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INCORPORATION OF SECOND READING SPEECHES INTO HANSARD 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [11.03 am]:  I move - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the speech in which the 
second reading of a bill is moved to be incorporated into Hansard if the bill is substantially the same as 
was introduced in the previous Parliament. 

The purpose of this motion is to allow a number of bills which were introduced into the last Parliament and 
which obviously lapsed at the calling of the election to be reintroduced, and for the second reading speeches of 
those bills to be incorporated into Hansard rather than being read in the house.  The reason for that -  

Mr M.J. Birney:  Are you too frightened to make a speech again?  Are you afraid that if you say those words 
again that the Lord will come down on your shoulders or something?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Kalgoorlie has now assumed the exalted position of Leader of the 
Opposition.  It might serve him well to think before he speaks now that he is the Leader of the Opposition; if he 
did, he might not get into so much trouble.  The Leader of the Opposition not only does not know what he is 
talking about, but also could not even be in the chamber yesterday for the vote on one vote, one value.  He 
espouses one vote, one value and calls a division on the subject, but he cannot even make it into the chamber.  
The Leader of the Opposition should take my advice: he should think for half a second before he opens his 
mouth.  He would not sound so silly as often.   

If a bill comes to this chamber from the other place, it is acceptable under the standing orders for the second 
reading speech to not be read by the minister but be incorporated into Hansard.  The standing orders allow bills 
to be reinstated on the notice paper after a normal prorogation - not after an election - and the second reading 
speech is not required.  Some two dozen bills passed through this chamber during the last Parliament.  One of 
those bills dates back to 2001, and it has sat in the other place since that time without being dealt with.  We wish 
to take up those bills again and attempt to put them through both houses of Parliament.  If the second reading 
speeches of all 24 or so bills each took an average of 20 minutes to deliver, there would be some eight hours of 
second reading speeches.  We simply want the opportunity to get on with the business of the house.  Therefore, 
when it is appropriate, and with the passage of this motion, a minister will seek to have second reading speeches 
that are substantially the same or identical to those that were previously given incorporated into Hansard.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [11.07 am]:  I want to put something on the record before I 
deal with the rest of the detail of this motion.  It is quite extraordinary, but it indicates the way the government 
operates the business of this chamber.  I asked the government for a simple courtesy.  That courtesy was for the 
government to agree to a break between this and the previous motion so that a couple of Address-in-Reply and 
maiden speeches could be made.  Do members know how discourteous this government is?  It would not agree 
to my request.  The reason I made that request is very simple.  There are new members in this place whose 
families and friends wish to see them give their maiden speech.   

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is exactly it.  The Deputy Premier does not give a damn.  He does not 
give a damn about courtesy in this Parliament, nor does he give a damn about parliamentary procedure.   

What does the government want us to do today?  It wants us to cover up for its gross mismanagement of this 
Parliament and for the fact that 24 of its bills dropped off the edge of the cliff when the election was called.  
Make no mistake about it, this is a different Parliament from the one that sat last year.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It is the same government.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is not the same government.  It is a different government and it is a 
different executive.  I make the suggestion that members on the other side of the house should pull out a copy of 
“Politics 100” and learn how democracy and Parliament operate.  They should learn about notions such as 
ministerial responsibility.  Do they know what that means?  No, they do not.  Twenty-four bills dropped off the 
edge of the cliff because of the government’s mismanagement of this Parliament.  The opposition does not 
control this chamber.  It does not control the upper house.  Guess who does?  It is the government.  It has the 
numbers.  The government, with its friends the Greens (WA), can do whatever it wants in the upper house 
because, for the administration of day-to-day affairs, it has the numbers.  However, the government stuffed up.  
It rammed legislation through this chamber at a rate of knots and shovelled it into the house of review.  The 
government did not give it time to do its job properly and, as a result, we are dealing with this motion today.  As 
an example, one particular piece of legislation that was whisked through this chamber in virtually no time at all 
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required more than 480 amendments in the upper house with the Labor Party’s approval.  In other words, the 
government’s counterparts in the upper house said, “Gee whiz, you’re right; we’ve made 480 mistakes in this 
legislation.  We will agree to amend it.”  That is what happens when legislation is rushed through this 
Parliament.  That is what happens when the government agrees to motions such as the one before this house.  
This is lazy legislation.  What the government is saying is that bills have been through this house before, the 
ministers have given second reading speeches and the legislation has gone to the other place.  There has been an 
election and this is now a new Parliament.  Normally what would happen is that if the minister wanted to 
reintroduce and debate a bill, he or she would have to give a second reading speech.  What the Labor Party wants 
- this has never, ever happened before in the history of this chamber - is for the minister to simply table his or her 
speech and say, “Don’t worry guys; it’s the same as the one given the last time this legislation came before this 
house.”  We have to trust that no words have been changed, that nothing political has been added, that no 
legislation has been scrapped or that anything important has been included.  We have to take at face value that a 
minister’s second reading speech is exactly the same as it was the last time.  That is not how Parliament works.  
Parliament works on the basis of individual members giving a speech and having that speech put on the record.  
One of the reasons for that is very simple: our colleagues from all political parties who represent all areas of the 
state are able to listen to that speech and learn what the government’s legislation contains.  Further, people in the 
public gallery can do the same.  People in the public gallery cannot read what is on a speech that is tabled, 
because they do not bring their binoculars with them.  Most importantly, members of the media can listen to 
what the minister is saying.  It is how Parliament operates.  If we do not have that, we may as well have buttons 
in our offices.  When something came up we could push the red button, the green button, the pink button or 
whatever button it might be, depending on whether we agreed with it or not.  Let us not have this chamber.  In 
fact, I cannot understand why the government is not doing this for all legislation.  Let us forget the 24 bills that 
have gone to the upper house and let us do it for all legislation.  No longer would we need a second reading 
speech; we would simply have the speech tabled and we could all have a longer time for lunch or whatever.  
That is not how democracy works.  The simple fact is that the minister has not indicated that he wants to bring 
these bills in straightaway anyway; in other words, there is no urgency.  I bet a brick to Sydney Harbour Bridge 
that it will be a couple of years before some of that legislation is dealt with.  It will certainly be well into this 
calendar year before we deal with most of the legislation that relates to this motion.  There is therefore no great 
rush.  

Another point that is related to the previous motion is that there are 14 new members of the Legislative 
Assembly in this chamber.  The member for Yokine has previous experience of this chamber, but he was not 
here during the last term of Parliament when those 24 second reading speeches were given in this chamber.  The 
member who has joined us from the upper house is in a similar situation.  He might have read those speeches 
when in the upper house, but obviously he was not in this chamber when those second reading speeches were 
made.  Of those 14 members, at least 13 have not had the opportunity to hear those 24 second reading speeches.  
I stress that this is a new Parliament.  We have wiped the slate clean.  As a result of the last election, items have 
gone off the notice paper.  We start afresh because we have had an election and we are in a new Parliament.   

We will oppose this motion, because it will mean lazy legislation.  If the Premier and his ministers cannot be 
bothered to stand and make a second reading speech, we might as well all pack up and go home.  If they are too 
frightened to back up the written word by coming into this place and putting it on the record themselves, it says 
an awful lot.  We do not trust the government.  We have seen this week how two government ministers have 
managed to hide the truth about a very important matter.  I for one, and I am sure my colleagues would join me, 
would not trust the government to come into this place and table a second reading speech.  We want to see 
ministers on their feet and hear what they have to say.  We want to hear them talk about the legislation they are 
introducing.  We do not want to erode our responsibilities to the people of Western Australia in this Parliament 
in that way.  We will oppose this motion.  

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [11.12 am]:  The Leader of the House said that I 
should think before I speak.  I am pleased to advise him that I have been doing some thinking while I have been 
listening to the member for Leschenault.  The more I think about what the government is trying to do, the more it 
upsets me.   

The Leader of the House has said that in the past speeches given in the other place have been tabled in this 
chamber as part of a bill.  Quite frankly, I believe there is some merit in that because a minister from the other 
place does not have a seat in this house and therefore cannot speak to this house.  There is therefore some merit 
in having his words incorporated into Hansard.  However, what the government is trying to do is something 
completely different.  It is trying to have speeches previously made in this chamber incorporated in Hansard as 
though they have been made again.  That is fundamentally different from having a speech from the other place 
tabled in this house.  I cannot help but wonder whether this strategy is designed to hide Labor country 
backbenchers and to prevent them from having to get to their feet again, knowing this time that the bill will 
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probably go through, so that they do not have to espouse the merits of abolishing their own seats.  I cannot help 
but wonder whether this is a way of protecting those Labor backbenchers.  Some of them may well have spoken 
during the last term of the Parliament about one vote, one value, knowing full well that the bill would probably 
not go through the last Parliament.  However, this time the bill will probably go through and their seats will 
probably be abolished.  They will also probably have their speeches from last time incorporated into Hansard.  
Of course, that would save their having to come into this chamber and make such speeches.  It is pretty rare, 
however, to see Labor country members in this chamber. 

Another issue is the fact that the Leader of the House and the Premier are assuming that we have the same 
Parliament as we had during the past four years; however, it is a different Parliament.  The member for Roe was 
not here to hear the speeches made by the government last time, nor were the members for Capel, Moore, Vasse, 
Bunbury, South Perth, Serpentine-Jarrahdale and Dawesville.  None of those members was here last time to hear 
the speeches that it is intended to have incorporated into Hansard and not spoken again.  This is a despicable 
action.  We might as well abolish this chamber if we are simply to say that we will incorporate speeches that 
have been made in the past.  What next?  Will the government be incorporating speeches into Hansard that were 
made three Parliaments ago?  Perhaps it will start incorporating speeches that were made by members who have 
now passed away.  This is a new Parliament.  We have so many new members that it is not funny.  The 
government is simply assuming that we have the same Parliament and that everybody has heard those speeches, 
and therefore the government, to save members speaking, can simply have the speeches whacked into Hansard 
so that the record reflects that those members spoke again.  The record will not reflect that because we will 
ensure that our comments are also recorded in Hansard.  We will ensure that the public does not believe that 
those members got to their feet once again to espouse the virtues of ruining rural and regional areas.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  What you are saying is nonsense because you do not think about it. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Is the Leader of the House trying to tell me that it is not true?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  What you are saying is absolute nonsense. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Tell me why. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We are talking about the incorporation of the second reading speech, not the debate. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  So what?  It is a second reading speech. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Your members do not get to speak during the second reading speech; they get to speak 
afterwards, and that is not changing. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The new members did not sit in this chamber last time round and could not hear those 
speeches.  How does the Leader of the House dispute that? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Your members are not usually here when second reading speeches are made. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is absolute rubbish.  The members of the Labor Party are not; in fact, Labor country 
members are upstairs cowering under their desks.  Our members are here.  Look at them.  The Leader of the 
House’s point is fundamentally flawed, as are his tactics.  Let history record that. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [11.18 am]:  Yet again we are faced with a 
process whereby the Leader of the House intends to introduce a significant change to the procedures of this 
house, with no notification to the National Party whatsoever.  I asked him five minutes ago what was the purpose 
of the motion.  I had it quickly outlined to me.  That is an appalling indictment of the Leader of the House.  We 
are changing the procedures of this house.  I can understand why opposition members are angry with the Leader 
of the House.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Were you not in the chamber when I gave notice of this yesterday?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, I was not. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is the point I was making. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I was not here.  The Leader of the House might laugh at my not being in the 
chamber, but his government rarely has more than five members in this chamber at any given time; in fact, most 
of them are having cups of coffee in the courtyard and not dealing with constituents.  The members of this house 
do not spend all their time in this chamber.  They have other responsibilities, as you do, Mr Speaker. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is why people read second reading speeches in Hansard. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I was on the Procedure and Privileges Committee with the member for Belmont.  He 
was very keen to make the executive strong.  Members of this place have very little say.  He was one of those 
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people who voted strongly against reducing speaking times and those sorts of issues.  Therefore, I do not want 
any pompous comments from him.   
According to the Leader of the House, 26 bills need to come back to this chamber as a result of unfinished 
business from the previous Parliament.  I will take his word for that.  I have no idea how many bills there are, but 
if he says 26, I will accept that. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is about two dozen.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  He says 24.  Whatever the number, I am aware that the upper house did not deal 
with all the bills before it last year.  I also agree with the member for Leschenault.  The biggest reason those bills 
did not get through the upper house was the quality of the bills that were introduced to this house in the first 
place.  In the past four years an enormous number of amendments have been made to bills.  I am not talking 
about amendments that have been made in the upper house.  I am talking about amendments that have been 
made by the government after a bill has been submitted to this house.  That is a clear sign of poor management.  
I acknowledge that that occurred also under the previous Liberal government.  However, it did not occur to the 
same extent as has occurred under this government.  The Leader of the House cannot argue that the reason those 
24 bills, or whatever the number may be, did not get through the Parliament is purely the intransigence of the 
upper house.  Several of the bills that went out of this place - we can debate what they are if the minister likes - 
were a mess.  The upper house, quite rightly, had a view about the status of those bills.  What normally happens 
when the Parliament is prorogued and the government is dissolved is that any bills that have not completed their 
passage through the Parliament are brought back into the Parliament and are read again for a second time.  
However, what normally happens also is that that involves only a handful of bills, and the process of reading 
those second reading speeches to the house is not necessarily a burden.  I hate to say this, but on this occasion I 
actually agree with the Leader of the House.  The procedures of the house are important.  However, the time that 
would be spent on reading again the second reading speech for each of those 24 bills is time that could be used 
for other purposes.  I do not always agree with the way in which the Leader of the House runs the house.  
However, on this occasion I will take the Leader of the House at his word and assume that these second reading 
speeches will be resubmitted to the house verbatim.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said that it is about 24 bills.  I actually have 25 bills, and the ministers are looking at one or 
two other bills to which they might make changes.  If those changes are substantial, they will not use this 
procedure.  Further to that point, the minister may indicate, when moving the second reading, that the second 
reading speech has been changed in some way and then seek to have it incorporated in Hansard.  However, I 
give an undertaking that those speeches that are to be tabled will not contain any highly contentious political 
matter.  They will just be an explanation of the bill. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Let us be sure of what we are doing here.  I have said that I agree with what the 
Leader of the House is proposing to do.  However, I have now changed my mind.  I will agree with the Leader of 
the House if those bills come back into the house according to the process that has applied in this place for nearly 
100 years.  However, if one word in the second reading speech has been changed, the whole of the second 
reading speech should be read to the house.  I took it from what the Leader of the House said a few moments ago 
that the second reading speeches will be resubmitted to the house verbatim.  If that is the case, I agree with what 
the Leader of the House is proposing.  As the Leader of the Opposition rightly pointed out, there are 12 members 
on this side of the house who have not heard those second reading speeches.  However, they will have the 
opportunity over the next three weeks of reading those second reading speeches.  That will save five to eight 
hours of the time of the house.  That is an important matter.  However, if those second reading speeches are 
changed in any way, they should be delivered to the house rather than incorporated in Hansard.  I am trying to 
be reasonable.  I want this house to be run properly.  Most Westminster-type Parliaments, including the 
American Parliaments, have a procedure whereby second reading speeches can be incorporated in Hansard.  If 
the speeches are resubmitted verbatim, I will support that procedure.  However, if the Leader of the House is 
now saying that in some cases the speeches will be altered, even if it is only one paragraph, I will not support it.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Which other Parliaments in the world allow such a process?  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Most.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Even when it is a new Parliament?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  About eight years ago I spent a lot of the state’s money by going on a tour 
with the privileges committee.  The New Zealand Parliament and all the Canadian state Parliaments do not have 
second reading speeches. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I think you will find that they allow that process only if it is the same Parliament.  If a bill has 
been introduced on day one of the Parliament and it fails and is reintroduced three years later, they allow that 
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process to take place.  I do not think many Parliaments around the world allow that process to take place if it is a 
new Parliament. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Leader of the Opposition might be right.  I am referring to my recollection of 
what happened eight years ago.  I am saying that if we can save ourselves five or eight hours of time, that is a 
reasonable thing to do.  However, that should not occur if any alteration is made to the second reading speech, 
because it then becomes a brand-new second reading speech and should be read to the house.  The Leader of the 
House has just indicated that alterations will be made to some of these bills.  I want to know whether that will be 
the case.  I cannot speak for the other members of the National Party, because this is not a matter that we have 
discussed.  I can speak only for myself.  The two new members of the National Party will need to make a 
decision for themselves.  I am trying to be reasonable.  I would agree if those speeches were resubmitted 
verbatim, because a second reading of those bills would extend the sittings of this house by a considerable time, 
and that is not a good use of the time of this chamber.  However, if any alterations are made to those second 
reading speeches, this procedure should not be followed.  Therefore, I want an indication before I vote, let alone 
before the other members of the National Party vote, of what the circumstances will be, because I will support 
the Leader of the House only if the bills are reintroduced verbatim. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [11.26 am]:  I oppose this motion by the government to have incorporated in 
Hansard second reading speeches that are substantially the same as those that have previously been delivered to 
this house.  Some fairly contentious legislation has gone through this house.  One example is the bill that the 
government split in two as part of its attempt to take wilful murder out of the Criminal Code.  As I understand it, 
that bill is still in the upper house, because it will be politically damaging for the government.  We do not have 
before us today a list of the bills that are proposed to be read a second time.  I have asked the Clerk of the 
Assembly whether he has a list of the bills.  He does not have a list.  No-one has a list.  Does the list include that 
bill through which the government intends to remove the offence of wilful murder from the Criminal Code?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I cannot give a definitive answer, but I do not think it does.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is not good enough that the minister cannot tell me which bills will be included in that 
list.  The motion states “if the bill is substantially the same”.  We all know what that means.  We have all seen 
the little tricks that this government gets up to with legislation.  The critical thing is that there are a lot of new 
members in this place.  The delivery of a second reading speech allows members to think about what is included 
in the bill.  If we allow those 24 or 25 second reading speeches to be incorporated in Hansard, they will slip 
through the system.  I am not talking just about members of Parliament.  I am also talking about the media.  
Eight hours, if that is how long it will take for us to listen to those second reading speeches again, is not a great 
deal of time.  It is important for the democratic process.  It is also important because of the fact that this 
government has put before the Parliament a lot of contentious pieces of legislation.  Therefore, I will be 
opposing the motion. 

Point of Order 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would like an indication from the Leader of the House about whether he will be 
bringing in amended second reading speeches, because that will determine how I vote on this motion.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I had intended to respond by way of interjection, but the member then suddenly sat down, 
so I seek the call to close the debate. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  Certainly. 

Debate Resumed 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [11.29 am]:  I cannot give the member the undertaking 
that he is seeking, although I would like to.  The issue may be that the speech when previously read alluded to 
something that happened last month or last year, and when it is rewritten the minister may want to put in a date.  
There will be the potential for minor changes.  That is open to us.  The issue is that the minister will have the 
opportunity when moving that a bill be read a second time to explain whether there are any differences.  He will 
then seek to have the speech incorporated. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  He may choose not to. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Clearly, it is an issue on which I do not expect to get trust from members on the other 
side.  As the Leader of the National Party said, it makes good sense not to take up the time of this house with 
reading a speech that is identical or substantially the same as a speech already given.  It just delays proceedings. 

Mr T.K. Waldron:  If it is identical, as you have just said. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Even if it is only a minor change, such as a date that was given in reference to another 
date.  That can be pointed out.  We are looking to reintroduce approximately 25 bills.  We do not have a specific 
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list because some ministers are looking at making changes, in which case they are not on the list.  It is not 
envisaged that this mechanism will be used until the end of next week.  It may then be used over the following 
weeks.  In general, the bills are not priority bills.  When they are introduced and the second reading speech is 
incorporated into Hansard, it could still be another month or so after that before the matter is brought on.  That 
will give members time to read the speech, get across the bill and seek a briefing.  The bills have mostly 
languished for a long time in the other house because they are not priority bills.  They are still not priority bills.  
However, there are machinery matters that need to go through the Parliament.  On that basis we should not be 
wasting a lot of time on lengthy second readings when members have already heard the speech and the bill has 
already been through the chamber. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (27) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  

 

Noes (24) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

 

            

Pair 

Mr A.D. McRae Mr M.J. Cowper 
Question thus passed. 
 


