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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The President (Hon John Cowdell) in the Chair.   

Select Committee on Rules, Orders, and Usages of the House - Final Report 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I move -  

That the orders as recommended in the final report be agreed to.   

There are several ways in which to debate this issue.  We can debate it as one motion that covers the whole 
report, or we can debate each proposed order separately.  I moved that we agree to the orders collectively, 
because it is the view of the Liberal Party at least that the set of sessional orders is a package.  The select 
committee considered all the issues that were raised and viewed them as a package, so each order is dependent 
upon the other.  There is some give and take on a range of issues.  Changing one of the orders could affect a 
number of others.  The whole purpose of the select committee’s exercise was to come up with a package that 
suits the requirements of the members of the House - certainly the majority of the members of the House - and I 
am pleased to say that the committee unanimously agreed to the recommendations contained in the final report.  
I know that many members have concerns about particular parts of the report and may wish to argue at length 
that, for example, we should start at 10.15 am, not 10.00 am, on Wednesday, Thursday and Friday.  If that debate 
were to occur, we would be here until Easter next year going through each order and considering every 
member’s circumstances.   

I put to the Chamber today that the committee has deliberated for quite a long time on the total package.  We 
have considered what the effect of the package will be on the operation of the House and also recognised that it 
will not meet the requirements of all members.  In fact, some members will not like the package at all.  However, 
the proposed sessional orders are worth a try, because the time has come to look at the way in which we do 
business in this Chamber.  This is probably the first attempt in this House to manage the business of the House in 
a way that is certain.  The Liberal Opposition particularly is supportive of the committee’s recommended 
sessional orders on the basis that they provide certainty for the rest of the year.  I make it clear, in case there is 
any misunderstanding, that this is not an attempt by the Liberal Party to put constraints on the Government.  On 
the contrary, the amount of time available for government business, or, more appropriately, the orders of the day, 
will increase from what I estimate to be about 190 hours under the timetable set by the Government last year to 
about 256 hours under the committee’s proposal.  The Government will be given a significant amount of extra 
time to do its business, and for this I have been criticised by some as being too generous.  As members may 
recall, we debated the progress of legislation in this Chamber last year.  Additional time has been built into the 
system recommended by the committee.  I also make the point that to achieve that amount of time for orders of 
the day under the old system, the House would be required to sit for eight additional weeks.  I am sure that not 
even the Leader of the House would try to tell members at the end of November that the House will sit for 
another eight weeks because we need to make up time.  This proposal gives the Government a significant 
amount of guaranteed extra time for orders of the day.  Any suggestion that it is designed somehow or other to 
constrain the Government is not correct.  On the other hand, I make it clear that it will provide certainty for all 
members, not just opposition members, about the hours and weeks that we will be sitting between now and the 
end of the year.  That is an important part of this package, and from our point of view it is absolutely vital that it 
be built into the system.  I know there are varying views about that; however, the view of the Liberal Opposition 
is that the recommended orders must be taken as a package.  Effectively, it is all or nothing.  We have tried to 
weigh up the varying opinions of members to arrive at a set of compromises, and now that we have reached that 
situation, members either go along with it or they do not.  I should add, however, that I will move an amendment 
that relates to proposed order 4, because sometimes when one is doing these things a standing order is 
overlooked, and the committee left out the starting times for question time.  That is identified in the standing 
orders.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You should have called it answer time because that would have been more productive.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Quite right.   

It is not absolutely necessary to move the amendment because Standing Order No 139(b) states, “Unless the 
House otherwise orders”, in which case we could have done it anyway.  However, my amendment will clarify 
the situation so that members will know when question time will start.   

Some members may think that the times for various activities during sitting days should be different.  The 
committee has worked on a number of basic principles to try to ensure that categories of business receive a 
reasonable amount of time without being interrupted by other business.  For a long time one of the problems in 
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this place has been that members start debating an issue only to be interrupted by something else having to be 
debated.  They will debate the same matter the next day or at a later time only to be interrupted, yet again, by 
something else having to be dealt with.  There is no real continuity in the debates on legislation.  We have sought 
to put in place reasonable amounts of uninterrupted time for particular items of business such as orders of the 
day or, under the new arrangements, consideration of motions on notice and private members’ business.  In the 
interim report, members will see a timetable for each day’s activities.  Some members may not agree with it, but 
we have sought to maximise the use of each day’s program to avoid the interruptions that occur under the current 
arrangements.  As a result, questions without notice will not be taken at the same time every day, and afternoon 
tea, which has been deliberately and unanimously retained within the timetable of the House, will also not be at 
the same time.   
I will mention some other minor alterations that we are considering, apart from the minimalist approach to sitting 
hours and days.  Instead of an adjournment debate, the committee has provided for members’ statement time at a 
certain time of the day, which, in a sense, is a better reflection of what happens.  It is not generally a debate; 
members make statements about particular issues.  Once members’ statements conclude, the House will adjourn, 
so there will be no need for an adjournment motion and for the House to engage in an adjournment debate.  That 
is a change.  There are another couple of issues that I am happy to speak about if members have any questions. 
I am basically in the hands of the committee, on the basis of whether members are prepared to accept this report 
as a package and vote on a motion to agree to the package, or whether members want to go through each and 
every proposed order and debate them separately, in which case that would take a bit longer.  I am in the hands 
of the Chamber in a bid to facilitate whatever members wish to achieve. 
The PRESIDENT:  Before I give the call to the Leader of the House, at this stage I will take general comments; 
then I will proceed with each of the proposed new orders - only to facilitate any detailed comments that members 
want to make in an orderly fashion about particular aspects - rather than try to deal with five different aspects at 
one time.  I am aware that some members will want to move amendments to some proposed orders.  At this stage 
I am inviting some general overview comments.  Members will have the opportunity to argue detailed points and 
to put amendments if they want to. 
Hon KIM CHANCE: I wholeheartedly support the sentiments expressed by the Leader of the Opposition; more 
than that, I appreciate those sentiments.  This is a logical and sensible package.  We all know that the way that 
this House works, driven as it is by a culture of tradition, is not the way we would run our own businesses - or 
certainly not if we wanted to stay in business for long.  It is not efficient.  We do not use members’ valuable time 
as effectively as we could.  The committee set out to apply some efficiency principles to the way that we spend 
our day, and it came up with a proposition that offers a win-win situation.  The additional sitting hours would be 
a win for the Government from the Government’s point of view, but more broadly from the point of view of the 
House itself and its standing and reputation in the general community, which has suffered of recent years 
because of its inability to deal with the volume of business that it has - 
Hon Norman Moore:  That is not the House’s problem, without getting into an argument. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is not a matter I want to get into in the spirit of cooperation that we have enjoyed.  
Perhaps I can tread on mutual ground by saying that that is the community’s perception of the way this House 
operates, whether that perception is correct or not.  This report offers us an opportunity to make the House more 
productive in the way it deals with its core duty, that is, dealing with and analysing, rigorously where necessary, 
the legislation of the Western Australian Parliament.  We analysed some figures - members should not hold me 
to these numbers because they were done fairly superficially and without access to the sort of data that we would 
need to be accurate, but it was accurate enough for us to form a fairly clear view - and we found that, on average, 
it takes approximately three hours for the Legislative Council to deal with a Bill from beginning to end across 
the whole year.  That is about the same time as it takes the Legislative Assembly to deal with a Bill from 
beginning to end.  The difference in the number of Bills we get through is simply the number of hours that we sit 
on government business.  The apparent fact that I have been able to determine, based on that three-hour issue, is 
a great compliment to this House.  When we looked at the depth and detail in which this House deals with 
legislation and the degree of intellectual rigour that is applied to it, without being critical of our brothers and 
sisters in another place, it was obvious that members of the Legislative Council are far more thorough when 
dealing with legislation than members in another place.  The fact is that we take about the same time; indeed, we 
often deal with major Bills more quickly than does the other place.  I am not being critical of members in this 
place; I think that fact is a compliment to members.  The critical issue, which has caused difficulties in getting a 
necessary volume of business through this place, is the number of hours that the House has to deal with 
government business - or, to be more accurate, the orders of the day. 
The committee set out and was driven by an original intent to correct that situation.  It did not set out to provide 
advantages for the Government only.  There is too limited an opportunity for private members in this place, 
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pursuant to the current standing orders, to raise issues of importance to them and their regions.  The committee 
set out to overcome that issue and to formally provide time for private members to raise the issues that are 
crucial to them and to their constituents.  This is particularly relevant in this House, which is not dominated by 
the two major parties, and where the other parties do play an important role.  For the foreseeable future they will 
probably hold the balance of power in this House.  Few of us can imagine circumstances in which either the 
Liberal Party or the Labor Party will have an absolute majority of votes in this place under the current electoral 
arrangements.  Therefore, it was necessary for us to consider the importance of the political diversity of this 
place and to ensure that private members have an adequate opportunity to properly raise issues of concern to 
them.  The best example I can imagine is when a private member from a minor party seeks to introduce debate 
on a Bill in this place.  The way things stand, the only way that Bill can be debated - there are no problems 
getting it introduced - is through the goodwill of the Government.  That is not an acceptable arrangement; that is 
not the way it ought to be.  Every member in this place ought to have a legitimate opportunity to have their 
legislation debated.  The committee set out to provide that opportunity and, from the Government’s point of 
view, it remains open to the possibility of increasing that opportunity still further with some experience of this 
system.  Even though some members may have read the proposed sessional order very carefully, they may not 
have quite grasped this yet: it is not intended that debate on a private member’s Bill be restricted exclusively to 
that part of the business day that is established in the proposed sessional order.  Those Bills can still be debated 
during orders of the day.  The provision for them to be debated during private members time, as it were, sits on 
top of the existing rights. 

This was a unanimous report and the Government supports the package as it stands - I refer to those issues raised 
by the Leader of the Opposition - even though some members might not be entirely happy with some 
components of the package.  Obviously, we will never get something that suits everyone, but we are prepared to 
sign off on the whole deal as a package.  In supporting the package, however, the Government asks for one thing 
and one thing only; that is, an opportunity to review the progress that we are making under the new sessional 
order midyear, which means that at 30 June we reconsider whether we want to go ahead in a formal way.  To 
take account of that, I foreshadow moving an amendment to order 12 by deleting the phrase “December 31” and 
substituting the phrase “June 30”.  It would be a great pity, verging on a tragedy, if this became a deal breaker.  

Hon Norman Moore:  I can tell you now it should be 31 December.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I believe it is entirely reasonable to ask that midyear we look again at whether we are 
achieving our ends.   

Hon Norman Moore:  We would be happy to do that, but do not change the date to which it applies.  The 
intention was that it should be reviewed on an ongoing basis anyway.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for making that point. 

Hon Barry House:  Why do you not have a select committee inquiry on 30 June or something like that and leave 
the date as it is?  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am sure that members will be able to craft an appropriate amendment by the time 
we get to proposed order 12.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I welcome the advice that I have received from the Leader of the Opposition and Hon 
Barry House.  If we can find a way through this, we should try really hard to do it.  It is reasonable for the 
Government to say that we should pause and review how successful it has been for all of us, not merely the 
Government.  Obviously, the Government’s intent is very clear.  We want to be able to assure ourselves that we 
are making reasonable progress through a very significant backlog of legislation.  I have been delighted with the 
way in which the House has worked already this year.  We can do better, but I feel a new sense of goodwill in 
this House towards getting on and doing our job.  I would hate to think that any disagreement on this issue, 
notwithstanding all the goodwill that has gone into the select committee process to this stage, would start to 
break that down.  I believe that we are working well.  I feel sure that we can find a way to achieve these ends.  
All the Government is looking for is an opportunity to pause and reflect midyear on how well the sessional 
orders are working. 

Hon Norman Moore:  What you say is that you want to terminate them and then reintroduce them.  I am saying 
that if you want to review, that is fine, but it must be a year’s package.  If we all agree to change it halfway 
through the year, that is fine.   

Hon George Cash interjected.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hon George Cash has made an interjection that perhaps not everyone heard.  He said, “If 
you are not dinkum, you are not dinkum, and that’s that.” 
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Hon George Cash:  Yours is clearly a Clayton’s acceptance because you say on the one hand that you agree with 
it because the Government wants to be seen to be progressing the matter, but it will vote against it.  Come clean! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The interjection that Hon George Cash has made is rather like someone pointing a finger 
and three fingers pointing back at him.  I could equally say that he is either dinkum or not dinkum and those 
three fingers will point straight back at him.  I believe that this is a good package and that the House should have 
the opportunity of satisfying itself that it works to the benefit of us all.  At 30 June we can pause and make that 
assessment. 

Hon Jim Scott:  What you are saying is that it will continue in place while the review is taking place. 

Hon Norman Moore:  He is saying that it stops on 30 June. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Let me explain what the Government is setting out to avoid.  I can tell you that personally 
I think we can do this.  I could even be encouraged to say that we should go all the way through to 31 December.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is what we are saying. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I say that as a member of the select committee who signed off as part of the unanimous 
deal on the report.  I was happy to do that because I think it was important that we had a unanimous decision.  I 
said at the time - I think I am allowed to say this - that the Government may have difficulty with that.  The 
reason the Government may have difficulty is as simple as this: what is provided to members of this place by the 
recommendations of the report is certainty on three things.  It provides certainty on the hours of sitting, the 
weeks of sitting and the resolution of motions.  I ask members to think about that last one.   

Hon Ken Travers:  And the consideration of private members’ business. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, but it is a specific component of the resolution on motions.  A member may bring a 
motion into this place under the current standing orders.  If the Government does not like it, we can keep 
members talking about it all the year until it eventually drops off the Notice Paper.  It wastes everyone’s time, 
and is pointless and disruptive.  These proposed rules will enable 330 minutes of debate on a motion.  The 
motion might be to order the parliamentary secretary Hon Ken Travers to table papers relating to his 
responsibility to a minister.  That can happen every fortnight.  The Government has copped that and said that it 
will do it.  We have provided in this report certainty about the hours of sitting, the weeks of sitting and the 
capacity of this House to enforce some very considerable discipline on the Government.  Those are all 
significant items of certainty. 

What does the Government give away in this proposal?  It gives away the only lever it has to try to get business 
through this House, and that is the leverage of bringing the House back to sit again or to sit longer hours in order 
to get business through the House.  If the Government signs off on this proposal, it will have no leverage at all.  
If the House decides that it will progress business at the rate of one Bill per fortnight, we will get to the end of 
this calendar year with 26 Bills dealt with and I and the Government will not be able to do anything about it.   

Hon Norman Moore:  To be fair, if you go with the old hours, you will need to sit an extra eight weeks to get the 
same amount of time.  If you reckon that you are going to try that on, the Opposition will -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Please let me say that I do not believe that the Opposition intends to do that.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It does not. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I would not have been one of the signatories to the report if I thought that was the case.  
However, that is not necessarily a position that the Government takes.  The Government takes the view that that 
risk is too great for it to take. 

Hon Frank Hough:  You have buyer’s remorse; you have signed a deal and have had a bit of a think about it. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No.  I made my point of view clear to the select committee. 

Hon Barry House:  It is the cooling-off period. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is not unusual, Hon Frank Hough, for a member of a committee who agreed upon a 
position in the committee to argue a variation in the Chamber. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It’s not unusual to have a censure motion moved against him. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I remember that. 

The PRESIDENT:  Unruly interjectors will come to order! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I recall it completely - it was justified.  I think I might have moved the censure motion. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It might have been someone else. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is our position.  Please do not misunderstand the Government on this matter: if the 
Government agrees to the proposition, it will lose all control over the rate that business flows through this 
House. 

Hon George Cash:  It is a matter of trust.  We’re not sure we can trust you. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a fair comment. 

Hon George Cash:  I’m relying only on history. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is not fair comment.  If the member says that he is uncertain about trusting the 
Government that is fine, but he must remember what the Government is prepared to give away; that is, control 
over the hours and weeks of sittings.  The Government is prepared to determine our future in this place 
concerning the conclusion of motions.  The Government is trusting.  It is saying that it wants this to happen and 
has faith in members opposite in the process I have recommended jointly as a member of a select committee.  An 
opportunity will arise to review this process in a formal way midyear.  If we believe it is worth carrying on with, 
we should do it.  I am as keen as any member to see the proposal carry on through the second half of the year.  I 
want it to happen.  Why not provide an opportunity to formally look at that process?  What is the risk? 

Hon Peter Foss:  The only part that matters is the finish in the end.  If you take out our benefit - that is, knowing 
when we will finish - there is no point in stopping it midyear.  You will have your benefit, and we will miss out 
on the benefits we want. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sure Hon Peter Foss understands my argument. 

From the Government’s point of view, committing to this proposal could place it in a position of having only 26 
Bills finished by the end of the year. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You have to offer something, don’t you? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Government has offered a great deal - certainty about the hours, the weeks of sitting 
and the conclusion.  Having provided certainty in the three areas, what does the Government get by way of 
certainty?  It gets extra hours of business - acknowledged and appreciated - but the Government does not get the 
opportunity, even though provision is available under Standing Order No 125A, to go to the House management 
committee stating which eight Bills should be passed in the next two weeks, and get a commitment to them. 

Hon Norman Moore:  No Government has ever got that. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You may get more if the Government does the process better.  You know my views on that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Perhaps Hon Peter Foss is right.  I accept his views.  The Leader of the Opposition has 
never said that we cannot do certain things; he said that it is a separate matter that needs to be talked through. 

This proposal does not give that certainty.  Therefore, the Government in effect gets no certainty other than the 
additional hours, which are acknowledged and appreciated.  However, we could spend additional hours going 
around in circles.  The Government has no certainty that we can even approach the current backlog of 
legislation. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That is the situation under the current arrangement. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Let me put it back to the Leader of the Opposition.  I return to Hon George Cash’s 
comment.  Why would members be concerned that this proposal will not work to such an extent that they would 
walk away from the deal because of a formal review? 

Hon Peter Foss:  All I get is certainty of completion at the end of the year.  The rest of it I go along with purely 
because it is part of the deal. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  The acid test is December. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I would be delighted to confirm 31 December.  I do not want to do that until the end of 
June.  Why be afraid of confirming that closing date at 30 June? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  What will be your performance indicators?  What are you expecting and judging? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That would be a matter for the re-formed select committee. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  It means starting down a path, and not knowing when you’re going to finish. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will try to answer the question raised by Hon Ray Halligan through a hypothetical.  
Suppose we reach the last sitting day of June this year and the House has dealt with eight Bills.  The Government 
would be unhappy about that rate of progress.  Let us say that they are uncontentious Bills. 
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Hon Peter Foss:  What if you did not bring them on?  The real test, in having fixed days, is to deal with the Bills.  
That’s the point I keep raising.  The problem is how you deal with the legislation outside the House, and how it 
is delivered to the House.  This has been solved by other Parliaments, but not this one.  I am happy to work with 
the Leader of the House on it.  It would be good for the Government, and good for everybody with a better 
system operating outside the House. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I accept that offer gratefully, as I have accepted advice before on such matters.  There is 
an acceptable and unacceptable rate of progress.  The hypothetical, to answer Hon Ray Halligan’s question, is 
that if we got to the last sitting day in June, and we had completed only eight uncontentious Bills, and the 
backlog was 85 Bills, we would be reasonably justified in stating that the system has not worked.  We will then 
have to make it work.  That is all I ask. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You have a Bill called the Environmental Protection Amendment Bill that has been here 
for six months.  You have 27 amendments to make now.  That is your Government’s fault, not the House’s.  If 
you do that sort of thing, Bills will not be passed.  That is Hon Peter Foss’s point.  You cannot say that eight 
Bills means no work has been done, and 57 Bills means a good job done.  It does not work like that.  This 
proposal is no different from existing arrangements. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Look at the public interest disclosure measure.  We passed the third reading yesterday.  We 
worked hard. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We did a great job. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We did not do it before because it was not listed. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I agree with the comments of members opposite.  These are things that can be discussed 
and taken account of in the confines of the House management committee.  I record that I agree with what has 
just been said. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I understand your problem, but make sure blame goes to the right place. 

Hon Peter Foss:  On the Notice Paper are a pile of Bills that have not been re-listed on the Business Program 
since their second reading adjournments in April and May of last year.  The Government cannot be unhappy with 
us for that.  You’ve not listed them. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Government is happy to deal with those uncontentious Bills.   

The PRESIDENT:  There is a limit of an hour for debate on this matter because of the way in which it has been 
handled.  I had intended to indicate to the Leader of the House that were he at 12 o’clock willing to move that I 
report progress and seek leave to sit at a later stage of today’s sitting, the matter could continue immediately or 
in a hour without time limit.  The decision whether to take an hour or the rest of the day, therefore, is in the 
hands of the House.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Mr President, it is my intention at midday to move that you report progress and seek leave 
to sit again at today’s sitting.  It is not my intention to filibuster this issue.  I had pretty much got to where I was 
going, but a number of questions arose that were worthy of the courtesy of an answer.  I had effectively finished 
what I wanted to say. 

I do not believe that the Government’s request is outrageous.  If there is another way of achieving the end that it 
is seeking - that is, a formal review at midyear - I would be delighted to discuss it behind the Chair.  However, 
the Government’s position is clear.  It wants a formal process of review at midyear, simply because it is a 
minimum necessary safeguard to ensure the rate of progress through government business is attained. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  You want a formal process of review but who would be involved in that review? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I would prefer the default position of the proposed sessional orders’ ceasing on 30 June, 
requiring an action of the Whole House to reinstate it.  If there is another way of achieving that, I am happy to 
talk about it. 

We have been able to progress very effectively through the select committee report because there is genuine 
goodwill and commitment to the proposal by all parties to do this or something very much like it.  We all accept 
that there is a need for this change, or a change very much like it.  There is no point in proceeding to a new set of 
rules if there is a reluctant partner, because this is about goodwill. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  But you are not testing it over a year.  To get any sense out of it at all, it must be checked 
over a year. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We are prepared to go along with that view, too.  However, we want that commitment to 
be staged so that we can have an opportunity to suck it and see how it works. 
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The Legislative Assembly’s rules work on a set of standing orders.  It tried three different matrixes of change 
before it got to where it wanted to be.  That is accounted for - I know the Leader of the Opposition has made this 
point before - by way of a constant process of review.  That process of review is built into our understanding and 
I am happy with that.  However, there must be a circuit-breaker somewhere that allows the Government to say 
that it is no longer a willing partner in the matter.  These arrangements will work because there are five willing 
partners; there are five parties and every party wants to move ahead.  The other partners cannot drag the 
Government kicking and screaming into an arrangement it does not want because it just will not work.  The 
Government wants an arrangement that all five parties want that will work.  The Government will be unwilling if 
it is forced into making a 12-month commitment.   

Progress reported and leave granted to continue consideration of the report, on motion by Hon Kim 
Chance (Leader of the House). 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I can save the House a lot of time by explaining clearly the Opposition’s position on 
this matter.  We believe this is a package that must be tested for a whole year so that we can see its effect in two 
different parts of the year, because the period leading to prorogation is different from the period leading to 
Christmas. 

The reason in the first place for the establishment of the committee was due to the absolute shambles that 
occurred at the end of last year and the need for a resolution to that problem.  The Opposition’s view, if we agree 
to terminate the proposed sessional orders on 30 June, is that the Government will get 25 or so extra hours of 
business, which it wants, and could then say that not enough Bills were passed.  That would be a subjective 
number, because no member knows what is good or what is bad in this place.  The Government could then 
knock back the continuation of the proposed sessional orders in the second half of the year and we would go 
through the same crazy scenario that we went through in the second half of last year.  The Opposition is not 
prepared to go down that path. 

The House has agreed that these proposed sessional orders require the concurrence of an absolute majority of the 
House.  If the Government persists with its amendment, the Opposition will vote against it and will vote against 
the implementation of the proposed sessional orders.  I regret to say that this is a deal breaker.  It was intended 
by the committee that there be an ongoing review of the proposed sessional orders in the event that amendments 
may be required from time to time.  However, it is unacceptable to terminate the proposed sessional orders on 30 
June.  I would have no problem if the Leader of the House were to agree to continue the proposed sessional 
orders until 31 December with a formal review in the middle of the year.  The termination date is the problem.  
We cannot accept the Government’s proposed amendment to 30 June. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Obviously this matter has stemmed to a degree from the Government’s concern that 
the Opposition will use it to extend debate and that the Government will be unable to bring forward its 
legislation.  We have talked about a midyear review.  I suggest that at some stage we suspend today’s sitting and 
meet behind the Chair with a view to considering a review on 30 June, or something like that. 

Hon Norman Moore:  No.  We have just had a select committee.  The Greens (WA) were there, the Government 
was there, the National Party was there and we all came together and agreed.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  We were trying to find a way through this.  That is the fundamental issue.  There 
seems to be an impasse.  If we want to get beyond this impasse, we need to come together to try to get some sort 
of consensus on where we want to go. 

Hon Norman Moore:  We have consensus.  You only believe in consensus when you get what you want.  I’m 
telling you that all the parties have agreed to this. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am not proposing what the Greens (WA) want; I am proposing to deal with the issue 
in a manner whereby we try to deal with the great divide that is -  

Hon Norman Moore:  You put up a motion that didn’t even come from your party.  I can’t understand you. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That is another issue, and we will debate that in the fullness of time.  However, we 
obviously have an impasse, and I would like to see some movement towards trying to break that impasse to bring 
forward what I think we all fundamentally agree are some major, good changes in the way we do business in this 
place. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I am very concerned that this process could be derailed by the major parties’ suspicion of 
each other’s motives in this matter.  It is important that members keep focused on the aim of the committee.  The 
Greens and other members of this place have long said that we need to make this place more efficient, and that is 
our ultimate aim.  I certainly signed off on that paper, and I should give an explanation from the Greens’ point of 
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view.  However, I did indicate during the meetings of the committee that there were some minor matters that 
members of my party did not like and that they would be able to debate when the matter came before this place. 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No.  The issue that Hon Kim Chance raised was raised by him in the committee. 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  No.  My colleagues had raised an issue about a minor change.  We obviously have a difficult 
situation, because this issue requires an absolute majority for the changes to be made.  Nobody can guarantee an 
absolute majority in this place unless the two minor parties come together with one side or the other to break the 
deadlock.  I hope the minor parties can come together to break this deadlock and get a sensible outcome. 
Yesterday I spent some time talking to various members of staff in different parts of this building.  They raised 
with me a number of concerns.  For instance, when both Houses are not working to the same timetable, how can 
we organise it so that Hansard gets a break if, basically, one of the Houses is always sitting?  We know that an 
issue arises with delegated legislation and so on.  I believe we will have to work our way through some of these 
issues as we go along.  We may not have the perfect situation now.  Other ideas were put to me.  For example, it 
was said that it is bad for the public or the media to have a very late question time and for question time to be 
held at a different time each day.  Some of those issues were raised with me only yesterday.  Some of these 
matters will arise as time goes by.  We need to think about them if we want to improve the way in which this 
House operates. 
At the same time, I do not want to get part way through the year and find that the Labor Party does not like what 
is happening and, therefore, wants to sit until Christmas.  We need safeguards on both sides in the way in which 
this goes ahead.  However, I believe there is a simple way for that to happen; that is, by the minor parties getting 
together and saying that they will allow a review to take place. 

Hon Barry House:  It will not do you much good if Labor and the Liberals agree. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is true.  However, if we put on the record that we think - 

Hon Peter Foss:  But you were equally represented on the committee. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Okay.  If Labor and the Liberals vote together, they will win the day.  I am trying to suggest a 
way forward.  By all means, we should have a review, and we can collectively put together the changes that need 
to be made.  However, the minister may want to go back to the old system or not carry through the changes.  If 
the Greens put their votes with One Nation’s and we vote with the Opposition, we will be able to stop the 
Government doing that.  On the other hand, if the Opposition is merely using the system to stop legislation going 
through, the Greens can work with One Nation to vote with the Government to ensure the right changes are 
made to prevent that happening. 

I put to One Nation that by using our votes very carefully and thinking through what we will do to make sure we 
get a good outcome, we have an opportunity to clean up the act that other people made a mess of all those years 
ago.  If we do that, at the end of the day we will ensure that we have a good, efficient system.  We do not have to 
follow the lead of other people all the time.  I am speaking across the Chamber in the direction of One Nation, 
but through the Chair, of course.  I am making a serious offer because this is a serious issue.  It is important for 
us to make the proper changes.  By using our votes, we can assure either side that we will not allow the other 
side to trample on it. 

However, I believe it is silly to knock out any thought of a review because we need a review to fix some of the 
problems; for example, if we cannot get delegated legislation to work or we are causing great disruption to the 
staff.  I understand the other House has heard what is happening in this place and it is giving consideration to 
doing similar things.  Therefore, there might not be a problem.  Everything might slot in together and work very 
well.  However, it would be silly if we did not allow ourselves some flexibility.  It is time for the minor parties to 
take charge and make these guys and girls do the right thing. 

I hope that we can adjourn this debate - I am not trying to stop anyone speaking - so that we can talk behind the 
Chair about how we can resolve this issue.  This issue is too important to let go because of fear of the unknown 
and of getting a bad deal.  Let us get a good deal for the public and make this place more efficient, not 
shillyshally around and hide behind concerns that this or that might happen.  By all means, let us give the system 
a go.  However, at the same time let us be prepared to not be too rigid, so that if we need to make some fair 
changes, we can do so. 
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Hon Norman Moore:  You know that it was contemplated by the committee that we would have an ongoing 
review of this and be happy to change it if anything went wrong.  The problem is the termination date, not a 
review. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Yes.  However, the problem is that once the change is made, an absolute majority will be 
needed to change it. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes, because it happens to be a fairly important point. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  That is right.  That is why I am saying to One Nation that our votes are so important.  
Frankly, I do not know how the Opposition could play ducks and drakes and cause problems with the system.  I 
think the Labor Party is being a bit paranoid about this.  However, these situations have arisen before in this 
Chamber.  I have been here when a lot of time has been deliberately wasted.  I am saying to members of One 
Nation that, by agreement, we can ensure that the right thing is done.  A review should be conducted.  I would 
like to hear what One Nation has to say publicly about this proposal.  If we adjourn now, we might be able to 
talk about how we can resolve the issues.  
The PRESIDENT:  By virtue of the motion of the Leader of the House being adopted, we will adjourn this 
debate at one o’clock.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  There has been some misunderstanding and misrepresentation of the problem.  The report 
of the Select Committee on the Rules, Orders, and Usages of the House was supported by a majority of the 
minor parties.  Hon Jim Scott was a member of the committee.  A deal was worked out.  Everybody in the 
committee knew that it was a deal and that it had the capacity to fail if their parties did not accept it.  I 
sympathise with the Leader of the House, because, frankly, I think he wants to see the deal implemented, 
otherwise I cannot see why he signed it in the first place.  The reality is that he was not delegated to make the 
decision; he was delegated to make the recommendation.  He has taken that recommendation to his colleagues, 
who have not supported it.  Admittedly, they were not part of the process of which the leader of the Chamber 
was a part.  He has confidence in it; they do not.  I do not blame him one little bit.  However, I do not accept the 
new situation.  I know that is what he has been told to say.  I have absolutely no criticism of his coming into this 
Chamber and saying what he said.  However, our answer must be no.  Various aspects of this proposal make the 
whole package work.  I will be quite frank: I do not like any part of the proposal.  I do not want to sit for an extra 
day each sitting week and I do not like sitting during the day rather than at night.  The only aspect that appeals to 
me is the fixed dates at the beginning and the end of sessions.  That is the aspect that the Government is saying 
we cannot have.  I am sure Hon Kim Chance fully appreciates why I find that unacceptable; it cannot have come 
as a great surprise to him.  I suspect that he might even have said to someone, “I don’t think this will go.”   
Hon Kim Chance:  I think we can have both.  
Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not think we can.  Even though I did not agree with 90 per cent of the proposal, I went 
along with it, firstly, because if we ever tried to work it out with all 34 members or subdivisions of 34 members 
on a committee, we would end up with thousands of results.  We gave the job to our leader, who came back with 
a recommendation.  I did not agree with his solution but he did a good job and proposed something that could 
work.  That is the important thing.  I congratulate everybody else on the committee because they put their hearts 
into it.  The one thing that has not been said is “Well done.”  They did a good job.  They approached it in a very 
open and frank manner.  The fact that it has failed at this stage is not anyone’s fault.  However, it points to what I 
believe is the underlying problem of running this Chamber; namely, the decisions made outside.  That is not 
unique to this Government.  The Leader of the Opposition will tell us that the biggest single hurdle he faced in 
running this Chamber was the actions of the other place, not just because legislation did not arrive in time but 
because members in the other place always wanted him to run things their way.  The Legislative Assembly has 
no interest in the Legislative Council, except to see it as an obstruction to be cleared.  

Hon George Cash:  It promised to come back before Christmas, but ran like hell because it was too hard.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  We often spend a lot of time on legislation because it is necessary.  This is a House of 
Review and we can occasionally add value to legislation.  The constant interference in this Chamber by the other 
place makes the life of the Leader of the House absolute hell.  If members of the other place pulled their noses 
out, this place would function much better.   

Why do I believe that the fixed dates for the Chamber to sit and rise are so important?  I have seen an effort by 
the Legislative Assembly to send legislation here in good time on only one occasion.  This Chamber passed a 
motion to ensure that it would not deal with anything other than money Bills unless they reached the Chamber by 
a certain date.  We could see the smile on Hon Joe Berinson’s face when the motion was passed.  I can just 
imagine his delight when he said to his Legislative Assembly colleagues that the Council would not deal with 
anything unless it was sent by that date.  
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Hon Kim Chance:  Could we make this a standing order?   

Hon Norman Moore:  I will second it.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  If we were to quickly pass the motion without telling members in the other place, it would 
make life much easier.  We could say, “What a shame; we forgot to ask you about it”!  The one thing that really 
matters to me is the end date.  I know what will happen, and it will not happen because of the minister or the 
Government; it will happen because of human nature.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  The opportunity of achieving your objective of a fixed end date, if that is what you are 
after, is still open to you in two stages, if you so choose.  The one thing you are guaranteeing if this package is 
lost now is the one thing you will not have.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know.  It is the one thing I will not get out of the deal.  The Government is saying that we 
can have the aspects that we do not like.  I will not agree to that; it is a package.  The only aspect I am interested 
in is that which has been deleted.  Hon Tom Stephens is saying that it might stay in.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  Two steps.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Perhaps the new schedule could commence on 1 July.  That would mean that I have what I 
want and the Government will get its six-month trial.  I have no authority to say that on behalf of members of my 
party; they may object to it.  I am making the point by way of argument.  

The other reason I support this recommendation is that I have always believed that the efficiency of this 
Chamber will depend on greater efficiency outside this Chamber.  We must adopt at least the procedures 
implemented by the Commonwealth Parliament to pass legislation through Parliament.  I cannot see that 
happening unless we have the fixed dates this recommendation seeks.  The other measures are trifling.  The fixed 
sitting dates and fixed ends provide an opportunity for proper project management of legislation.  I must confess 
that is the only thing I really want.  A fixed end date would not provide everything that would lead to greater 
efficiency.  However, it would set the mood for that to occur.  

It is somewhat harsh to ask us to accept a deal that will remove the only carrot in the proposal.  The rest of the 
proposal is window dressing.  Whether we sit on Fridays or at night are not matters of principle.  However, it is a 
matter of principle that we achieve greater overall efficiency.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  Are you being absolutely frank when you say that there is no advantage or attraction in any 
other forum for the fixed date, other than what you are putting to the House now? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  For me personally?  Not that I noticed.  I beg your pardon, three afternoon teas.  I should 
have mentioned that.  No wonder Hon Norman Moore is the leader if he comes back with three afternoon teas.  
There are some good things in this model but they are not important.  The only thing that would persuade me to 
not sit nights and to sit four days a week is the fixed dates. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The select committee put a great deal of time and effort into this report and it 
arrived at a pretty clear resolution.  It includes a provision recommending that the management committee 
monitor the operations.  The other provision is that an absolute majority can allow a change at any time 
throughout the year if there is an exceptional circumstance.  I had some difficulty with this early on, but one of 
the reasons I went along with it was that the sitting times were clarified and we had a definitive date on which 
we would rise at the end of the year.  The Leader of the House has 12 members who can vote if there are 
objections to this proposal, but he can change it at any time if he has an absolute majority.  I agree it should be 
reviewed on an ongoing basis, and the management committee can do that.  The report outlines that that can be 
done for modifications based on practical experience and the like.  I do not see what the real problem is.  If there 
were a dire necessity for the House to sit for another week at the end of the year and the Leader of the House got 
an absolute majority, the House could sit for another week. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The short answer to the problem is the word “absolute”. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The short answer to the Leader of the House’s problem and the short answer to the 
Opposition’s problem is the same.  There is no rocket science involved in that.  If either side can get an absolute 
majority, they can change it.  We spoke about that.  It might sound a bit unusual, but this is twice in a very short 
space of time that I have agreed with Hon Jim Scott about having a resolution. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The rot is setting in. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I do not regard the Greens totally in that way.  There is a modicum of realism in 
what they do. 
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The Committee should accept this proposal, apart from one amendment moved by Hon Norman Moore.  Hon 
Robin Chapple has spoken to me about time changes and making sitting times on Wednesday, Thursday and 
Friday later by an hour.  Exactly the same issue would arise.  That is one of the changes that can be made as we 
gather experience throughout the year.  At the early stages when I sat down and looked at this proposal, I had 
some concerns about it.  I still have some concerns, because I will not get home very often during those two 
weeks.  In fact, I will be lucky to get home on that mid-weekend.  In the spirit of seeking some cooperation, we 
will all have to make sacrifices.  There is a way out for the Government if it has a real issue.  I am sure we would 
all look at a proposition if there were a real concern about any particular issue and it needed an absolute majority 
to get something carried.  We should be practical about the solution.  From my point of view, and I know I have 
very little influence in this place apart from the fact that I might be able to assist with an absolute majority at 
some stage, I think we should progress this matter very quickly on the basis that with cooperation and good spirit 
the whole thing can work, and work practically. 

The PRESIDENT:  Before I give the call to Hon John Fischer, I indicate that as most members are discussing 
one particular clause, it is my intention to divide the motion and start to make progress by proposing, first, that 
we consider that proposed order 1 be agreed to and so on.  That will facilitate the moving of any amendment as 
we go through. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I was a member of the select committee.  We are all aware that major issues will arise 
and be debated as this issue is put to trial.  I am totally convinced that these minor issues are far outweighed by 
the overall gain that will be achieved, not only by the Government with the extended time for government 
business, but also by individuals such as me, with my extremely large electorate.  When I leave here on a Friday, 
I do not get to Kununurra until half past three; I am sure Hon Tom Stephens will back me up.  It is very difficult 
to talk to someone in a regional centre at half past three or four o’clock on a Friday afternoon.  I am sure all 
members from the mining and pastoral areas have found that the people they need to talk to on Saturdays are 
generally the people who organise the local community.  They are generally tied up on Friday afternoon.  The 
overall benefits far outweigh any of the minor problems that will arise. 

I was always under the impression that there would be an ongoing review of the recommendations of this select 
committee.  If that is not to be the case, the select committee should be reconvened in late August or September 
to go over all the minor problems and frustrations that follow the acceptance of this report.  We would be 
prepared to work with the Greens along those lines.  However, we do want to see that everyone involved in this 
deal is fair dinkum; it must operate with good faith.  If there is to be a review, it should be done after we 
reconvene at the end of the major break in August or September.  Anything can be done with an absolute 
majority.  If we are talking about good faith, we ought to let the trial run until the end of that break.  I appreciate 
what Hon Jim Scott said and I believe he meant every word of it.  I take on board what Hon Murray Criddle said.  
One Nation has a genuine intent to get the best out of the legislation for all sides.  I strongly suggest that this 
committee reconvene in August or September following the major break.  It would be a show of good faith for us 
to get through the first part of the year.  With good faith, an absolute majority can assist with arriving at a 
decision after that. 

It is essential that we progress this matter today.  If we put the decision off, we will change the whole program of 
two weeks on, two weeks off.  This is an important matter of commitment and an important factor for the hours 
available to the Government to put through its legislation.  I believe that we must come to a conclusion today. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I want to comment on the general motion.  Please tell me, Mr President, if I will be out 
of order, but I want to canvass some issues concerning who we are as members and the sort of job that we do in 
this Chamber. 

The PRESIDENT:  I am sure that a narrow interpretation will not be taken. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I promise not to abuse the time.  I will be very brief and say a few things which concern 
me and about which I have reservations and questions.   

I am prepared to accept that this Chamber needs to modernise the way in which it goes about its business in 
many respects.  We need to move with a flexible, modern society.  I hope that other arms of government will 
adopt that sort of attitude.  I believe that we should think about a couple of reservations that I have before we 
adopt this proposal unreservedly.  We must think about who we are as members and what job we do in a House 
of Parliament, which is a very important part of our democratic process.  All of the 34 members in this House 
operate differently.  We have different electorate mixes of country versus city and parliamentary duties versus 
constituent duties and other duties, and all of us wear different hats at different stages of our life.  I believe that 
many of these proposed changes have very big question marks over them. 
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I think that South West Region members can lay claim to being the only country members in this House who 
live and work in their electorate, apart from Hon Murray Criddle.  That makes an enormous difference to the 
way in which we operate and to the job that we can do in this House and the wider electorate.  I am not 
particularly enamoured with the idea of Mondays and Fridays being taken up by parliamentary duties, but I am 
prepared to accept what the outcome might be.  I am prepared to suck it and see, as it were, because some good 
things might come out of it.  However, we must work out very carefully what role we play in this place.  I do not 
want us 34 members of the Legislative Council to become appointed by a very small factional ruling elite of our 
parties, whether it be the Labor Party, Liberal Party, Greens (WA) or another party.  That is a real fear of mine.  I 
firmly believe in representative democracy.  Each of us is in this place as a representative of an area that contains 
people, businesses and issues that we are charged with representing.  Of course, we also have broader 
responsibilities.  If this becomes a House of very narrow sectional interests, it is doomed.  I have always been a 
firm advocate of the bicameral system under which we operate, but if we accelerate the trend towards a Chamber 
that is merely full of people who represent a particular point of view from the Labor Party or Liberal Party, as I 
say, we are doomed.  I can speak from my experience of the Liberal Party.  If this happens, we will become like 
federal senators.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  God no, not as bad as that! 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The federal senators have a constituency of about 60 people, which is the State Council 
of the Liberal Party.  That is a very unhealthy situation.  I believe that the Labor Party already has the sort of 
system under which members’ ability to look after their preselection and tenure in this place is controlled by a 
very narrow group of people.  My fear is that we will all become so reliant on a very narrow part of our 
community for our continued existence as members of Parliament that we will become subservient to them in 
what we do and say and how we vote in this place.  I do not care for that system.  Such a system would not be 
good for a democratic institution in this State. 
Hon Jim Scott:  I do not understand what this has to do with the motion. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It has everything to do with it, because what we are doing is accelerating the trend 
towards our House becoming the sort of place in which we cannot be representatives of the community.  I cannot 
be a representative who lives and works in a country electorate under this set of rules.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  Is that the current set or the proposed set? 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is difficult enough with the current set, but with the proposed set it will become more 
and more difficult.  If I get to my electorate, it will probably mean a drive to my constituency late on Friday 
night, when I will miss everything that is going on, or Saturday morning and return on Sunday night.  It would 
mean that country members do not get to live in their electorates, understand their electorates and share the 
issues in their electorates.   
Those are some of the general issues of concern.  I understand and appreciate the will of the House to get some 
sort of outcome, but please let us not do this without considering what sort of role we have as members of 
Parliament. 
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I also congratulate the committee, which has done so much work to come up with 
this alternative program of sitting hours and times for this Chamber.  I have been one of the people who have 
openly and publicly called for a more businesslike approach in this place and a more family friendly Parliament.   
I urge the Government to consider some of the matters that members of this Chamber must consider, first, when 
coming into this place, and secondly, in the future as members of Parliament.  I look around the Chamber and 
note that there are 10 women in this place.  To my knowledge only three of them have children.  Does that not 
indicate that this place is a deterrent to women with children?  We need to have some certainty about working 
times.  It is always a challenge for younger women to work child-care arrangements and family responsibilities 
in with their employment.   
I urge the Government to consider that this proposal is an efficient approach to dealing with government 
business and the business of this House.  It is much more businesslike.  Wesfarmers Ltd executives or any other 
executives who run big businesses like that do not sit until 11 o’clock at night.  There is no need for us to sit the 
extended hours that we have been sitting.  We need some certainty about the hours so that our work 
commitments outside this place and our family requirements can be planned.  Our present arrangements are 
unfair, not only to the women in this place but to all parents in this place.  Families need certainty when making 
long-term plans.  What is the point of putting child-care arrangements into place if one knows that they are to be 
broken a few months down the track?   

The proposal is an efficient way for the Parliament to move towards efficiently dealing with legislation and 
giving families some certainty in their planning.  In addition to our family responsibilities we also have 
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electorate and constituent responsibilities.  The proposed orders will give us some certainty about the time we 
will spend in this place.  I will be very disappointed if the Government does not agree to these timely changes, 
which have been well thought out and well planned.  It is worth giving the proposed orders a proper trial for at 
least a year, not just a few months.  I feel strongly about that.  

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I ask that we facilitate the debate by dealing with the Government’s amendment to 
order 12, because if that amendment is passed we will know whether we have an absolute majority on this issue.  
We could debate and agree to every order only to have the whole deal collapse on order 12.  In order to facilitate 
the time of the House, I suggest we contemplate going down that path so that we will know once and for all 
whether we have a deal.   

The PRESIDENT:  I make the point that some members who propose to move an amendment to sit at 11.00 am 
rather than 10.00 am, and the like, may want to consider the final package before reaching the key order, order 
12.  If order 12 is considered forthwith and not after the other proposed orders have been dealt with, it may be to 
the disadvantage of the House.  If members want to have ongoing discussions about order 12, bringing it on now 
and voting on it will kill it immediately.  That is fine.  If the Leader of the Opposition wants to deal with order 
12, he should move that way.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Mr President, on the same point of order - I always take your wise advice - I am 
concerned that we could debate proposed orders 1 to 11 and arrive at a situation in which one member wants the 
House to start at 4.00 pm, not 3.00 pm, while another wants to start at 5.00 pm and yet another at 4.30 pm.   

Hon Tom Stephens:  Some of us could cut back on afternoon tea.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will not take any notice of what the member has said because he does not have any 
serious interest in this matter.   

We could discuss a range of issues only to find that, at the end of the day, even though we have agreed to 
proposed orders 1 to 11, the deal suddenly collapses because of disagreement over order 12, which is the current 
sticking point.  However, given that there may be other sticking points, I will not move that we debate order 12 
at this stage.  Members ought to bear in mind that if we take a long time debating the orders we may never reach 
a conclusion.   

Committee Resumed 

Proposed orders 1 to 3 put and passed.   

Proposed order 4 -  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I move -  

Proposed Order 4 - To insert the following new subclause -  

For the purpose of SO 139(b), questions under that standing order are to be taken at the times 
for each day as follows -  

Tuesday  4.30 pm 
Wednesday 5.00 pm 
Thursday 4.30 pm 
Friday  4.00 pm 

The amendment will make absolutely certain when question time will be taken.  That could have been done 
under the existing standing orders, but this will make the situation clearer.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I have not received a copy of the Leader of the Opposition’s amendment.  I understand 
that the Leader of the House wants to ensure that question time will be at the same time each day.  I have 
listened patiently to some of the debate and have heard the many divergent viewpoints on a range of issues.  I 
have always considered the quaint appetite that exists in some sections of this place for afternoon tea to be one of 
the most offensive exercises going, particularly in view of the fact that while debating the industrial relations 
legislation the party opposite refused to allow workers an afternoon tea break even though it insists upon 
afternoon tea breaks for its own members.  Rather than prolong the debate, the Leader of the House, now having 
arrived in this place -  

Hon Alan Cadby interjected   
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Hon TOM STEPHENS:  No.  However, what I have noticed -  

Hon Barbara Scott:  I thought you were a family man.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Hon Barbara Scott, it would be more appropriate to get on with the work during the 
afternoon tea break so that we could all get home to our families.  I have studied the looks on the lean and 
hungry faces of members opposite and I know them well.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Having considered the proposed times for question time in the report, it seems to me that 
the appropriate time for question time is immediately after the afternoon tea break each day.  I do not have the 
schedule of the sitting day in front of me, but if it were taken immediately after the afternoon tea break on each 
day, question time would begin at 4.00 pm on Wednesday, Thursday and Friday.  There is no reason that that 
could not be extended to Tuesday so that question time is held at the same time every day.   

Several members interjected.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the House has the call.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I move - 

To delete the times and substitute -  

“4.00 pm” 

For the purpose of Standing Order No 139(b), questions under that standing order -  

Point of Order 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The motion that is already before the Chair has not been contemplated.  We cannot 
contemplate another motion until such time as we deal with the one that is currently before the Chair.   

The PRESIDENT:  It is appropriate to consider the current motion and to then propose an alternative schedule.   
The Leader of the House has foreshadowed an alternative schedule if the amendment before the Chair is not 
agreed to.   

Committee Resumed 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Given that I was interrupted, I will now finish foreshadowing my proposed amendment; 
that is, on each occasion - Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday - questions under Standing Order No 
139(b) will be taken at 4.00 pm.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will explain why the times put forward in my amendment have been proposed so 
that members understand the rationale behind it all.  Accepting the Leader of the House’s foreshadowed 
amendment would cause other difficulties.   
The PRESIDENT:  I accept the Leader of the House’s motion as an amendment to the amendment; it seeks to 
delete the times for each day and to put 4.00 pm in their place.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It was calculated to be important to allow reasonable periods of time on Tuesdays for 
business.  Formal business and orders of the day on Tuesday were set to take an hour and a quarter, followed by 
a break of a half-hour, then an hour of business followed by the dinner break, and then two and a half hours of 
business.  The proposed amendment will move questions up a half-hour, so the first order of business will extend 
for 45 minutes, although an hour and a half would be available to use.  This would result in a short time between 
one type of business and moving to another.  If the Leader of the House wants to change that, he should go for 
his life. 
Under the proposed order, motions for which notice is required will be debated on Wednesdays from 2.00 pm to 
5.00 pm.  The committee argued that this should be done as a block of time.  The afternoon tea suspension is 
roughly in the middle.  If we move to questions without notice, motions would be interrupted again.  There 
would be a long interruption between the start of motions on notice, and their resumption following afternoon tea 
and question time.  The intention of the proposed order was to have some continuity in motions.  As members 
know, motions are currently dealt with for one hour every day.  Nobody knows what was said yesterday, let 
alone the week before.  The intention is to get motions debated uninterrupted over two weeks. 
The amendment for Thursday is to move questions up to 4.30 pm, which would interrupt private members’ 
business.  A half-hour of private members’ business would come after questions without notice.  Again, it would 
represent an interruption for members who want to develop an argument.  Questions are proposed at four o’clock 
on Friday - this is only because the House will finish an hour earlier than on Wednesdays and Thursdays.  If the 
House wants to change these things, it will have a flow-on effect.  It is important to allow blocks of time in 
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which members can develop arguments and consider issues without being interrupted constantly by other 
business. 
People watching this House - there are not many of them - would have no idea what is happening.  Members are 
in debate and then someone moves that debate be adjourned until the next sitting of the House, but that debate 
comes on a week later.  The House moves onto some other business for a half-hour, and then considers 
something else.  People have no idea what we are doing; I suspect we do not know either at times.  The principle 
behind the proposal is to have blocks of time available for certain purposes with minimal interruptions.  If we 
were to go down the path of the proposal by the Leader of the House, we would interrupt time blocks put aside 
for certain purposes.  I would resist that change. 

However, if we ever make this change - I suspect it will not happen now - such things can be sorted out by the 
House management committee, which can assess these matters on an ongoing basis.  It can make a change 
because it is agreed it needs to be made.  The best way to handle this is not by having someone engineer an 
absolute majority by getting the minor parties and the Government or the minor parties and the Liberal Party to 
vote together.  That is not what we try to do in this place.  We try to get everybody in the House to agree to a 
compromise set of orders and give them a go.  If they fail, fix them; if not, leave them as they are.  My concern, 
Mr Leader, is that the proposal will break up blocks of times I have studiously sought to provide to allow some 
continuity of debate. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The point raised by the Leader of the House is one I raised in our party room, for which I 
receive a satisfactory answer from the Leader of the Opposition.  It is said that a camel is a horse designed by a 
committee; I would hate to see an animal designed by the Committee of the Whole.  We sent this matter to a 
small group of people.  I am sure the argument raised by the Leader of the House is perfectly good - I thought of 
it myself; however, I have not pursued it because the committee has considered the matter, and came up with a 
view.  Whether it is right is not the point.  Let us give it a go rather than spend hours talking about a half-hour 
here and a quarter-hour there.  Why did we tell a committee to do this if we start tinkering now?  I am sure we 
could spend hours on this fine detail.  In the end, does it matter?  If logic points to a better way of doing it, I am 
sure we will have no trouble changing it.  I do not really care which way it goes, except that I care that the 
committee has made the effort to submit a proposal that works as a whole.  How does this amendment on the 
proposed order fit into the other orders, and the time allocated for private members’ business, government 
business and motions?  Must we go back through the standing orders? 

Hon Norman Moore:  We will have to go back to the ones we agreed to. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That would mean recommittal.  One could argue that we cannot make this change because 
it fiddles with a decision already made by the Chamber.  I beg members not to fiddle now.  I am prepared to 
leave it to the management committee.  I do not think 34 members of Parliament should argue about a half-hour 
earlier or later.  Leave it to the committee.  

Hon Kim Chance:  I will not move my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT:  The Leader of the House needs to seek leave to withdraw his proposed amendment. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I accept Hon Peter Foss’s argument:  It is something that needs to be sorted out as we go 
along, if we get that far.  Therefore, I will not move my amendment.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Proposed order, as amended, put and passed. 

Proposed orders 5 to 7 put and passed  

Proposed order 8 - 
Hon BILL STRETCH:   The reference in the heading to “non-official business” seems to be an indication that 
anything other than government business is unofficial. 

The PRESIDENT:  The heading can be a Clerk’s amendment as it does not form part of the order in its own 
right. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  As a quick explanation, the committee did not want to define government and non-
government business; therefore, “non-official” was used. 

Proposed order put and passed. 

Proposed orders 9 to 11 put and passed. 

Proposed order 12 - 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I intend to report progress.  I would like members to have the opportunity to consider 
issues relating to order 12 following discussions that might take place during the lunch suspension.  I do not 
want to close off that opportunity. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 
Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

 


