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LABOUR RELATIONS REFORM BILL 2002 
Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.36 pm]:  I move without 
notice - 

That the order of the day for further consideration in committee of the Labour Relations Reform Bill 
2002 be discharged and the Bill be referred to the Legislation Committee for consideration, that it report 
the Bill to the House not later than Tuesday, 5 November 2002 and that the committee have power 
under clause 1.4 of schedule 1 of the standing orders to consider the policy of the Bill.  

The House was told last week by the Leader of the House that this Bill was the most important Bill to come 
before this Chamber in a decade, which prompted my response, which I will not repeat now, about the priorities 
of the Government.  I do not disagree with the Leader of the House that this is a very important Bill.  It is not the 
most important Bill of the past decade, but it is very important.  It is so important, in fact, that it needs to be 
totally and properly scrutinised, and the community needs to be given every opportunity to know what is in it, 
and to give its point of view about those issues.  As members on this side of the House have already indicated, 
this Bill has the capacity to have a significant effect on the commercial and economic health of Western 
Australia. 

The Leader of the House is right, it is a very important Bill.  I indicated the effect it would have on the mining 
industry, the resource sector, tourism, hospitality and small business.  Other members have also spoken at some 
length about the effect of this Bill on all aspects of the Western Australian economy and commercial life.  There 
has been some debate about this, but, as I travel around the State and talk to people, I find that vast numbers of 
Western Australian citizens do not know what is in this Bill, and do not know much about it at all.  They know a 
little about the fact that the vote was taken in this House last week, but they do not know what the vote was 
about.  Interestingly, the media is able to wrap its attention around issues that are insignificant in the general 
scheme of things, but has managed to ignore the fundamental issues attached to this Bill. 

The Bill was guillotined through the Legislative Assembly, and an attempt was made in this House to curtail 
debate.  In other words, the Government is in a hurry to get this Bill through.  In my humble judgment, this Bill 
deserves to be exposed to the community in a way that has not occurred to date.  Many people in the business 
world, particularly small business people, do not spend a lot of time reading about what goes on in Parliament, or 
reading Bills or Hansard.  They spend a lot of time just trying to survive.  Many small business people work 
long hours and expend a huge amount of their energy simply keeping their business going.  They rely to a large 
extent on information provided to them by business associations.  However, again, many of the issues attached to 
this and other legislation are complicated and complex.  Those people do not have the opportunity or the time to 
apprise themselves as well as they might of the issues that surround a Bill of this nature.   

The committee system in the Legislative Council has, over the years, been remarkably successful in drawing the 
public’s attention to issues before the Parliament, particularly legislation that affects the community.  In the past, 
the Labor Party argued very strongly that it is a good idea to send complicated and difficult Bills to committees 
so that members of the public will get a fair go, have a fair chance to understand what those Bills are about and 
be given the opportunity to make known their point of view directly to the legislators - not just directly to some 
organisation that might be looking after their interests, but directly to the legislators who are contemplating the 
passage of a Bill.   

We have dealt with some complicated legislation since this Government came to office.  The Government is 
entitled to bring forward legislation to change the law to meet what it has told us were its election commitments 
to the community.  I might add that the last two major Bills that the Government introduced - the electoral Bill 
and the lesbian and gay Bill - were the result of promises that the Government made, but those promises were in 
fine print, and one had to look hard to find a translation of those policies into the public consciousness before the 
last election.  Be that as it may, the Labor Government was elected, and it is entitled to implement its policies.  
However, the public is entitled to know what those policies mean when they are implemented, and what they 
mean to individual citizens of Western Australia.   

We were fortunate that this House agreed to send the electoral Bill to a committee.  The committee held hearings 
around Western Australia, and many people came to recognise what was in the legislation.  Indeed, partly as a 
result of the work of that committee, the question of whether an absolute majority was required for the passage 
of that legislation has now gone to the Supreme Court.  That is as it should be, because the Opposition believes 
that what the Government did was quite shonky.  That committee was able to bring that issue to the attention of 
the public and to create a scenario whereby the Clerk had no choice but to refer the matter to the Supreme Court 
before deciding whether to send it to the Governor.  That demonstrates what a committee of this House can do.  
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It is able to draw attention to issues that are important to the community in respect of legislation with which this 
House is dealing.   

It is a tragedy that the lesbian and gay legislation also was not sent to a committee.  During the committee stage 
of that Bill, Hon Peter Foss was able to highlight a vast number of his concerns, which, I suspect, are shared by 
Labor Party members of Parliament.  However, the general public was denied an opportunity to have an input 
into that legislation.  Therefore, the only people who were involved in the passage of that legislation, which 
affects the whole community, were the members of Parliament who debated it.  Obviously, we are elected to do 
that.  Our prime purpose in being elected is to contemplate, consider and vote on legislation.  As representatives 
of our communities, we are required to bring our judgment to bear on the issues that are involved in Bills.  
However, when legislation is complicated and complex, and involves issues such as those in the gay and lesbian 
legislation, it is a very good idea to send the legislation to a committee and to give the public an opportunity to 
have an input into the issues attached to the Bill.  Therefore, it was a tragedy that there was no opportunity for 
public input into the gay and lesbian legislation.  That is history, and I suspect that at the end of the day the 
Labor Party will regret going down the path it did with that legislation.  I have already read some newspaper 
articles from the Catholic community that express views about the behaviour and the voting pattern of some 
Labor members of Parliament.  I suspect that legislation will come back to bite some of those members in due 
course.  It would have been a lot easier for them and everybody else if the legislation had been given better 
scrutiny and been brought to the attention of the public in a more open way by going to a committee.   

This Bill, which the Leader of the House has described as being more important than those two, is also 
complicated, complex and worthy of public input - not the input of the minister’s factional groups or the union 
movement.  It deserves the input of the average person in the street who will be affected by it - not just the 
people who represent the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia or who come from the Small 
Business Association.  People who work in their own little business are entitled to have some input into this 
legislation because it will affect them.  I am told that in Fremantle, for example, people in the hospitality 
industry are now not employing anybody because they are too frightened of what the consequences will be if this 
legislation is passed.  They are concerned about what they will and will not be able to do.  They are not about to 
take on people who will have to go onto agreements or awards that their business cannot afford.   

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  It is already starting to happen.  It is time that the Government 
was given an opportunity to hear those people through the parliamentary process.  This Bill needs to go to a 
committee for a number of reasons, the first of which is to allow the public to understand what is in the 
legislation.  Quite frankly, people in the community do not understand the full ramifications of this legislation.  
With the gay and lesbian Bill, there was a general understanding that the age of consent would be lowered.  That 
is what people in the community understood and knew about.  They did not know about anything else.  They did 
not know about bathhouses, in-vitro fertilisation or children not having a mother and a father.  They did not 
know about all those things, but they knew about the age of consent because that is all they heard about in the 
media.  I do not think members of the community know much about this legislation, other than that the 
Government will get rid of workplace agreements.  They do not know about the rest.  They do not know what 
will be put in place of workplace agreements.  They do not understand a whole lot about this Bill, which is a 
substantial piece of legislation.  I repeat: the first reason this Bill should go to a committee - I suggest the 
Standing Committee on Legislation because it has a lot of history and is very capable when it comes to these 
sorts of matters - is that the public needs to understand better what is in the legislation.   

The second reason is that the public should be allowed to have input into what is in the Bill.  The public should 
be given an opportunity to make submissions to the committee.  Whether those submissions are in writing or 
verbal is entirely up to the public.  If the Bill went to a committee, it would give individuals a chance to put 
forward their points of view to the legislators - the people who are making the decisions about this legislation.   

Thirdly, if this Bill goes to a committee, it will give that committee the chance to analyse the Bill clause by 
clause.  If members do not realise why that is important, it is because they have no idea of the magnitude of the 
amendments that I understand will appear on the supplementary notice paper.  We already have a big piece of 
legislation.  A blue document came out today - a bit delayed.  However, it turned up today.  It is about an inch 
thick; it is a very big piece of legislation.  The supplementary notice paper does not contain any amendments to 
this legislation.  Why not?  There are so many that the staff of the House is unable to collate them.  That is not a 
criticism of the staff, but a reflection of the fact that the Labor Party, the Liberal Party, the Greens (WA) and the 
National Party have amendments. One Nation has not proposed any as yet, but I would not be surprised if it also 
came up with some after examining the legislation.  Countless amendments are being proposed.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It was no different when the Australian Democrats were here.   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If we had Australian Democrat members, we would have a heap of amendments from 
them too.  If Labor Party members were allowed to do what they wanted to do, individual members opposite 
would also propose amendments.  Hon Jon Ford has said he does not agree with some parts of the Bill.  If 
members opposite did not have to toe the line in fear of being expelled from their party, there would be 
amendments from the Labor Party factions, as opposed to the Labor Government.  That is the scenario facing 
members.   

Strangely, the Greens are delivering the amendments proposed by the trade union movement.  Hon Dee Margetts 
told us that this Bill does not go far enough, nor does it meet the unions’ requirements.  Amendments have been 
proposed by the Liberal Party, the Government, the Greens on behalf of the trade union movement and 
themselves, and the National Party.  As a result, the supplementary notice paper is still incomplete.  It is too 
complicated to collate the proposed amendments to allow for a rational debate during the committee stage.   

Of course, if this legislation is not referred to a committee to sort out the amendments and to have a debate in a 
less constrained environment than the Committee of the Whole, we will be faced with the almost impossible task 
of coming up with a Bill that reflects the opinion of the House.  By referring the legislation to a committee, and 
giving that committee a chance to go through the clauses one by one, we may get a technically reasonable Bill.  
On occasion during my time in this House, amendments moved in the Committee of the Whole have proved 
subsequently to be badly worded or wrong.  They caused more trouble than they were worth.  Amending 
legislation on the run is not always a good way to get the best result.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are a hypocrite.  You did not say that when you were in government, and you 
certainly did not apply it to your own legislation.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am looking forward with great interest to hearing the parliamentary secretary and a 
number of other members make their next speeches.  I hope they make them on this Bill so that we know their 
point of view.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  At least we are here.  That is more than we can say about your lot.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the parliamentary secretary were to be honest about this, she would acknowledge 
that members on this side have called for quorums day after day to get government members into the House to 
listen to debate on their legislation.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We are in the House.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know the parliamentary secretary is here, and she will be here for a long time.  She 
should be smart and look at her own record.  I regret the need to cancel the pairs arrangement, because that 
means the parliamentary secretary will be here.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is a pleasure to be here.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I look forward to her contribution in due course.  

If we want a Bill that is, at least, technically correct, referring this legislation to a committee - meeting as a 
committee as opposed to the Committee of the Whole - is a better way to achieve that.  That is not always the 
case.  However, given the countless amendments proposed by different parties, that is the best way to proceed.  I 
argue in favour of referring this legislation to a committee on that basis.  

We should also try to deliver legislation based on a policy that reflects what the broader community wants, not 
what the Labor Party and its union colleagues want.  That is why my motion asks that the committee be 
permitted, pursuant to schedule 1, clause 1.4, to consider the policy of the Bill.  It is a tradition in this House that 
once a Bill is referred to a committee after the second reading vote has been taken, members do not consider the 
policy unless the House otherwise orders.  Because of the importance of this Bill - I again refer to the views 
expressed by the Leader of the House - the committee should have the power to consider the policy underpinning 
it.  That would give everyone in voter land a chance to say what they want about the policy as opposed to the 
clauses.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We have had the second reading; it is on the record.  We are not doing it again just 
because you do not like what was said.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The interjections will cease.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will do whatever I can to ensure that this legislation is not enacted.  It is bad 
legislation, and I have told members why.  However, it is important that members opposite hear what other 
people have to say about it.  Instead of sitting around in factions deciding who will get what, members opposite 
should talk to the real people who pay salaries and who find on payday that everyone else gets their share first 
and they get what is left over.  In some cases there is nothing.  The employees come first, unless the business 
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goes broke.  The Government should be listening to them, not to the union heavyweights who are paid whatever 
happens and who demand so-called training allowances.  I am looking forward to the outcome of the Cole royal 
commission.  We want to know where all that money goes.  Employers are forced to give money to unions for a 
training fund, but no-one is trained.  The people running those unions are not short of money.  Some can afford 
to buy substantial businesses.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Hotels.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes.  They do not have any problems paying their bills on Friday afternoons.  Many 
people do and they are entitled to put their points of view, and as members of Parliament we are entitled to hear 
them.  Those views have not been heard yet.   

I am arguing that the committee should be allowed to consider the policy of the Bill as well as the detail.  We 
need not only a technically better or proper Bill without conflicting clauses, but also the chance for people to 
express their points of view about the policy of the Bill.   

The motion calls for the committee to report to the House no later than Tuesday, 5 November 2002.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  What are you planning for 5 November?   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is an appropriate date.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You will do anything.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It seems like a good date to me. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are not running the show.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I know better than the parliamentary secretary that I am not running the business of 
this House.   

Point of Order 
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Given that the House has already voted on the second reading, is it in order for the 
motion to deal with the policy of the Bill? 

The PRESIDENT:  The motion is in order.   

Debate Resumed 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Thank you for your help, Mr President.  I make a point of establishing that my 
motions are in order.  As I explained, the standing orders require that the House give the power to a committee if 
it wants it to deal with the policy of the Bill subsequent to the second reading.  I refer the member to schedule 1 
of the standing orders, which is on page 139.  I have argued for the Bill to be referred to the committee and for 
the committee to report back by Tuesday, 5 November 2002.  That is not some ambit claim for a particular date.  
It is a considered position.  That is the sort of time that is needed to deal with a Bill of this significance.  The 
time limit given to report on the electoral Bill was too tight.  Members of the Legislation Committee will agree 
that they did not have enough time to consider the Bill in the detail that it required.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 10239.] 
 


