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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [12.10 pm]: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable private members’ business to 
have priority on Wednesday, 11 March 2015, between 4.00 and 8.00 pm. 

Agreement to this motion will enable the house to sit later than the usual time of 7.00 pm tonight while still 
maintaining three hours for private members’ time for issues to be raised by the opposition. Essentially, in short, 
it is necessary for us to make greater progress in dealing with legislation than we have so far, and sitting later 
tonight will assist in doing so. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [12.11 pm]: Although the opposition is not going to oppose this motion at 
this stage, there are a few points I would like to make. One is that this runs entirely contrary to having more 
family-friendly sitting hours in this house. This is something that has required review for some time. When 
I speak to women and men in my electorate and they learn that Parliament sits in the evening, they think that that 
is not an appropriate time for people to be working. I have also looked at the sitting hours of other Parliaments 
around Australia and elsewhere, and most of them have modified sitting hours. I was most recently looking at 
Victoria, and it certainly has more family-friendly hours than this house. Some of the people in this place may 
not know the history of the sitting hours of this place, but in the very early days, when members of Parliament 
had other jobs, they used to attend here late in the afternoon and stay until the evening; it was certainly more of 
a gentleman’s club in those days. I make the point on behalf of not only women, but also men, that most modern 
families share their parenting responsibilities, and I do not think that the current sitting hours of the house are 
good enough. 

I was part of an earlier incarnation of the Procedure and Privileges Committee when Hon George Strickland was 
Speaker of this house, and that is when we moved to have the 7.00 pm finishing time on Wednesday. We started 
our sitting at 2.00 pm on Wednesdays and 11.00 am on Thursdays, and when I first joined this house there was 
1.5-hour dinner break on Tuesdays and Wednesdays. My suggestion, simply, was to shorten the dinner break 
because we need only an hour, not an hour and a half in the evening—the business used to grind to a stop for an 
hour and a half—and to sit at 12 noon on Wednesdays, grabbing a couple of extra hours there, especially on 
a Wednesday because we did not sit after the 1.5- hour break until 7.30 pm, and then maybe go through to until 
10.30 pm-ish. There was only about three hours to make up there. So, we gave up those other times and decided, 
rather than sit from 11.00 am to 5.00 pm on Thursdays, to sit from 9.00 am to 5.00 pm, as we do now. That was 
a long time ago—probably about 14 years or something of that order—but there has been no progress since then. 
I know that perhaps you, Mr Speaker, might be willing to consider this, but ultimately it comes down to numbers 
in this house, and unless the government agrees to some different arrangements with sitting hours or the way this 
house runs, nothing happens. The ball is very firmly in the government’s court because it has the numbers in this 
place. I listened to arguments at that time, and it is interesting there has already been an interjection from the 
National Party on this and it is trying to create this city-country divide. But when we started to sit only until 
7.00 pm on Wednesday nights, a couple of the country members said, “What are we going to do on a Wednesday 
night? We’re in town anyway; Parliament might as well sit.” So the rest of us should not go home to our families 
in the evening because country members have come all the way to town? There are plenty of different options if 
members want to sort things out city versus country, and perhaps the Leader of the National Party would be 
better off making a constructive — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Collie-Preston, if you have some constructive suggestions — 

Mr M.P. Murray: I certainly have. 

The SPEAKER: — please speak later. Thank you. 

Mr M.P. Murray: I will keep them for the caucus room. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I do not think the Queensland Parliament is much of a model for anything, but my 
recollection is that in a sitting week it sits either four or five days of the week. It has far fewer sitting weeks than 
us, but it sits more days on a sitting week; I think it is four days, but I am happy to be corrected if it is five. That 
works, I am told, and part of the rationale for doing it—I have asked the question—is that there are a lot of 
regional members who need to come from the country, and they do not mind coming and sitting the extra day in 
Brisbane because they are coming for far fewer weeks. Rather than attending for 20 or 22 weeks, they are only 
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attending for 14 weeks or something because in the weeks they come they sit the extra day. That is the kind of 
constructive dialogue that could happen here. 

The way this government runs the place is almost worse than it used to be in that it has these ad hoc late-night 
sittings. Last Friday I got a letter from the Leader of the House that advised that the government may sit later 
than usual on Wednesday night, so there was not even a week’s notice for people to change their electorate or 
family commitments. People may well have made commitments for family occasions or other things based on 
the fact that Parliament rises at 7.00 pm on Wednesday nights. There was virtually no notice; Friday was the first 
time the opposition was advised that we may sit later on Wednesday night. I do not think that is good enough. 
Some people here, or some people in the future, may be single parents or have other issues, and they might need 
to make child-minding arrangements if they are sitting in this place in the evening. The way this government 
manages the Parliament — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: The Minister for Women’s Interests is laughing. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Yes, but it does not surprise me that the Minister for Women’s Interests is laughing, 
because she does not take that role very seriously. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: I beg your pardon? I was not laughing; I was making a comment. You are talking about 
single parenting; it is relevant to me. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: My eyes do not deceive me. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Through the Chair. Let us move on. Those three members over there, listen to the member for 
Midland. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: My eyes do not deceive me, and I know what I saw and perhaps we could get the 
camera vision of that as well. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: She was not laughing at you. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: We checked last night. The behaviour in this place by members of the government is 
nothing short of shocking. Their disrespect for this institution absolutely appals me. Mr Speaker, we saw that last 
night when you asked the member for Wanneroo to take his conversation with the member for Belmont 
outdoors. He did not like that—the member for Butler drew it to your attention at the time. You asked him to go 
out, and as he went out—we could see you were not looking—he looked straight at you and he did this throat-
slicing action at you. That is the kind of behaviour we get from backbenchers of the Liberal Party. 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: They have the audacity to interject on me now! 

The SPEAKER: Through the Chair, member! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am raising a very important issue. Some people in this place might like to belittle the 
issue. I say shame on them if they want to belittle this issue, because that is wrong. It does not affect me like it 
used to. My youngest child is now 16 years old, and two of them are in their 20s. I do not have to get home to 
young children, but I do think it is an important consideration and not one to be scoffed at by the government. It 
is about time some of the people on the back bench stood up to their Premier and the people who make the calls 
on these arrangements, and said that they think — 

Mr J. Norberger interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Perhaps the member for Joondalup does not want to go home to his family at night; I do 
not know what his issue is or why he would interject on me. The fact of the matter is that the members for 
Joondalup and Forrestfield chose to talk on the Criminal Law Amendment (Home Burglary and Other Offences) 
Bill 2014, which the government is now saying it is in a hurry to get through—it has been saying it is in a hurry 
for about two years and has done nothing to expedite it! They took 27 minutes to speak on it. Of course every 
member has the right to speak on every bill. I am not arguing with that at all, but I am saying that if the 
government is in a hurry—I have been in this place a long time—it can advise its backbenchers, “We’d like to 
get this bill through quickly; we’d like you to restrict your speeches to a short period”, because spending that 
amount of time does not enhance things. Members opposite are about playing politics on this Criminal Law 
Amendment (Home Burglary and Other Offences) Bill. 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Carine! Member for Swan Hills, I call you to order for the first time. 
Through the Chair and let us get moving, member. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I would like to get back to the issue under discussion. We are talking about the 
government’s management of this house and I again point out — 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The member for Carine is interjecting and various other members have been 
interjecting. The fact is that, without notice, the government is changing the sitting hours of this house. The 
sitting hours on a Wednesday are 12.00 noon to 7.00 pm. That is established. Last Friday, the opposition was 
advised that the house might sit late on Wednesday. Nothing pressing on this agenda needs to be dealt with with 
any kind of urgency. The fact is that the bill under discussion has sat on the notice paper for a full year—a full 
year. The minister read it in this time last year and not once did the minister bring it on. Do not tell me now that 
it has suddenly become urgent. The government said it was urgent in 2013; it took a year to introduce it and then 
let it lay on the table. 

Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Midland, let us try to 
make some progress—through the Chair. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

Last week we tried again to bring this bill on. We brought it on for discussion. What did the Liberal Party do? 
It adjourned it and said it had another priority, so do not tell me that this suddenly needs to be done this week. 
The government has ignored it week in, week out. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the House! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Leader of the House brought it on for about 20 minutes last year while he was 
acting police minister. The police minister herself did not bring it on once; it was ready for debate from April last 
year. 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Are the Leader of the House and the minister interjecting? Perhaps the minister would 
like to get up and make a speech. There is no reason that this could not have been brought on last year. The 
acting Minister for Police brought it on for about 20 minutes. He has had a couple of months to have this bill 
dealt with. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: There were four other bills. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Leader of the House says there were some other bills. If there was any other 
urgency, he would have set the proper time. This is a complete muddle in this place when without notice the 
Leader of the House says we will sit extra hours. I do not mind sitting here for whatever hours, but how about 
some notice and some respect for people who are part of this chamber. 

The real issue is the mismanagement of the upper house. The government has set the weeks of sitting for the 
upper house for the year with practically nothing on the agenda. I think it started sitting at two o’clock yesterday 
and by about twenty past four it was time to go home. There are two bills on the Legislative Council’s notice 
paper. Hello! It was not our fault; it is the government’s fault. The fact is one of those bills has been introduced 
in the Council, and the government could introduce other bills there. Anyone looking at the parliamentary 
program—I have been in government and assisted in that—would look at what bills are in the Assembly and 
what bills are in the Council, the demand in here and how many sitting weeks we need to sit. The fact is that the 
government set too many sitting weeks in the early part of the year for the Legislative Council when it had 
nothing do. 
Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: There is a cost associated with that. When either house sits there is a cost to the public. 
There is no cost efficiency when a house sits for two hours one day, three hours the next and two hours the week 
after. This is absolutely shambolic. The government makes it up as it goes along. It has been an open joke around 
this place that there is no business for the Legislative Council. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Do not say it is because we are holding things up. The Criminal Law Amendment 
(Home Burglary and Other Offences) Bill is one that we would happily have dealt with last year but the 
government dragged it out. We have been in here week after week while the government has filibustered on 
various bills, and there have not been enough bills on the Assembly agenda. It is absolutely crazy. Everyone and 
their family have to be inconvenienced because of the government’s mismanagement. It costs the public money 
and inconveniences people. I know members opposite do not like me talking about it, but we are going in totally 
the wrong direction if the government wants to talk about reform of the sitting hours of this Parliament. I would 
like to encourage more young people, more people with families and more women to be involved. That is very 
hard to do in light of not only our sitting hours, but also the flippant attitude of the government, which says, 
“Oh, well, next week we’ll sit on Wednesday night as well and we’ll give you three or four days’ notice.” 
Mr J.H.D. Day: The ball’s in your court. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: It is interesting that the Leader of the House is interjecting on me, saying, “The ball’s in 
your court”, as though we could just roll over on all the legislation and not subject it to scrutiny. We will not let 
members off that easily. The contradictions between government ministers on this kind of topic are 
extraordinary. On the one hand, last evening the Minister for Police said everyone was entitled to speak on every 
bill—all backbenchers, opposition and government—and now the Leader of the House is suggesting that it is our 
fault for taking our opportunities for speaking on bills. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: I said to a large extent the ball’s in your court—not entirely, but to a large extent. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: If the Leader of the House wants to hand control of the house over to us, he should let us 
know and we will run it for him. We gave that a go last week! 
The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This motion is an extreme example of poor management. It is not family friendly; it is 
not even courteous. It has been brought about because of the government’s mismanagement of this place. 
I signalled to the Leader of the House that I think this is unacceptable. If he wants to reform the sitting hours or 
if he thinks that in future weeks we might like to sit more weeks or different days, he should give us the courtesy 
of earlier advice and some proper discussion, because every time he does this I will have more to say on the 
topic. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [12.27 pm] — in reply: I want to make a few 
comments in reply on a motion I would not normally reply to. I entirely agree with the comments of the member 
for Midland that it is desirable to have family-friendly sitting hours. I can assure all members that it is not my 
first preference at all to sit longer here tonight or on other nights should that be necessary at other points during 
this year. However, I need to point out that there is quite a significant list of government legislation; there are 
currently 17 bills on the notice paper and we need to make progress with them. This issue can be dealt with in 
a number of ways. We can sit longer hours, as we are going to do tonight. That is one option but it is not the only 
option. We also have the option as a house of Parliament to make a decision to put in place time management 
procedures so that the amount of time in bills is limited or limits are put on how long it takes bills to pass 
through the house. It is my understanding that other Parliaments that have more family-friendly sitting hours 
have time management procedures in place. If the opposition is happy to agree to that approach, I would be very 
interested to hear that, and very appreciative, I must say, because, as I have flagged here before, that is one 
option we need to consider. The third option is to limit the number of speakers on bills. On the Criminal Law 
Amendment (Home Burglary and Other Offences) Bill, which has been the main subject of debate so far this 
week and which the Minister for Police is dealing with, I entirely understand — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The Minister for Police is dealing with the bill in this house. 

I entirely accept and agree that that bill should be subject to quite substantial scrutiny. There are potentially contentious 
issues in it and it is reasonable that it should be subject to quite a bit of debate. However, I hope the member for 
Midland will encourage members to deal with the bill from this point onwards by not only applying adequate scrutiny, 
but also dealing with it in a reasonably expeditious manner so that we can go through the consideration in detail stage 
in an expeditious and appropriately time-managed manner. Limiting the number of speakers and the opposition 
controlling how long it takes on bills is another way in which the issue can be dealt with. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I was asking whether I could interject. 
The SPEAKER: Right. I will give you a credit later in the day. 
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Mr D.A. Templeman: Better management would have been this. It is an Attorney General’s bill. There are no 
bills before the upper house to be debated. The bill should have been introduced into that place and you would 
have had the upper house operating with a live bill to debate. It is bad management by the government. It’s as 
simple as that. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: My understanding in response to that issue is that there are financial implications; therefore, it 
could be initiated only in this house. 

I also make the point, in response to the issues raised by the member for Midland about the Legislative Council 
not sitting its normal number of hours, that the Council very efficiently and pleasingly, in most respects, dealt 
with about nine bills in two or three days. The house of review is not doing a lot of reviewing and from the 
government’s point of view that is a good thing. We are getting through legislation quite quickly there. I think 
most people would expect the opposition to place more scrutiny than that on bills that took hours and hours to 
deal with in the Assembly. I do not have a list, but one has been prepared and I will make sure I have it on me in 
the future. When I was Acting Minister for Police, some bills took about eight hours to deal with in here. The 
Road Traffic Amendment (Alcohol Interlocks and Other Matters) Bill 2014 took about eight hours. We would 
think that is a reasonably substantial and interesting and significant issue, but it went through the 
Legislative Council in about half an hour or so. It would appear there is either not a lot of work being done by 
some members of the Legislative Council, or the opposition has a strategy to try to paint this picture that there is 
a lack of good management in dealing with legislation. Maybe both are the case. Whatever the case, I certainly 
reject any notion that there has been poor management of legislation so far. We are in only the third sitting week 
of the year, but, as I said at the outset, we need to make greater progress than has been made at the moment. 
There are various ways in which that could be done, and cooperation from the opposition is one way in which 
that could be achieved. 
I commend the motion to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
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