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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [12.25 pm]:  I move - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable - 

(1) the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005 to proceed through all stages without 
delay between stages; and 

(2) private members’ business to have priority on Wednesday, 4 May 2005, from 4.00 pm to 
8.00 pm. 

If passed, this motion will allow the house to deal with all stages of the Constitution and Electoral Amendment 
Bill 2005 without delay.  The clear intention of the government is that the bill will be dealt with today and into 
this evening.  The second part of the motion will allow, with your approval, Mr Speaker, a dinner break from 
6.00 pm to 7.00 pm.  That is why private members’ business would be extended to 8.00 pm.  We would then 
return to debate on the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005.   

The bill contains only four clauses.  It was provided to the opposition and Independent members on Monday 
afternoon, so members have had some time to look at it.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs will introduce the 
bill in a moment.  The active part of the bill is quite small, and involves changing some numbers.  It allows for 
broader debate.  I am not suggesting that debate will be limited, but there have been many opportunities for that 
debate.  The government will seek the passage of this bill before the house rises, perhaps very late this evening.  
This suspension motion will enable that to happen; it has been moved so that the bill can go to the other place 
this week.  It is clearly in line with the other bill which has already been passed by this house and which is now 
being debated in the other house.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [12.27 pm]:  The opposition will not support this motion.  
First, let me clarify the practical effect of the motion that we are debating.  As we all know, if legislation is 
genuinely urgent, a process of this Parliament can be followed to ensure that the legislation is dealt with in a 
timely, efficient and expedited manner.  The standing orders provide for legislation to be declared as urgent in 
accordance with standing order 168.  That provision means that a bill does not have to lie on the table for three 
weeks once the minister has introduced it in the Legislative Assembly.  For example, if an epidemic occurred 
within Western Australia and it was necessary to tighten the Health Act to place greater requirements on doctors 
and pathologists to immediately notify the public health branch of the Department of Health and remove any 
legislative constraints on doctors and pathologists from doing so, we would be able to declare as urgent a bill to 
amend the Health Act.  As such, we would debate and pass the bill as quickly as possible, and have it enacted as 
soon as possible.  The standing orders provide a mechanism for legislation to be dealt with in a hurry when there 
is a genuine community need to do so.  However, the standing orders still provide for an orderly process of 
scrutiny within this chamber.   

This motion is different.  This goes three steps further than implementing the urgency provisions under our 
standing orders.  If this motion is carried, as it undoubtedly will be on the numbers of the Labor Party in this 
chamber, when the government decides to introduce this legislation to the chamber, which the minister has 
indicated he will do straightaway, we will go through all the processes of legislative debate in sequence, but with 
one exception; that is, to break for private members’ business from four o’clock to eight o’clock today.  That has 
some significance also.   

The first thing is that this legislation will not lie on the table of the house for a three-week period, as do other 
bills in accordance with the standing orders of the house.  That three-week break is not in the standing orders so 
that we can all go home and have a cup of tea, or not come to Parliament for three weeks.  We get on with other 
business.  That three-week break enables all members of this chamber, not just opposition members, 
Independents and members of the National Party, to start going through that legislation, to consult with people in 
the community, to do their research on the matter, to determine the importance and significance of the 
legislation, to scrutinise it to see what its practical effects will be and whether there are any difficulties or 
problems associated with it, and to determine whether any amendments to the legislation are necessary.  That 
three-week break is a very important part of the normal legislative processes. 

Sometimes we get legislation that we expect.  Sometimes we get legislation that is fairly simple and will have 
the general support of everyone in the chamber because it is in the broader interests of the Western Australian 
community.  Members might ask, “Gee, does that really need to lie on the table for three weeks?”  However, our 
standing orders provide for even that sort of legislation to undergo a three-week period - I will call it a cooling-
off period, if members want, but that is not really the intent - of scrutiny.  This is not simple legislation.  We 
have not all been hanging on with bated breath for many months waiting for this legislation.  We are dealing 
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with extremely significant legislation, and if ever there were a requirement for a bill to lie on the table for three 
weeks, surely this legislation fits the bill - pun not intended.   

I suppose the second practical effect of this motion is that there can be no delay between the consideration in 
detail and third reading stages of the bill.  Normally, when the consideration in detail stage is complete, leave is 
sought to go to the third reading.  Indeed, last night we dealt with a piece of legislation to do with the Treasurer’s 
Advance authorisation.  The opposition wanted to help expedite the legislation.  It supported the legislation and 
said no, we should go straight on to the third reading stage and deal with the matter in a sensible but timely way.  
Normally, that is not the case.  Normally, members want time to reflect on what has happened during the 
consideration in detail stage and to prepare their responses in readiness for the third reading.  That is another 
reason that a delay is provided for in our standing orders at that stage.  This motion will prevent any delay at that 
stage.  Of course, there is a third opportunity in the progress of a bill for a break in the sequence of debate; that 
is, if amendments are made to the legislation in the consideration in detail stage.  I will not go into that, because, 
quite clearly, no amendments will be made in this chamber; the Labor Party will simply ram the bill through in 
the printed form that we have before us today, regardless of what the opposition or anyone else might wish to do.   

I make the point that we will not delay proceedings.  We will not draw out discussion on this motion, even 
though we do not support it.  Indeed, we will not even go to a division on this motion.  The reason for that is 
very simple.  It is that the longer we debate this motion, the less time we will have to debate the legislation itself.  
I find that abhorrent.  We on this side all have a gun placed at our heads at the moment.  Essentially, if we are 
not good little boys and do not do what the minister and the Labor Party want us to do with this legislation, it has 
been made quite clear to us that we will miss out on all the parliamentary proceedings for tomorrow.  That means 
no question time and a lost opportunity for a matter of public interest debate, as well as a lost opportunity to deal 
with other government business.  That is a point that we made yesterday about another one of the wacky motions 
that the Labor Party brought forward. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That was a good point from the member for Hillarys.  The Address-in-Reply 
will be delayed further as well.  The opposition will act responsibly.  It does not want the Parliament to basically 
pack up for a day tomorrow.  The opposition’s responsibility to the broader community is to represent it in this 
chamber and, importantly, to keep the government accountable.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It’s a very difficult job.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is very difficult.  Sometimes it is impossible.  We need Parliament to sit to 
undertake that role.  We will not delay and spin matters out, for two reasons.  One is that, frankly, we do not 
want to miss out on the opportunity of participating in a proceeding of Parliament tomorrow.  Secondly, we do 
not want to bite into the amount of time we have available today to discuss the bill that the government will ram 
through.  This is the third time that the government has come up with some very extraordinary measures to ram 
legislation through this Parliament in the brief time since this Parliament has been in session.  We saw it, 
obviously, with the debate on the one vote, one value legislation.  Indeed, I could say that it is the fourth time, 
because we saw it in the way in which the government sought to be able to just present second reading speeches 
without having to go through the full debate stage.  We saw it again last night in a motion to gag debate on no 
fewer than 12 bills that are before this Parliament, and here we are again considering a matter that will gag or 
guillotine debate on an extremely important piece of legislation.   

The Leader of the House said that we had notification of the legislation on Monday.  I do not know - maybe all 
members have received a copy. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I didn’t. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Hillarys was not given a copy.  I saw a copy with 
“confidential” marked on the top of it.  I do not know whether that means I am able to pass it around to all the 
other members.  The point is that until the government comes into this chamber with legislation, we do not know 
what we will ultimately be dealing with and debating in this chamber.  The other point is that the government 
can hardly say that giving the opposition a bill on Monday amounts to extensive notification of very important 
legislation.  We had less than two days to prepare to debate and scrutinise a bill of this magnitude.  I believe it is 
absolutely laughable to suggest that that can be used as a justification for coming into this place and ramming it 
through in this way. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  As the member for Hillarys has just pointed out, I am not even aware 
whether the government has offered an official briefing on the bill.  I have not attended one.  The normal process 
is that the government provides a briefing and all members have plenty of time, as I said earlier - at least three 
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weeks - to do their research and to scrutinise the legislation.  We will clearly not have that opportunity with this 
bill.  This amounts to an abuse of the parliamentary processes.  We have seen it now on no fewer than three 
occasions in the past few weeks.  It is being done by the government for one reason; that is, for blatant political 
expediency.  If the government had an overwhelming mandate to do this, perhaps it might have one argument for 
trying to put the legislation through without extensive and adequate debate, discussion and scrutiny.  However, it 
certainly does not have a mandate, because it never breathed a word of this proposal during the last election 
campaign, quite clearly because it had not done its grubby little deal with the Greens (WA) by that stage. 

Let us look at the significance of the bill.  It does not just seek to amend the electoral system of this state - the 
system that underpins our processes of representative democracy.  It actually amends our constitutional 
legislation.  Therefore, the fundamental framework of our processes of government and democracy in Western 
Australia will be amended by this legislation.  To demonstrate the importance of these changes, I point out that 
in 1978 the Constitution Act was amended to provide that a referendum should be held if ever the number of 
members of Parliament in either chamber, the Legislative Assembly or the Legislative Council, were to be 
reduced, presumably by the government of the day.  If we had a bill before us to reduce the number of members 
of Parliament by two, the question would have to go to a referendum.  This legislation increases the number of 
members of Parliament by two.  I am sure that many people in the community would be scratching their heads 
and saying that this is a pretty important change, with all sorts of costs involved and a pretty fundamental 
principle.  They might ask why we would need a referendum to reduce the number of politicians - I am sure 
quite a few people in the community would be receptive to that idea - but, on the other hand, when the Labor 
Party wants to increase the number of politicians, a referendum is unnecessary.  That is a question for another 
time.  The point I am making is that this legislation is exceedingly important.  If we were reducing the number of 
members of Parliament, not only would we have to pass legislation, but also the question would have to be posed 
in a referendum of the people of Western Australia.  This goes to the heart of our constitutional legislation in this 
state.  A constitutional amendment of this order is being introduced with two days’ notice and rammed through 
this house in one day.   

The last time that this sort of measure was achieved was back in 1983 when the number of members of the 
Legislative Assembly was increased by two from 55 to 57 members.  It has been 22 years since a measure of this 
kind came before the Parliament.  One would think that when something like this has not happened for 22 years, 
we would get a little more than two days in which to consider the measure and prepare for debate.  One would 
think that in matters involving the Parliament, the government of the day would allow legislation to be processed 
in the normal way.  Only four changes have occurred to the number of members of the Legislative Assembly in 
the history of Westminster democracy in this state.  That really demonstrates the enormous significance of this 
legislation that will be rammed through this place in one day.  If there were some reason that the legislation 
could not be held up for three weeks, we would consider it.  If it were an urgent matter in the interests of the 
broader community, along the lines of my earlier suggestion, the opposition would obviously be amenable to an 
argument either to declare the bill urgent in accordance with standing orders or to entertain a motion of this 
nature.   

The government is taking advantage of what the minister has previously referred to as an opportunity, which is 
obviously a political opportunity.  The Labor Party has done a tacky little deal with the Greens (WA).  This 
legislation is part of that overall arrangement.  The government wants to get the legislation through to the upper 
house as quickly as possible before the composition of that chamber changes later this month.  One possible 
saving grace in this motion is that the government has conserved private members’ time tonight.  Members 
should bear in mind however that it bites into the amount of time available in which to scrutinise this bill, which 
is three hours.  The opposition is therefore caught between a rock and a hard place.  On the one hand, we want 
plenty of time in which to debate this legislation but, on the other hand, we have a responsibility to raise matters 
of importance for the public so we do not want to miss the opportunity of private members’ time.  The 
government has presented us with a fait accompli.  It is certainly not in the interests of the broader community to 
stifle debate in this chamber in any way.  The government has indicated that it will talk this legislation out today.  
We will run through every process of dealing with this bill until the matter is voted on at the third reading stage, 
so that the government can transmit the legislation to the upper house as quickly as possible.  We have a gun at 
our head; that is, if it is not done by midnight, we will lose a whole day’s parliamentary proceedings in the 
Legislative Assembly tomorrow.  I said at the outset that I would not drag out the debate, but some important 
points needed to be made about this motion, the motives behind it and the practical effect of it.   

The opposition does not support this motion.  It is not the way in which good legislation is progressed through 
this chamber.  However, we will not drag the debate out, so it leaves us as much time as possible to represent the 
Western Australian community in the consideration of the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [12.47 pm]:  The National Party also will not support this motion.  In speaking 
about this matter again, I feel as though I am playing a record.  As the member for Leschenault said, we have 
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been through a similar process about three times since Parliament has resumed.  Once again, the Labor Party has 
suspended standing orders in order to rush legislation through this place.  I believe it has done so with no regard 
for the Parliament or its members, and in this case with no regard for the public.  The member for Leschenault 
mentioned the question of a mandate, which is a question posed in the bill.  There is no mandate for the 
provisions in this bill, yet we will whack it straight through the house.  That is wrong in principle.  I talked about 
principles in this place last night.  The government has continually thrown those principles out the window over 
the past three weeks.  The purpose of the legislation is to create two new members of Parliament.  We all know 
that it is not so much about new members of Parliament as the so-called one vote, one value legislation, which of 
course is no longer about one vote, one value, so the name of the bill has been amended. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  What is in a name?   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  It might not be quite so much a question of what is in a name, but I believe there is a 
message there.  Does the minister agree? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If you draw some comfort from that, I am happy. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I thought the minister might be happy anyway.  This Parliament has standing orders, 
understanding between members and processes that are normally followed.  We keep seeing the processes 
changed at a whim.  We are elected to this place to represent our constituents.  The member for Leschenault put 
it very well when he said that a bill usually comes into this place and lies on the table for three weeks.  That 
gives members and the public time in which to understand the bill.  It gives local people, particularly those it 
affects, an opportunity to discuss it with their member.  In this case the legislation affects everyone.  The 
legislation is adding two new members of Parliament, which will increase costs to the taxpayer.  I think the 
figure put forward is $500 000 a member, which is a large amount of money.  Members on both sides of this 
house talk about taxpayers’ money all the time, yet with this legislation we will spend more of it without any 
mandate or the legislation ever being mentioned.  We will simply whack the legislation through this place.  Joe 
Public will have no say in it, which is wrong.   

It is important for members of this Parliament to have the opportunity and the time to understand what 
legislation means, to find out what their constituents think about it and to convey that to the Parliament.  That is 
how the system works.  Once again, today we are seeing that thrown out of the window.  I find it very 
disappointing.  I believe that members on both sides of the house understand it.  Both sides of the house have 
created precedents, but on this occasion this legislation should not be rushed through. 

The bill has only four clauses, so it is not very long.  It could be said that it does not mean much and that we 
should simply rush it through.  It is like everything else in life; it is not so much the quantity or size of 
something, it is the end result.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  You are talking about nothing.  What do you want?   

Mr T.K. Waldron:  I am not debating the bill; this is a motion to suspend standing orders.  I know the minister 
understands that.  We will argue the bill later.  This is part of the process. 

Mr G. Snook:  It is a democratic process.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  That is right and that is what we in Australia and Western Australia pride ourselves on.   

It has been said that the bill contains only four clauses, but the ramifications are far greater than the contents of 
this bill.  If it were not for the one vote, one value legislation this would not be happening.  If it were not for the 
deal that had to be done, that we did not know about when that legislation was debated in this house, this would 
not be happening.  If the government considered it without any political thought, but practically and with 
commonsense - which is something we talk about a lot, but it does not happen enough - it would not do this 
because of the precedent it sets.  It is an abuse of this place 

We want to debate this bill in reasonable time.  Once again, we show a disregard for this place.  It is 
disappointing for the new members in this place.  They probably went to the orientation sessions, which are a 
great idea, and came away with great hope, but are witnessing only what has occurred and is occurring on a 
consistent basis.  It is a disgrace.  The National Party strongly opposes this motion.   

Question put and passed.   
 


