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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE — PRECEDENCE OF PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS 
Motion 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [12.08 pm]: On behalf of the Leader of the House, I 
move —  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable private members’ business to 
have priority from 4.00 pm to 8.00 pm on Wednesday, 18 September.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [12.08 pm]: I will rise on this occasion to address this motion. The 
parliamentary sitting hours of this house were reformed, at least 10 years ago now. Whilst some newer members 
may not recall those changes, I highlight that until those changes took place in 1999–2000, official hours were 
from 2.00 pm on Tuesday until 10.00 pm. On a Wednesday we did not start until 2.00 pm—I note that we now 
start at 12.00 noon—and we sat through until 10 o’clock. On Thursday we sat from 11.00 am until 5.00 pm. 
There was quite a move at that time for more sensible and family friendly sitting hours. In this day and age, 
family-friendly hours are even more important than they were back in 1999 or 2000, or whenever the standing 
orders and sitting hours were last changed. The compromise made then was for Parliament to find two extra 
hours on Wednesday and Thursday and start two hours earlier on those days. We also do not have a dinner break 
on Wednesday so that the hour between 6.00 pm and 7.00 pm was a gain. In fact when I started as a member of 
this house, we had an hour and a half dinner break between 6.00 pm and 7.30 pm, a practice that I note is still 
adopted by the Legislative Council. 

People might ask why I am raising this issue now. I am raising it because it seems to me that as a matter of 
course the current government is requiring the house to sit on Wednesday night. The whole issue of sitting hours 
certainly needs revisiting. Most people in the community think that the hours we sit are crazy. We were in this 
place until one o’clock this morning. The fact is that we are sitting more often on Wednesday night. If this 
becomes an accepted practice for the way the government manages business and someone does not speak up at 
this time, we will soon see ourselves sitting again routinely on Wednesday night. This house needs to consider 
whether it needs to sit Tuesday night or whether more sensible hours can somehow be agreed across the parties. 
It makes no sense in this day and age for Parliament to sit in the evening. We had some moves in the right 
direction towards family-friendly hours more than 10 years ago. Although it is acceptable to sit later hours when 
there is an exceptional need, it usually occurs towards the end of the sitting in November or December. As we 
approach the end of the year and there is legislation to get through Parliament, traditionally we sit a bit longer on 
Wednesday night; but to be sitting late this early in the year and at this stage indicates to me significant 
mismanagement. People will as always, no matter which side is in government, accuse the opposition of 
filibustering. 
Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: However, this year we have seen the complete mismanagement of the parliamentary 
business of this place. The Premier decided to recall this Parliament about a month before his own government 
was ready to get on with the agenda. As is his absolute right, the Premier decided not to roll over any of the 
legislation from the previous government. He had some new pretence that somehow his was a new government 
and he deferred the budget. He did not have legislation ready to go. In the early part of the year time was wasted, 
we had early nights and the government struggled to put legislation on the agenda. 
Let me put on the record just what the bubble is in terms of what has been going on in this place. Last Tuesday 
there was an extraordinary move to not bring on the appropriation bills for debate. Usually what happens year in, 
year out is that immediately following the estimates committee hearings, opposition members—no matter which 
side is in government or in opposition—are clamouring to get back the supplementary information they have 
asked for. Often on the first Tuesday back after estimates, the opposition says, “We do not think we should be 
talking about the appropriation bills yet because we have not got all the supplementary information back.” 
However, I give all the government ministers credit because all of them, to the best of my knowledge, got their 
supplementary information back promptly and it was all available at the end of the week before we expected to 
debate the appropriation bills. There was therefore no real reason, except for mismanagement in the earlier part 
of this year, not to prioritise these appropriation bills last Tuesday, which is when they should have come on for 
debate. The government, which was re-elected but had no proper agenda, committed to the sitting weeks without 
having a proper legislative program. The reason the Assembly is sitting late on Wednesday night is that there is 
not enough business to keep the people in the other chamber busy. Last week the government and the 
Leader of the House—who is not in the chamber—probably had no choice. The Leader of the House prioritised 
the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill and the Land Tax Amendment Bill because the Assembly needed to send 
some business to the other house. That is why we are talking about the appropriation bills this week. Usually 
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they would be done and dusted and completed in the first week of sitting after the estimates hearings. I will not 
speak for much longer. 

I have taken the opportunity to highlight this mismanagement of government business. It is a problem that 
started with the Premier recalling Parliament when he did so without the legislation to back it up and without 
legislation to flow through to the other place. Having scheduled those sitting weeks, the Premier obviously did 
not want to go back on his schedule or to be seen with no agenda and no legislation ready. A sensible approach 
to management, which would have saved Parliament money, would have been for the Premier to have said that 
the government did not have the legislative agenda to back up those sitting weeks and then to have cancelled one 
or two sitting weeks in this house and certainly more than one or two in the other place. That would have been 
sensible management. But part of the Premier’s personal make-up and obstinacy is that he is never prepared to 
admit that he is wrong or that he scheduled too many sitting weeks for the upper house. We were therefore 
engaged in the spectacle of occupying time in this place last week on legislation that should not have been a 
priority for this government and would not have been a priority for any other government. The government did 
not effectively bring on the appropriation bills for debate until last Thursday because the government wanted to 
pass two other bills and transmit them to the other house. 

I certainly will not contemplate any suggestion that the opposition has not been helpful. We sat through to six 
o’clock last Thursday, later than the allocated time, so that the government could read in a couple of bills from 
the other house. The government did not have an absolute majority present in the house at the time. Some 
members on this side of the house were present and perhaps combined with government members there may 
have been an absolute majority of members present. However, had we sent those members out, there is no way 
that the government would have had an absolute majority in this place to read those bills. The government 
sought leave to read the bills. If there had been one dissentient voice—if I or anyone in the house had said no to 
granting leave—those bills would not have been read on Thursday and would have been read on Tuesday. But 
we have cooperated on matters like that. 

I have digressed a little in talking about the Barnett government’s poor management of its legislative program 
and about the events in this chamber being a direct result of the government in the upper house having nothing 
much to do—something to which coalition members in that place fairly freely admit. The primary reason I have 
risen to speak on this matter today is because of the consequence of Parliament sitting later. It means that 
mothers and fathers will be in this house on Wednesday night instead of going home to their families. It also 
means that people have driven home at one o’clock in the morning and then had to come to work later in the day. 
Some ministers and members probably had breakfast meeting commitments this morning and have therefore had 
very little sleep. That is not a good road safety outcome either. I know that people opposite will say—as we 
would probably say if we were in government—“Oh well, you people chose to keep talking about the 
appropriation consolidated account bill until one o’clock in the morning.” No! The person who adjourns the 
house sits on the government side. It is the Leader of the House for government who makes that decision. He 
could have adjourned the house at midnight. It would have been standard practice to keep people here until 
midnight. But no; the government said, “We want to hear more from your speakers tonight.” That was because 
the business of this house has been mismanaged, and the consequence is not good for anyone in this place. 
Therefore, far from moving to better and more family-friendly sitting hours, we are seeing on an all too regular 
basis, which I will certainly raise with the member for Kalamunda when he returns from his pair, this house 
sitting on Wednesday night when many years ago we allocated hours to make up for the change in hours in the 
Wednesday night sitting—effectively, three extra hours on Wednesday and two extra hours on Thursday.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [12.20 pm] — in reply: I need to respond to the 
statements that have been made. I start by saying that I have a lot of sympathy for what the member said about 
family-friendly sitting hours. Members on this side, especially the Whip, know that I get pretty cranky when we 
sit late. I am very much opposed to sitting hours that are not family friendly. My wife has an illness, so I want to 
be at home with my wife; I am sure the Minister for Police also wants to be at home with her family. We all want 
to be at home with our families. I do not like this issue, particularly when sitting very late at night is almost 
becoming a routine. There has to be arrangements with the opposition. The government cannot do it on its own. 
The government has a legislative program that it has to get through. At the second reading stage of the 
appropriation bills everyone gets an opportunity to speak about issues in their electorate, but the member for 
Midland must admit that it is very unusual for every opposition member to do a full speech for both bills — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I did not interrupt the member for Midland; I would appreciate the same courtesy. It is an 
important issue. Sometimes those in government get their back up and think: if opposition members want to talk, 
we will stay here until they finish. That is how those things tend to work. I am sure that that is what happened 
last night. We were debating the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2013–14 Bill 2013 and, again, 
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every opposition member spoke for their full amount of time with almost no-one on the government side having 
a say. They are entitled to get up and talk about issues in their electorates, but government members did not 
because they were mindful of the time and the need for us to get home to our families.  

The member for Midland is right about needing to get legislation to the upper house. When I was Leader of the 
House, that was always an issue and we worked well together to make sure that we had a steady flow of 
legislation. Last week the upper house passed three important bills in five minutes. The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition in the other place expressed a very strong interest in wanting to speak on one of those bills but she 
virtually did not speak at all on it. It was one of those three bills that went through in five minutes.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is not through the house. It has not been voted on.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: If I am wrong, I apologise. I understand she expressed a lot of interest in talking about one of 
those bills, but it went straight through. My point is that we need to keep a regular flow. Legislation cannot get 
stuck in this place because every member of the opposition wants to speak on a subject. There are only so many 
hours in a day. Outside private members’ time, ministerial statements, question time and all those things, there 
are only three or four hours in each sitting day to debate legislation. There are not enough hours in the day for 
every member on the other side to take half an hour. We would get through one bill a week if that was the way it 
was done.  
As far as coming back early and quickly, the Premier made the point that although the legislation had to go 
through and come back again and that created some difficulties for us, he wanted to do that to give all our new 
members—we have so many of them—an opportunity, as we are all given at the start of our parliamentary 
careers, to deliver their maiden speeches. Those first few weeks provided an opportunity for new members to 
deliver their inaugural speeches. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: That is just to bring in legislation to provide that opportunity, but a lot of that time was — 
Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It had to go back through the system to get it ready again because of the ruling of the 
Premier. There is no doubt it made things difficult, but it also created an opportunity for every new member of 
this Parliament to deliver their maiden speech. I think that worked very well.  

Mr Speaker, I would love for you and the Leader of the House to sit down and talk about this so that we can get 
back to the hours that I think we should be sitting, but to do that we need cooperation from the opposition. We 
need some sort of agreement on how many people will speak on bills and what sort of time will be taken. Today 
we will consider the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. That is a great test for the member for Midland and her side. 
We are up to clause 4 of 62. If we get through those, why would we want to stay late? The Medicines, Poisons 
and Therapeutic Goods Bill 2013 is on the business program just in case. If we finish debate on the bills on the 
business program and the Dog Amendment Bill, there is no reason to sit late tonight. Today will be a good test of 
what sort of cooperation we can get from the opposition. In my view, sitting to one o’clock in the morning is not 
acceptable for this house, but neither is spending the rest of today debating exactly the same bill that could have 
been tidied up quickly and easily last night. It is not normal practice for every member of the opposition to speak 
on both appropriation bills. I do not recall it happening before. I am sure it has happened before, but it is not the 
usual practice. If we want to set family-friendly sitting hours, there has to be discipline on both sides of this 
house.  
Question put and passed. 
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