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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.37 pm] — without notice: 
I move — 

That so much of the standing and temporary orders be suspended so as to enable the following 
variations to the order of business on Wednesday, 2 December and Thursday, 3 December 2015 — 
(a) no motions on notice on Wednesday; 
(b) no consideration of committee reports on Wednesday; 
(c) no private members’ business on Thursday; and 
(d) to sit after 5.20 pm on Thursday night, if required, with the dinner suspension from 6.00 pm to 

7.00 pm. 
I will just make a few comments on this motion. I moved this motion in good faith. The situation with the 
legislative agenda of the government is that a considerable number of bills have passed through this chamber 
over the past few weeks, either with or without support for the bill from members opposite, but with the 
cooperation of members opposite to get those bills through. I thank members opposite for that cooperation; it has 
been very much appreciated. However the government still has two bills on its legislative agenda that it would 
like passed by the time the Council rises for the summer break—the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 and the 
Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of Lawful Activity) Bill 2015. I have indicated to the opposition and the 
Greens that it is the intention of the government to have these two bills passed before Parliament rises. I was 
never given any commitment by the opposition and the Greens; I acknowledge that. However, having said that, 
I have always been quite clear that it is the intent of the government to pass the bills. 

At this stage, we have had a considerable amount of debate on these two bills already. The Criminal Code 
Amendment (Prevention of Lawful Activity) Bill 2015 has been debated for 12 hours and 23 minutes on the 
second reading, and a further five hours and 52 minutes on a motion for referral to a committee. An enormous 
amount of time has already been taken up by the opposition on this bill. Secondly, there have been seven hours 
and 41 minutes of second reading contributions on the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 from members 
opposite, and we have just started a debate on a motion for referral to a committee. In both instances, there has 
already been a considerable amount of debate from members opposite. 
I will say at the outset, and this will be confirmed by Hon Helen Morton who has carriage of the bill, that the 
government will not support the referral of the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill to a committee. I want to make that 
quite clear—we will not support the referral motion. I hope with that, members opposite will acknowledge the 
fact that a prolonged debate on referral to a committee by members opposite is not going to amount to anything; 
that is, we will not support the motion for referral to a committee. 
Hon Ken Travers: So you’ve made up your mind you’re not going to listen to reasoned argument? That’s what 
it sounds like to me. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No. Can I just say once again: we had exactly the same situation with the 
Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of Lawful Activity) Bill 2015. The opposition does not need every 
member opposite to make a full, 45-minute contribution to this debate. If members opposite want to make one or 
two points, that is fine. 
Hon Ken Travers: Were you this authoritarian in your classroom? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Not at all! This is just sensible. We all know what this is all about and, as I said, we 
will not support it. I am trying to facilitate time for members opposite to scrutinise the bills. If they are genuine 
about scrutinising the legislation, they will take heed of what I have just said. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! This is a debatable motion, as members know, and if members have a different point 
of view, they have the opportunity to express it, but not while another member is on his feet. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That said, if members opposite support the motion I have put forward, it will provide 
an additional 14 hours this week for members opposite to scrutinise those two bills. That is after the considerable 
amount of time that has already been taken up by debate on these bills. I do not for a second diminish the 
significance of these two bills, and I appreciate and acknowledge the fact that members opposite do not have the 
same views as we do on this side of the chamber. Having said that, 14 hours is a long time to scrutinise those 
two pieces of legislation in Committee of the Whole debate, during which members can actually sit there and 
forensically scrutinise that legislation. Members opposite are being provided right now with an opportunity to do 
so. I think that is eminently sensible and eminently fair. 
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That is on the assumption that we finish at 5.20 pm on Thursday; if we do not finish at 5.20 pm on Thursday, we 
will provide further hours, as long as it takes, to get this legislation through. As I said, the intent of the exercise 
is to provide members opposite with every opportunity to debate — 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am not saying anything that is contentious here, honourable member. I am saying 
something that is sensible. 

As I said, that is more than enough time to scrutinise the legislation. There has to be a point in the legislative 
process at which members opposite acknowledge that the question should be put. That is part of the democratic 
process. Whether they agree or disagree with the question, there must come a point at which the question is put. 
Debating ad infinitum is fine as long as the opposition says that it has issues with the bill, identifies those issues 
and gives the government the opportunity to debate them, as opposed to procrastinating endlessly over pieces of 
legislation. 

Having said that, we on this side of the chamber would like to avoid sitting beyond 5.20 pm on Thursday—we 
genuinely would. I do not think it is helpful to anyone to sit long hours into the night, and particularly not to 
parliamentary staff. However, we are more than willing to do that to provide an opportunity for members 
opposite to forensically go through every clause of the legislation, and I refuse to believe that that cannot be 
done in 14 hours, but if the opposition needs more time, we will provide it. 

Mr President, I will finish the way I started. The motion I am putting to the chamber is in good faith and with the 
express intent of providing as much time as the opposition needs to scrutinise those two pieces of legislation, the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 and the Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of Lawful Activity) 
Bill 2015, before the house rises for the summer break. I urge members to support the motion.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.44 pm]: I rise to indicate that the 
opposition will support this motion, but a few of us will have something to say about it. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The Attorney General might be surprised. 

I want to support the motion in this fashion. From the time the Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of 
Lawful Activity) Bill 2015, referred to I guess colloquially as the “protest bill”, entered this house, I made it 
absolutely clear that we would not support it. From the time the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill appeared in this 
house, which was only just over a week ago, I made it perfectly clear that we would not support that bill. The 
Leader of the Opposition and I have a good arrangement — 

Hon Peter Collier: Leader of the Government. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Sixteen months! We have a good arrangement. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Our preselection is fine, what is going on over there, though? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members, order! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Do members opposite want to waste time or not? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! We will get through this debate without any interjections and without any cross-
chamber threats or bullying statements. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thanks, Mr President. The point I was trying to make was that the Leader of the 
Government in this place has initiated what I think is quite a constructive approach, as we come to the end of the 
spring sittings and the period before the Christmas recess; that is, he would indicate to me which bills the 
government needs to get through before the end of that session so that we can identify between us which of those 
we can facilitate and which we cannot. It has been abundantly clear to the government for weeks that we would 
not support the Perth Market Authority bill, and for the better part of a year that we would not support the 
Criminal Code bill. The point of difference between this chamber and the other chamber is the customs and 
practices and, indeed, the standing orders of this chamber give effect to the function of a house of review. There 
is a fundamental difference between to the two houses. The notion that the Leader of the Government would say 
to us today, “Pick a number, seven hours, three hours, four hours, 14 hours, 48 hours is enough time” and 
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therefore we should cease our contributions after a certain point that he deems appropriate or that we should 
cease our contributions just because we know that we do not have the numbers, I find offensive. 

Hon Peter Collier: Take as long as you like. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The proposition that because we do not have the numbers in this place, which is exactly 
what he said, and because the government will not support the referral — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: For example, because the government will not support the referral of either of the two 
bills, we should somehow take as a logical extension of the Leader of the House’s comments that we should 
limit our contribution because we know we do not have the numbers. There goes democracy, if the Leader of the 
House wants us to take that approach. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Democracy is that you don’t have the numbers. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Keep going, my friend, because you are one of the major assistants in continuing 
legislative debate in this place. One of the impediments the Leader of the Government has is the assistance 
offered to him by some of his ministers. 

Every member of this house is entitled to speak. In fact, just last week this house debated the notion that we 
might disagree with what another person said but we would defend to the death their right to say it. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The notion put to us a mere few parliamentary days later that we are being unreasonable 
for exercising our right to oppose and to use means available to us to stop the passage of two pieces of legislation 
that we find odious and that we oppose is really ridiculous. As I said, the point of this place is different from that 
of the other place. We have a different set of rules; different customs and different practices and this will not be 
the first time that ministers, and indeed Premiers, will need to contemplate the difference between the two houses 
and that they, therefore, will need to do things differently. To be fair to government members of this place, if 
government members of the other place had set their legislative agenda in a bit more effective and organised 
fashion, we might not be in this position. The announcement of the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 was made 
in August 2014. That bill entered the Legislative Assembly at the end of September 2015. It took more than 
a year to get the legislation to Parliament. We started debating it last week, and today—shock, horror!—the 
government is wasting Parliament’s time. It is just a nonsense! It is a reflection of the government’s inability, 
and particularly the inability of government members’ colleagues in the other place, to organise the legislative 
agenda efficiently. 

We will support the motion, the government can give us as many hours as it wants, we will continue to oppose 
the bills, and we will take as long as we deem fit to make our contribution. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [2.51 pm]: I will add a couple of remarks to those of the 
Leader of the Opposition, Hon Sue Ellery, who put our position very, very clearly. I absolutely approve of one 
part of Hon Peter Collier’s motion; that is, that should we sit on Thursday night, we will break for dinner only 
from 6.00 pm to 7.00 pm. I think that is an excellent idea, Hon Peter Collier! I wish Hon Peter Collier would 
work on his colleagues to make sure that we never have more than one hour for dinner, because we would all 
thankfully devote an extra half an hour to the business of this house. We do not need that archaic 90-minute 
dinner break. Unfortunately, that is the only part of the motion I approve of. Although the opposition will 
support the motion — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I have a limited amount of voice left this week, so I will not to try to talk over 
members. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: It will not stop me—do not worry—but I will not talk over members who interject. 

Unfortunately, that is the only bit of the motion I really like, although, as Hon Sue Ellery said, the opposition 
will support the motion. Hon Peter Collier and his colleagues in the Liberal and National Parties need to 
understand that our opposition to these two bills is deeply principled. We will not get to the stage of running out 
of things to say about them. We will not get to the stage of rolling over and saying, “Right, we’ve had enough of 
this; let’s put the question”, because the arguments, insofar as we are concerned, are compelling. It is not about 
the number of hours we debate; it is about the quality of that debate. I think it is true to say that on any objective 
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measure, the quality of debate on this side of the house has been extremely high on both bills, despite the large 
number of hours it has taken. Mr President, it is a sign of competence that the Presiding Officers, including you, 
would not allow the debate to range off into the long grass that does not fall within standing orders. All these 
debates are fairly tightly constrained, and when in the chair you and your colleagues always make sure we stick 
to the point. 

Let us continue down that track. It saddens me to see what the first thing to go is when we are under government 
self-imposed time pressure, as noted by Hon Sue Ellery. I wish Hon Peter Collier would be a little fiercer with 
his colleagues from the other place, as was the consistent position of his predecessor, Hon Kim Chance, when he 
was leader of the government in this place. Hon Peter Collier has to explain to members of the other place what 
real life is like in the house of review. He has to explain to them that they cannot get bills that we oppose through 
in a metaphorical five minutes. Indeed, I think compelling arguments have been made against both these 
contentious bills. As Hon Sue Ellery said, it has been almost three months since we indicated to the government 
that we would not support those bills. Clearly, they should have both been referred to committee posthaste, and 
they could have been back before this place this week. Our previous experience has been that the government 
would have been on much stronger ground in attempting to limit the amount of debate if those two bills had been 
referred to a committee. 

The particular point I want to make is that whenever we face this situation, the first casualty is always motions on 
notice. Last week, motions on notice were not debated in this place because at that stage, with six more sitting days 
to go, members of the opposition wanted to show, in the spirit of good faith that Hon Peter Collier has already 
noted, that we too were onside with trying to get legislation through in a timely manner. The opposition gave up 
motions on notice last week. I am sure it has not escaped the attention of a single honourable member from this 
place that the motion in question is mine. It relates to container deposits—one of my favourite subjects. I am sure 
that if Hon Donna Faragher were not constrained by the discipline of adhering to her own party’s internal rules, she 
too would say, “Let us debate motions tomorrow.” I am sure she would have loved to do that last week. 

Hon Donna Faragher: I love debating them. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: This is one of her favourite subjects as well. My motion on container deposits, which the 
opposition is now graciously conceding, will take second place to the government’s orders of the day for the second 
week running. I gave notice of the motion on 19 June 2013. When Parliament comes back to debate this motion, it 
will be well-nigh three years since notice was first given that that motion was an appropriate subject to debate. 

There are 37 motions on the Daily Notice Paper. The Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges constantly looks at more timely ways to deal with these things. Every time we pass a motion to 
suspend standing orders and change the order of business, the motions list is pushed out even more. I notice that 
of the 37 motions, 34 were moved in June 2013. It is not the proper way to organise business in this place. The 
opposition always likes to be positive and come up with solutions for the government such as, “It could have 
been done this way; these are the options that have been overlooked.” I have given the government one of 
them—the bills in question should have been referred to a committee. Even if there were a minority report, the 
results would have come back to this house with a lot of the work already done on the two bills; but we now 
have to do that during the second reading debate and Committee of the Whole stages. That would have meant we 
would not have had to deal with this motion to suspend standing orders and revise the order of business for 
tomorrow and Thursday. We could have proceeded with the motions, not in an ideally timely manner but in 
a more timely manner than we are able to do under the present circumstances. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.57 pm]: Although the government of the day has the ability to 
arrange the order of proceedings in the house, and the opposition respects that, like my colleagues, I too have 
some comments to make about the changes that have been put before us today. 

From my understanding as a relatively new member of Parliament, the standing orders have been crafted and 
formulated over many years by successive governments in a bipartisan manner to create fairness and to give all 
members of the house the opportunity to contribute to the debate on various motions and to give members from 
different electorates and regions across the state the opportunity to bring forward important issues. We have 
a very good set of standing orders. It should be of a very rare culture indeed that we change or suspend the 
standing orders, especially when it is for a matter of government incompetence. The opposition is being asked to 
forgo motions for the second week in a row. Motions are a most important aspect of this Parliament. It is a great 
opportunity for members like me from regional areas, and others, to put motions on the notice paper, as I have 
done. I note that the very next motion in the order of business would be a motion that I put forward in 
June 2013 about the future of the tertiary organisation Muresk Institute, which is in my electorate. I was really 
looking forward to having a frank and robust discussion in Parliament regarding the future of Muresk and the 
government’s failure to sustain that facility for the long term. I will be denied that opportunity because 
essentially the government has not been able to get its act together and pass its legislative agenda. Here we are, 
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in the last week of Parliament. In the second last week we gave up two hours’ debate on motions, which we 
agreed to do in a bipartisan manner and in good faith to help the government. We are now in the last week, and 
we will all remember the little stunt that was pulled in Parliament to try to gag our non-government time last 
week, which was unsuccessful. We were debating a very important motion on the Asbestos Diseases 
Compensation Bill 2013. We all remember that little stunt. Today we get to Parliament and in a top-down, 
typical, conservative approach we are told from above how things will be. We accept that the government has 
the right to make changes to the order of business of the house and we will support that, because that is a time-
honoured convention. However, when we honour that time-honoured convention, we hope that it is done for 
legitimate reasons and in good faith. I am not so sure that that is the case. 

Here is a government that has become a rabble. Last week, there was such a shambles in the other place that 
Parliament was adjourned for the day because there was not a single government member—not a single 
Liberal or National member—in the house. That is the sign of a government in a rabble. This week we have to 
suspend standing orders and there is the threat of sitting extra hours. There is also the retraction of motions on 
notice, debate on which I think is important. It is told to us that it is democratic and in good faith. This is where 
I also have an issue. The Leader of the House says the government would like to pass legislation. The 
government would like to do a lot of things, but this is a democracy and this is a house of review. It is not 
a dictatorship and it is not a communist authority. This is a democratic state; that is, a democratic jurisdiction 
where all the members of this house have an obligation to their electorates to come in here and review legislation 
and to make the points that their electorate wants them to make. That we are made to feel as though we are doing 
something wrong by carrying out our job, I too find offensive. 

A government member interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is what I am hearing on this side of the house, that we are doing something wrong 
by taking 14 hours to debate legislation. 

Hon Peter Collier: I didn’t say that. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That was certainly the inference and the implication of what I heard on this side. I do 
not think there is anything wrong with that and I am pleased that the Leader of the House does not either, 
because if that is what we have to do, that is what we should do. Our electorates demand that legislation be 
reviewed thoroughly. We have a bicameral political arrangement under the Westminster system. We should take 
all the time that is required and we should sit here as long as it takes until the legislation has been thoroughly 
reviewed, especially when it is rubbish legislation and especially when it is appallingly written, and legislation 
that the people who elected members to Parliament had no idea would be brought into Parliament when they 
went to the polls in 2013. Had the government told them that it would bring in legislation that reverses the onus 
of proof for carrying a “thing”, I think they may have voted very, very differently. The onus is on us as the 
opposition to stand up against poorly drafted legislation and to at least try to amend it. 

The other point that I will come to, on both the Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of Lawful Activity) 
Bill 2015 and the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, is that I have not seen a shred of evidence of the 
government wanting to compromise at all on these pieces of legislation; even though we pointed out over and 
over again in our second reading contributions to the debate, and made the point that everybody else in 
Western Australia gets except the government, that having the word “thing” in legislation opens it up to all kinds 
of possibilities that people who are not guilty of anything may be arrested and may have the onus of proof 
reversed. There was a very important democratic point in that legislation that we made over and over again. 
Rather than say, “Yes, we acknowledge that this is not quite right and how about we pitch it another way”, or 
“Let’s amend the legislation”, or “Let’s send it off to a committee”, the government could have avoided hours of 
debate by at least getting the legislation scrutinised, because it is very poor. There are 70 groups in 
Western Australia that agree with us that it is a very poorly drafted and unnecessary piece of legislation. We 
think that this legislation should be reviewed; that is our job. It should be reviewed here in the house, with the 
capacity to amend—should the government be at all willing to compromise and reach a neutral position—and if 
that cannot be achieved, then at the very least, send it off to a committee that can go further into the details — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I believe the member is now straying into a motion that is on the notice paper in 
terms of referral of a piece of legislation to a committee. We are currently debating a motion without notice 
about the times and suspension of standing orders to achieve those times for the debate that you are now 
referring to.  
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr President; you are quite right, and I do apologise. I will finish my 
remarks soon. 

The Leader of the House talked about good faith. I have not seen very much good faith in this motion at all. The 
Leader of the House also talked about democracy. What is happening with these pieces of legislation is 
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democracy. The definition of “democracy” is “a system of government by the whole population or all the 
eligible members of a state, typically through elected representatives”. That is what I am proud to be. As an 
elected representative of my electorate, I will stand up against poor legislation. The Perth Market (Disposal) 
Bill 2015 is poor legislation, and there is a lot more to say about that, but I will not go into it now. The 
Criminal Code Amendment (Prevention of Lawful Activity) Bill 2015 is also very poor legislation. 

Although we will support the motion, I think those points need to be made. Members opposite need to be aware 
that we do not support bad legislation, nor does the majority of the population that we represent. We will debate 
that bad legislation in the hope that we can reach a compromise position or that that legislation can be reviewed, 
referred to a committee or changed in such a manner that makes it palatable. That is our job and that is what we 
will do. That is what we should be doing, that is what we are paid to do and that is what we are sent here to do. If 
it takes extra time and extra sitting hours are required, that is the job of a parliamentarian and I look forward to 
carrying out that job. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.06 pm]: The Leader of the House inspired me to get up and 
make a few comments this afternoon. He can check with the Leader of the Opposition. I was not planning to say 
anything today until I heard the remarks that he made. 
The opposition, as is the tradition and custom of this place, will support a change to the way this house operates 
in the final days of sitting for the year. That is why we will be supporting the motion moved by the Leader of the 
House. For the Leader of the House to berate the opposition during his speech and say that the government will 
not consider referring any bills to committees follows on from the Minister for Agriculture and Food standing in 
this house and giving a ministerial statement that treats and pre-empts the decision of this house as if it were 
a foregone conclusion, completely ignoring whether the Liberal Party’s own government partners want to move 
amendments to the legislation. That is completely contemptuous. 

In the past, when I have disagreed with a bill, I have been known to use the only resource available for me to 
make that point; that is, to engage in extensive scrutiny of the legislation. In the past, I have done that on bills 
that I thought were unfair; for example, the way the electricity corporations were being dealt with or various tax 
bills that were introduced by this government. Seeing as the Leader of the House raised it in his comments, 
I want him to understand that compared with those previous bills, my passion for opposing the bills that are 
before the house for consideration this week is 10 times. I have passion beyond comprehension. He can say that 
the government will give the opposition as much time as it likes to debate the legislation. I assure the Leader of 
the House that there is plenty of material on both these bills that will make it very unlikely that I will no longer 
be able to speak in this chamber or that the President will sit me down because I become tedious and repetitious. 
I will probably run out of breath before I am found to be tedious and repetitious. I will do that with passion. Even 
if my leader tells me to sit down, I will have an argument with her behind the Chair on these bills. Ultimately, 
I know who will win that battle. 
I am completely opposed to these bills. The government can give us as much time as it likes to speak because its 
members may happily walk away from defending the fruit and vegetable industries in Western Australia but 
whilst I have breath in my lungs, I will use it.  

One issue is not covered in the motion moved by the Leader of the House. He talks about what we will do for the 
dinner break, but I suggest to the Leader of the House that he should also have—if not in this motion—some 
arrangements with the staff of this place and the Leader of the Opposition about when we will break for 
breakfast and when we will come back to continue the debate on Friday morning. I hope that we do not end up 
with a situation like the last time when we sat beyond seven o’clock and the Leader of the House completely 
abdicated his responsibilities to the staff of this place and let the debate just draw on until the Leader of the 
Opposition was prepared to stand up and make something happen. That is why Hon Peter Collier is termed the 
“Leader of the House”; he is supposed to lead the house. On that night, it was clear that the only leader in this 
place was the Leader of the Opposition. I hope that the Leader of the House will not wait until six o’clock in the 
morning when I am mid-flight, halfway through some of the problems with the short title of the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, to think about what time he will hold breakfast and when he will adjourn the 
house. I hope that the Leader of the House will stand up and show some leadership on this occasion by doing 
that in advance of reaching that point on Friday morning. I have to tell the Leader of the House that, having 
moved this motion today, the first thing I will do is ring my office to make sure that the staff clear my diary on 
Friday and if we have to, I hope we can jump over the estimates week to come back the week after estimates. In 
that case, I will clear my diary of the school graduations I intended to attend that week. Let there be no doubt 
about the passion I hold for these matters and the way in which this government is treating us with contempt. 
As part of moving this motion, the Leader of the House raised the issue of referring the bill to a committee. 
I think Hon Peter Foss talked about how, if we want to pass difficult legislation, some roughage needs to be 
provided. I have not seen much roughage provided in this house. We need to pick the highly contentious bills, in 
which there is clearly doubt even from the government’s own side about whether that bill is correctly drafted or 
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needs to be amended, and refer them to a committee. It is great to come in here and give the opposition a lecture 
about how evil and bad it is for us to want to stand up and do things such as refer bills to a committee when a bill 
such as this is so highly contentious within the industry and among the government’s own members, and the 
Leader of the House completely refuses to refer it. We have seen so often in this place that, even though the 
opposition is strongly opposed to a bill, it is referred to a committee — 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I remind the member on his feet that we are talking about a motion that refers to 
times; we are not talking about referral. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that, Mr President. I am simply responding to the remarks made by the 
Leader of the House when moving this motion about times that indicated that the opposition should give up on 
a motion to refer a bill to a committee. In light of the fact that the Leader of the House has raised that as part of the 
debate this afternoon, it is clearly an issue that goes to the amount of time that the house will give to this motion. 
I certainly will not trespass into all the matters that I intend to raise when we get to the Committee of the Whole 
House debate. I simply make the point that it is fine for the Leader of the House to move a motion such as this to 
ask for more time and to have the opposition’s cooperation to provide more time, but a simpler method to 
providing that time would be for the government to allow the bill to be referred to a committee. One of the issues 
about us sitting later on Thursday night, and later this week, is, of course, what happens should any amendment 
be made to this legislation. If we need to sit later this week because an amendment is passed by this house—if 
the government is prepared to allow some amendments to be made to this legislation, or members of the National 
Party stand up for the fruit and vegetable industry in Western Australia and allow some amendments—we will 
find that the Legislative Assembly is not sitting. Why are we sitting late on Thursday night? Why would we want 
to put the chamber through so much pain by sitting late, because if an amendment is accepted by the house 
during those debates, nothing can happen with that legislation until next year? If an amendment is made by this 
chamber to either of the bills that the Leader of the House wants to go through the house this week, with the 
additional time he is asking for, will the government recall the Assembly?  
As I say that, the Leader of the House leaves his chair, I am sure, on urgent parliamentary business. That is what 
I want to hear from the government in response. The opposition is happy to give the government as much time as 
it likes, but if amendments are moved and accepted by this house, the house of review, during the week, will the 
government bring back the Assembly? If the government is not prepared to bring back the Assembly, a serious 
question needs to be asked: why would we want to sit for hours and hours, days and days, on weekends, or 
whatever it takes until we run out of breath on these bills, if amendments are made and the bills will not be 
passed and become law until next year? The government needs to consider those matters; we do not have the 
option of considering those matters. It will make complete nonsense of the process if the house is asked to sit late 
on Thursday night and the government refuses to allow the bills to go to a committee of the house—we can have 
the debate later about the merits or otherwise of the great benefit of referring these bills to a committee—and 
they ultimately sit on the notice paper as a message waiting in time for the Assembly to return in 2016. Those are 
the questions to which I want the Leader of the House to respond and to provide advice to the house. What are 
we going to do about breakfast on Friday morning? When are we going to have it? When are we going to 
reconvene after we have had our breakfast? How are we going to ensure that the occupational health and safety 
of staff are protected in this place? That is the Leader of the House’s obligation. He has been put on notice. Also, 
should the house choose to amend the bill, will the government guarantee to bring back the Assembly or will 
these bills sit in the ether until the return of the Assembly? If that is the case, why are we even bothering to sit 
beyond six o’clock on Thursday night? As always, the opposition will operate and cooperate with the 
government to give the time that it wants to give to this house, but the Leader of the House should not make 
a nonsense of it. 
The PRESIDENT: It being a motion to suspend standing orders, an absolute majority is required. 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 
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