are contained in one clause. Although the 
Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill contains 14 discrete proposed sections, they were wrapped up in clause 
25. I asked some questions that I am sure the Court of Appeal would want to know the answers to when 
determining the constitutionality or otherwise of proposed part 5A of the legislation—that is, whether the 
bureaucrats were affecting people’s rights to liberty and movement in this jurisdiction without judicial warrant. It 
was in the process of asking those questions that the minister said, “I’m not qualified to answer this; we’ll have 
to ask the Attorney General”. She is representing the Attorney General here. He is not here. I asked the minister 
and she put up her hand and said, “I don’t know.” 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Tell the truth. That’s your interpretation. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We will refer to Hansard. The minister can rise to her feet on this motion and have her 
say. We will come to that in the third reading stage, unless she would like to go through the whole third reading 
speech now. At 12.50 pm, the minister has provoked debate in this chamber so that it lasts longer than it would 
have taken to scrutinise the proposed sections in clause 24. By last night breaching the agreement the 
government requested, the minister embarked upon dishonourable conduct. I did not have my amendments here 
because I gave an undertaking to the leader of government business that I would not move any amendments and 
I would facilitate the easy passage of this legislation. I could have spoken on them all night last night, but 
because this legislation is important, the opposition wanted to see the legislation pass. As the leader of 
opposition business in this chamber has pointed out, it is not our fault that this is the second last day of 
Parliament and, nearly an hour into government business, we, properly, are debating a motion about tonight’s 
dinner break and the precedence of private members’ business and valedictory speeches. Well done! The 
government has taken the long road. By breaching this agreement, the government has provoked every other 
person in this chamber into realising the government’s game. I can remember when I first came into this 
Parliament that the Speaker elected on that occasion was in the chair and said, “It’s my job as Speaker of this 
Parliament to let the opposition have its say and the government have its way.” 
Mr R.F. Johnson: Are you talking about Hon Fred Riebeling? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: A very decent gentleman and a very good Speaker. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He was a good Speaker. Does the member for Hillarys remember Mr Riebeling saying 
that? As soon as he assumed the Chair, and you were in opposition at the time, member for Hillarys, he said, 
“What will guide me is this principle: to guarantee that the opposition would have its say and the government 
would have its way”, because that is what the people decided at the election. It is not easy being in opposition. 
I am not talking about doing my work; I do not mind that. I am not talking about not having my hands on the 
levers of power. Nonetheless, a heavy responsibility is cast upon us to carefully scrutinise legislation. We are an 
important part of that process; we are an important part of democracy. 
The most recent case, which I will refer to again, is the Bell Group legislation, which the government brought 
into this chamber and wasted an enormous amount of time on with almost no notice. We were given notice about 
two hours before about complicated legislation that sought to take back to Western Australia certain sections of 
the Corporations Act, so the state could seize the liquidator’s assets in that case, although whether it could be 
done was problematic. On the Monday in Canberra, the case went before the High Court and counsel for 
Western Australia was in difficulties over there. I know counsel well so I will not reveal too much, but the 
Solicitor General has to take the government’s brief and do the government’s bidding. The member for Hillarys 
might remember that government members raced back into this chamber the following day with more legislation 
to try to plug the holes that had been exposed overnight. I am trying to explain the burden of responsibility that 
falls on the opposition. During that case, from reading the transcript—I have not got it in front of me so I shall 
paraphrase it—the Chief Justice of Australia looked at the competing propositions put forward in that case by the 
appellants. It was a question of the unconstitutionality of the recall of parts of the corporations law, as opposed to 
a glaring unconstitutionality concerning section 109 of our Constitution with laws of inconsistency when the 
state had tried to take the liquidator’s assets without paying the Australian Taxation Office its due. Counsel for 
the commonwealth urged the High Court not to go near the corporations law—as will be evidenced when this 
bill, which was shut down last night, comes before the Court of Appeal, which inevitably it will. The 
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Australian Solicitor General said that the relationship between the commonwealth and the states is a matter of 
agreement, getting on and accommodating each other for the functioning of the commonwealth, except in the 
case of Western Australia, which, from time to time, needs discipline. There was no better example of that need 
for discipline than last night when we were discussing the constitutionality of post-sentence supervision orders, 
which, let us not be mistaken, we support but not by this flawed route. That is what I was explaining to the 
Leader of the House. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We do not support it by the route the government has embarked upon. Not being 
a compliant schoolchild and accepting the Deputy Premier’s inane proposition that these proposed sections do 
not affect citizens’ rights to the extent it would be rendered unconstitutional by the High Court, we were seeking 
to explore the practicalities behind that. I am sure the member for Hillarys and other members here will 
remember that last night I was going through an example of a case to show what happens when one of these 
orders is issued. What do we do with a guy in his cell who is waiting to be released?  
Madam Deputy Speaker, I will wait for you to assume the Chair, and I trust that if I am going to be kicked out of 
the chamber, it will not be with your sore foot! 
While I was exploring that, and before we could look at the other very important constitutional issues contained 
in proposed section 12A, the gag was applied. That was in complete contravention of the agreement that has 
been arrived at. Under this proposed section, a bureaucrat can sit down, with his sleeves rolled up into his 
armbands, and with his rubber-tipped pencil issue an order to prevent a person from leaving the state of 
Western Australia. This is not a person who is under sentence. The person has served his time and is free. 
However, under this legislation, he will not be allowed to leave the jurisdiction of this state. The government 
believes the High Court of Australia will agree that the government should be able to restrict the movements of 
a person who is not under sentence so that he cannot travel elsewhere in Australia to see family. The government 
thinks the High Court will say that is fair enough. We wanted to explore this last night but we were prohibited 
from doing so. 
May I seek an extension, Madam Deputy Speaker? 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Yes, if you can confine yourself to the motion. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker. The government is seeking through this motion to 
re-order government business and private members’ business to accommodate valedictory speeches. I have been 
exploring why it is absolutely unnecessary to do that, given the government’s program and the agreement that 
has been reached. We could have dealt with this in a much more economical way. However, it is now one 
o’clock and we are still debating this motion. 
Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: What was that, member for Forrestfield? 
Mr N.W. Morton: Sit down and let us get on with it! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are. The member for Forrestfield is one of the people who voted for the gag last night. 
Mr N.W. Morton: That is because the minister said the same thing time and again and you kept asking the same 
questions. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, members! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I accept his interjections, Madam Deputy Speaker. I want the member for Forrestfield to 
interject as often as possible. He has only two more days in his life when he will be in this chamber and can 
interject, so I want him to have as many interjections as he likes now. I have looked at his margin, and he is one 
of the ones that the Premier is ensuring will go back to teaching, and when he goes back to teaching — 
Mr N.W. Morton: You’re being pretty arrogant! 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, members! Member for Butler, stick to the motion, please. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We will send the member for Forrestfield a goodbye card. Do not worry. We will miss 
him—not! 
We are now debating this particular motion for the re-ordering of private members’ business. That is totally 
unnecessary. 
Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, will you please allow the member on the floor to make his 
speech. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not blame him. He has got only a little while to make his interjections. 
Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: What was that, member for Forrestfield? The member should tell us about how tough he is 
on law and order—always was and always will be! I like that one! I like it when the member throws up those 
slogans. 
Mr N.W. Morton: Since you are taking my interjections, I recall being a high school teacher, teaching health 
education to teenagers, when the Labor Party was ensuring that cannabis was made legal for people to grow and 
to use. That is what you guys did. That is your hard stance against drugs and the proliferation of drugs in our 
community, while at the same time, as a teacher in the government education system, I was telling students about 
the harmful effects of cannabis use. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will reply to the interjection. Obviously, the member was not a teacher of English—he 
must have been a teacher of Chinese—because what he said is not true. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Butler, restrict yourself to the motion. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: What he said is not true. That was never the legislation. There was a variety of penalties. 
However, that is what we have to deal with. The member for Forrestfield will be remembered for his inane 
interjections. 
The reason we are going through this motion today is in part because of the member’s conduct last evening, 
when he was party to the breach of an agreement that we had made personally with the Leader of the House. 
I had separately gone to the Leader of the House. If I had brought into this chamber last night all my 
amendments to this bill, the member would have been here until two o’clock or three o’clock in the morning. 
The leader of opposition business had an agreement with the Leader of the House about the passage of the 
legislation, and I separately indicated to the Leader of the House that I would not hold up the legislation by 
moving amendments and that the opposition would honour the letter and spirit of the agreement that we had 
reached. The Deputy Premier sat in this chamber last night and became party to the gag—to guillotine any 
further discussion on the constitutionality of the bill. Of course the government will not be able to win that 
argument at the Court of Appeal. The Court of Appeal will tear up part 5A of the bill quicker than it tore up the 
Bell legislation. While I was exploring part 5A and trying to examine forensically the propositions that sit behind 
part 5A, the gag was applied. 
What the government has precipitated by applying the gag is that there will now be a lot more speakers on the 
third reading of the Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill. The opposition did not propose to have a lot of 
speakers on the third reading of that bill. However, they will now be rustled up, because we now know that the 
agreement that we had with the leader of government business was torn up by the Deputy Premier. Therefore, 
the next two days will be interesting. The agreement that the Leader of the House sought for the quick passage of 
that legislation will be impacted by the motion that is currently before the house. The Restraining Orders and 
Related Legislation Amendment (Family Violence) Bill was to be first and second read this morning, but 
because this motion is taking so long to deal with, that will now be dealt with this afternoon. I have no doubt that 
a lot of questions will be asked about that bill. I have been assisted in that regard by members of the government 
benches in the upper house, who have concerns about parts of that legislation. So, I say to the government, well 
done for breaking this agreement. The member for Forrestfield is leaving the chamber. He should not leave the 
chamber yet, because he has only a couple of days left in this place and he might want to enjoy them. Question 
time will start in 50 minutes. This afternoon’s business is being re-ordered because the government has seen fit 
to cut private members’ time to fit in valedictory speeches. What we have seen this morning is a classic example 
of what happens when people break agreements—they do not go forward; they go backwards. The Premier is 
laughing at that. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: I’m laughing at you. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Well done. The Premier is the one who wants to get the business on and his government 
broke the agreement. 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will address the Premier’s interjection because it was a facile interjection, given his own 
conduct. You were not here, Madam Deputy Speaker, when the Deputy Premier of the previous Labor 
government brought on a loan bill back in 2004 and the Premier, then the Leader of the Opposition, kept us here 
until three or four in the morning. It was prior to the Merredin by-election after Mr Cowan had resigned. The 
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Premier kept us here all night long, moving motions to amend the short title of the bill to “The Eric Ripper 
Rip-off Bill”, or some stupid — 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: That’s when he was doing his star jumps. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is what precipitated his star jumps; that is what precipitated him doing this incredible 
performance, the like of which we have never seen, right in front of the Mace. He kept us here for hours and 
hours on the title of the bill—that it should not have been called “Loan Bill No. 2” or “Loan Bill No. 3”, or 
whatever it was, but that it should be renamed “The Eric Ripper Rip-off Bill”. Well, that has turned out to be 
a bit of a burden around the Premier’s neck; the rip-off was the Barnett government, which has taken us to 
$40 billion in debt and has come back to this chamber with loan bill after loan bill to pay the wages. The best 
Treasurer in the last decade or more was, in fact, the person the Premier was pillorying on that occasion. He then 
comes into this chamber and says that he is laughing at me! I can take laughter at me, but the Premier will not be 
able to laugh at the judgement of the Court of Appeal when it gets to proposed part 5A of the 
Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill 2016. He will not be able to laugh at the conduct of everyone here who 
has been provoked by this government and its blatant breach of an agreement. He should not forget that the 
Restraining Orders and Related Legislation Amendment (Family Violence) Bill 2016 is a response to a 2013 
Law Reform Commission of Western Australia report that was tabled in the Legislative Council. When asked 
what the government’s response to the report would be, the Attorney General said it was to introduce legislation! 
That was nearly two years ago, and the government will be introducing the legislation on the second last day of 
the Parliament, and we will presage its passage without due consideration. That is why we have to juggle around 
the business of the house to accommodate it. 
It is an absolute insult to democracy that when we were debating last night the constitutionality—not “tough on law 
and order” and not sloganism—of a particular clause of the Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill, the 
government was quick to break the agreement and used its numbers to apply the gag. Our democratic system was 
stymied and disfigured by this government and we did not get to discuss that. The government will not get a look-in 
down in the Supreme Court when the challenge to proposed part 5A comes on. We wanted to support it. 
MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [1.14 pm]: I rise to support the member for Butler. I was present in the 
chamber last night when the gag was applied. This process has provided evidence, yet again, of the 
government’s mismanagement of the chamber and its business and, more importantly, of its lack of discipline. 
As the member for Butler said, it was the member for Bateman who called the gag. He was bored; he obviously 
wanted to be paired, as did a number of government backbenchers who were sitting around last night, rolling 
their eyes, while we were debating a particularly important clause which, I might add, has something like 
20 subclauses, and is the absolute core and pivotal clause in that legislation. It deals with the post-sentence 
supervision orders of certain offenders. It was suggested that the opposition was asking the same questions over 
and over again. Yes, there might have been a bit of that, but that is because the minister’s answers were not 
responsive to the questions that were put. Moreover, this was necessitated because the issues that were raised 
during the second reading debate were not adequately responded to during the minister’s reply to the second 
reading debate, so we had to again canvass them during consideration in detail. They were matters that had been 
identified in the second reading debate, and the minister had therefore had an opportunity to get some advice on 
them and respond accordingly, but did not do so. Clause 25 covers proposed sections 74A to 74L, so there were 
a number of proposed sections. The member for Bateman took it upon himself—without instruction from anyone 
else, it seemed to me, although aided and abetted by the minister—to call the gag, and the core and substance of 
that legislation was not debated. 
It ill behoves the government to now say we are filibustering and wasting time, when central issues in that 
legislation were not allowed to be debated and the minister—as is her wont and practice in a number of areas—
was arrogant enough to not bother answering the questions. It is a bit rough and quite brazen for the government 
to come in here today and say that it will shorten private members’ business because it has other business to get 
on with. We would have been happy to have finished last night and even gone to the third reading. 
MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [1.16 pm] — in reply: I thank the opposition for its at 
least partial support of the motion. I will not canvass all the issues that have been raised. I agree there has been, 
last week and so far mostly this week, a cooperative approach to dealing with legislation. The reason we finished 
somewhat earlier than we might otherwise have on the three sitting days of last week was that there was an 
agreement that we would get through a number of bills. We actually passed at least six bills through the chamber 
last week, which was good progress, so there was no need to sit longer than we did. It was a more efficient use of 
time, in fact, and something that could be well used on many occasions in the future, I am sure. A lot of the 
legislation last week was relatively uncontentious. 
In relation to the effect of this motion reducing private members’ time down to one and a half hours, that 
decision was essentially made last week and applies for the remainder of the year. As we discussed last week, it 
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is the usual practice, in the last couple of sitting weeks of the year, to allow more time for government legislation 
to be completed, so it is not something that is unprecedented. 
In relation to the timing for the valedictory speeches, that has been done largely to accommodate those who are 
giving valedictory speeches so that they can give them prior to having guests here for dinner. The member for 
Dawesville, in particular, was very keen to be able to do that, so it was thought better to have the valedictory 
speeches prior to us having a dinner break, albeit that that will mean something of a delay in the dinner break 
being taken. That was thought to be a reasonable approach. For those who have guests coming, I do not think it 
is unreasonable for them to come half an hour later or so; the dining room will remain open at least an hour later 
than otherwise would have been the case to accommodate the change. Also, as the member for Hillarys pointed 
out, guests should only be in the dining room when in the company of a member, but I am sure there will be 
a degree of tolerance shown by the dining room staff if members leave briefly to hear some of the valedictory 
speeches—assuming their guests are well behaved, as I am sure will be the case! 
I am sure there will be a degree of tolerance and goodwill. That is the explanation for why we have suggested to 
put in place the arrangements we have, and I am sure if there is a degree of goodwill and reasonableness on the 
part of all members, there can be an outcome achieved that will mean there will be many members in here when 
the four members are giving their valedictory speeches and that guests can also be accommodated. 
Question put and passed. 
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