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DAYLIGHT SAVING BILL (NO. 2) 2006 
Third Reading 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [3.05 pm]:  I move - 

 That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.05 pm]:  I do not believe 
that the Daylight Saving Bill (No. 2) 2006 should be read a third time until I have explained a couple of matters 
to the house about the way the debate was held in this chamber last week, and about public comments thereon.  I 
strongly believe that the way in which the media, and regrettably some members in the other house today, have 
sought to ridicule and belittle members of this chamber who do not support daylight saving was quite 
reprehensible.  The reporting of the debate by the media was biased against those who do not support daylight 
saving.  Needless to say, one does not criticise the media because it is counterproductive to do so.  I do not 
propose to do that other than to make those comments. 

However, for the record I will correct the statements reported in an article in The West Australian on Saturday, 
18 November about members not being present in the chamber for some time during the last sitting.  The article 
referred to Hon Margaret Rowe and reported - 

 She was absent for crucial votes on the Daylight Saving Bill on Thursday, including an amendment for 
a two-year trial proposed by Liberal leader of the House Norman Moore that was defeated by one vote. 

The implication of that statement was that Hon Margaret Rowe’s absence may have affected the outcome of that 
vote.  Hon Margaret Rowe was paired with Hon Jon Ford for the whole debate on the Daylight Saving Bill 
(No. 2), and I suspect that that pairing arrangement will continue today during the third reading.  The bottom line 
regarding that statement in the paper is that her absence from the chamber had no effect on the outcome of the 
way the house voted.  I want that to be very seriously understood and clarified because I requested Hon Margaret 
Rowe to not attend the chamber, even though she wanted to be here for this debate because it affects her 
electorate.  I convinced her not to attend because of her ill health, but only on the understanding that her pair was 
recorded as a “no” vote on the bill.  The article in The West Australian implied that that made a difference to the 
outcome; it did not.  I want that to be put on the record so that she can clearly let her electorate know what her 
position was, albeit that she was not in the chamber for the vote. 

The house was criticised for wasting time on this bill.  I did some research yesterday on how we filled in the time 
during the second reading debate and the committee stage.  The upper house has 34 members.  Obviously the 
President does not speak on bills as a general rule.  Therefore, 33 members could have spoken on it.  Twenty-
eight members spoke on the second reading, which is very rare.  It is because the bill is a private member’s bill 
that all members felt the need to speak.  The second reading debate on the bill concluded at 11.34 am on 
Thursday.  The second reading debate was debated all day Tuesday and Wednesday and for the first hour and a 
half on Thursday.  That was a proper way for the house to carry out its function.  To suggest it was wasting time 
is erroneous.  The motion to refer the bill to a committee took two hours and twenty minutes.  In my view, that is 
not an inordinate amount of time for that to happen.  The committee stage took two hours and five minutes.  The 
vast amount of time spent last week debating this matter had nothing to do with the opposition or anybody else 
trying to filibuster or waste time.  The vast amount of the time was taken up with the second reading debate 
when every member, with the exception of four or five members, chose to speak on the second reading.   

Some of the reporting of the way in which this house goes about its business does not recognise the role that this 
house has to play in legislation of this sort.  The bill should not be read a third time until I make these points 
clear to anybody who is vaguely interested.   

I also read some interesting comments by an Edith Cowan University commentator on political matters Mr van 
Onselen.  While he is entitled to his point of view, commentators on political issues, particularly academic 
commentators, should constrain their comments to matters of fact, policy and procedure as opposed to making 
outrageous comments about the capacity of members of Parliament to do their job.  His comments about the 
quality of the members of this chamber were unacceptable.  He should spend time in this place to find out for 
himself whether the debates that we have are worthwhile rather than sitting in his office and making comments 
such as those he made to the media recently.   

I will do what my electors want me to do on this occasion; that is, I will vote against the third reading of this bill.  
However, I wish that those people who comment publicly on what this issue is about and how this chamber 
operates will take the time to understand the processes and give some credence to the legitimate complaints 
about daylight saving that have been presented by members in seeking to represent the interests of their electors.   
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I said in my contribution to the second reading debate that the marginal benefits that people in the metropolitan 
area will achieve from daylight saving will not outweigh the disadvantages that will be cast upon the people in 
my electorate and country Western Australia who strongly, and legitimately, believe that daylight saving is 
against their best interest.  Their voice needs to be heard; it has been heard in this chamber and if people do not 
like that, I advise them that it will be heard for a long time to come.   

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [3.12 pm]:  I indicate my support for the third reading of the 
Daylight Saving Bill (No. 2) 2006.  My support has not wavered throughout this debate.  During the second 
reading stage I made my position very clear based on the view of my electors in the North Metropolitan Region 
who, by a very clear majority, have indicated their support for this bill.  I based my decision on the fact that this 
is a lifestyle issue.  I recognise that everyone’s lifestyle is different and this bill will have a differing impact on 
individuals dependent upon their particular lifestyles.   

I find it interesting that before the third reading debate on this bill there is already discussion about the time of 
the referendum that is referred to in clause 5 of the bill.  Members are aware that clause 5(1) provides that - 

 The prescribed question is to be submitted to the electors under and in accordance with the 
Referendums Act 1983 on a day not earlier than 10 May 2009 or later than 13 September 2009.  

It was put to me during the weekend, yesterday and today that we can expect a bill to be brought into this 
Parliament at some stage prior to the end of 2008, recognising that the state election will probably occur in 
February 2009.  It will be an amendment bill to this legislation to change the date of the referendum so that it can 
be held on election day.  The argument that, no doubt, will be used is the saving of $5 million or $6 million or 
whatever is the cost of the referendum that is scheduled to occur some three months after a 2009 February 
election.  It will be very difficult for members to disagree with the proposition to save $5 million or $6 million 
having regard to what that money could be applied to in the health, education or law and order areas.  I suggest 
that nothing is fixed by this bill.  An amendment will be made to this legislation and we will have the 
referendum on the next general election day.   

Regrettably, some of those people who will be significantly affected by the referendum do not seem to have 
worked through the politics associated with it.  It is very likely that both the conservative parties in Western 
Australia - the Liberal and National Parties - will use the referendum as a point of division between the 
respective party policies.  It will not augur well for the conservative parties but, clearly, it will play into the 
hands of the Labor Party.  I suspect that is the reason that an amendment to make that trial period before a 
referendum two years rather than three years was not agreed to last week.  I respect the decision of my country 
colleagues who will vote against this bill.   
I have had many representations from country people who have indicated to me that they are totally opposed to 
daylight saving.  I respect their view.  They are entitled to put it and have their view heard in this house by their 
respective representatives.  It will be an interesting situation as we move forward.  I represent the electors of the 
North Metropolitan Region who, by majority, are significantly in favour of this bill and that is the way I will 
vote.   
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [3.16 pm]:  I will take a few moments to make a few points in the 
third reading stage of the Daylight Saving Bill (No. 2) 2006.  Hon Norman Moore has addressed some of the 
points I wish to raise.   
Members are entitled to give their points of view in this chamber and elsewhere without having to suffer the 
indignities that have been dished out to them.  It is not fair.  I clearly understand the reasons that some people are 
in favour of daylight saving - lifestyle etc.  However, members must understand that the people who are against 
this bill have put forward very reasonable arguments.  People need to take these issues on board.   

Perhaps before the next election is held we will get some indication of the impact that daylight saving will have 
on power, water, public transport, road congestion and education.  Children do get irritable in the long evenings 
in the country and they have to travel on buses, in some cases without airconditioning.  I hope the government 
takes that on board and does something about it.  I was listening to a story on the radio about the impact that the 
sun can have on our skin.  All these things could add up to a considerable cost to the community and 
government.   
I am pleased that in this environment so many members put their points of view.  Members are elected to reflect 
the wishes of their electorate.  We will never get 100 per cent of the people on the same side; there will never be 
a total consensus in points of view.  It is a very good thing that members have contributed to this debate.  Maybe 
it took 15 hours, but that is one of the good things that have happened in this place.   

The government controls the order of business in this house.  The fact that the bill was brought on by the 
government at this time is out of the control of the opposition and the smaller parties.  It is a government issue 
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and if the government wanted to bring it on, that is fine.  However, members must understand that if similar 
issues arise in the future and members are given a free vote, members are entitled to put their points of view.   

Some people in the community do not understand how this place operates.  One of the good things that will 
come out of this issue is that people will know a little more about the way in which the upper house operates.  
Obviously I will oppose this bill based on the feedback from my electorate.  Since the debate was held last week, 
the opposition to daylight saving in my region has become stronger.  I realise that there are people in the 
metropolitan area and also in my electorate who want daylight saving to go ahead, and I accept that.  By and 
large, the majority of people in the country are against it, and my vote will reflect their view. 

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [3.19 pm]:  It will come as no surprise to the house that I also 
will oppose the third reading of this bill.  It is interesting to note that the mandate from the Agricultural Region is 
very clearly identified.  Five upper house members from across the political spectrum who represent the 
Agricultural Region will all vote against this bill.  That reflects the fact that each and every one of us clearly 
understands the loud and clear message that has been given to us by those electors.  I can understand that some 
of my colleagues represent electorates in which the constituents naturally want them to vote for the bill.  That is 
fine; I accept that.  However, I find it abhorrent, quite frankly, that some people in the wider community - not in 
this house - have denigrated those who may not have the same view that they have.  Some rubbish has been sent 
to me by a few people.  I literally laughed when I received it.  I have been called a buffoon and all sorts of 
things.  I believe that reflects on the intelligence of those people and their lack of real standing in the community.  
My feeling from the debate, and from the 8 000 emails that have gone through my system, is that we certainly 
need a select committee into education in Western Australia to teach those people who sent the spam e-mails 
how to spell the word “trial”.  They spelt it t-r-a-i-l instead of t-r-i-a-l.  That is a real concern, because if they 
could not even get that right, Lord help us. 
I have been in the Liberal Party since 1980; that is, 26 years.  One of the great selling points of the Liberal Party 
is that it has forums in which people can have their say.  We tell people to join the Liberal Party because they 
can have their say.  In July this year - I said this in my second reading contribution, and I will say it again - there 
was a state conference of the Liberal Party, and there was quite a robust debate and a vote on whether we should 
have daylight saving.  That vote was defeated by delegates and members from all parts of Western Australia, 
from the northern Kimberley down to Esperance, including the metropolitan area.  It was a close vote.  However, 
that is a democratic principle to which I have always adhered.  As far as I am concerned, I believe that, as 
Liberals, we have let down those people - many of them are volunteers - who came to the state conference and 
spent a lot of their own money to do so.  They made a decision, and we have turned around, thumbed our noses 
at them and said, “Stiff.” 

I also agree with Hon George Cash that this referendum will probably be held on election day 2009, whenever in 
February it might be.  Put simply, if a separate day was put aside to hold a referendum, the average elector would 
not be very happy to learn that it would probably cost $5 million or $6 million.  That cannot be justified. 
I have refrained from doing what I intended to do.  I indicated during the committee stage that I would move 
today that the bill be recommitted to the Committee of the Whole to debate clause 1, the short title.  It does not 
matter whether there are other bits and pieces to debate about whether we have a referendum or anything else; to 
achieve this so-called “daylight saving”, the standard time must be adjusted.  I will accept that it may be 
incorrect to call the bill the standard time amendment bill; that is fine.  However, to call the bill the Daylight 
Saving Bill (No. 2) 2006 is a misnomer; it is just a fallacy.  What has surprised me more than anything else is the 
number of people who think that we will get an extra hour of daylight, for goodness sake.  They have not 
realised that they will be getting up an hour earlier in the morning to achieve that.  All we will be doing is 
adjusting the clock.  This bill will probably be passed.  I can count the numbers, the same as anybody else.  I am 
disappointed that it actually has come to this. 
Also, I suggest very strongly to journalist Mr Graham Mason that he should not give up his day job, because he 
certainly would never be able to be an accountant or a mathematician.  He stated that, on average, more members 
are absent from the Council than from the Assembly.  However, a close examination of the figures shows that in 
the Assembly the absentee rate is about 9.35 days as against just over eight in the Legislative Council.  That is 
another instance of very poor reporting.  A 10-year-old kid could have looked at that and seen that that was not 
right.  I suggest that Mr Mason stick to his day job.  He should never try to become an accountant.  I would not 
take him on as my accountant.  I am sure that the Australian Taxation Office would have a field day if I did. 
I will oppose this bill with great pride, because I am at least standing up for the electorate that I share with 
others.  Boy, was that not sheeted home to me at the weekend, at Hyden on Saturday night and again at Beverley 
last night.  What Hon Murray Criddle said is correct.  There is more angst in the community now than there was 
a fortnight ago about this very legislation.  We will wait to see what happens.  It will not make a great deal of 
difference to my personal life, but it will make a difference to the lives of those mums and dads with kids who 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 21 November 2006] 

 p8395e-8399a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Norman Moore; Hon George Cash; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon 

Anthony Fels 

 [4] 

catch school buses.  School will start again in February.  We are due for a hot summer; we had a cool one last 
year.  Therefore, watch this space. 
HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [3.26 pm]:  I will make a few brief remarks.  First of all, I am very 
pleased and proud that I was able to stand and represent the constituents of the Agricultural Region, as well as 
other people around the state who have a problem with daylight saving; they do not support it and certainly did 
not enjoy it during previous trial periods.  Although not all of my constituents are of that view, the majority 
certainly are.  That has been reflected in all the telephone calls, e-mails and other correspondence that I have 
received in the past few weeks on this issue, and also in the discussions that I have had with my constituents in 
that time.  It is amazing that the government was prepared to basically drop its entire legislative program to have 
last week’s debate on this issue, particularly when members had a free vote on it.  The Premier indicated that he 
was personally opposed to daylight saving, and the Leader of the House is also opposed to the proposal.  
Members were not prepared to hold a referendum on the issue before they imposed a three-year trial on 
everybody. 
Another matter that I want to raise is that this bill has reached this stage without any amendments.  In committee 
we debated whether the trial should be for three years or a lesser period.  It is strange that, even on that issue, 
some members who oppose the bill in its entirety were not prepared to reduce the term of the trial to less than 
three years.  I will of course oppose the third reading of the bill, as I have at every other stage. 
I have also been very disappointed at the way in which the issue has been presented in the media.  We had three 
days of debate on this issue, and there were 10-second grabs from here and there of issues that were obviously 
sensationalised by the media to get people interested in the headline shown on the news.  However, that did not 
reflect what was said during the debate.  I hope that a lot of people who generally take a strong interest in this 
issue will take the time to read in Hansard what members have said, because it was a lot more than some of the 
little grabs that appeared in the media segments. 
Those who are supporting the bill without any amendment must also be comfortable with the fact that daylight 
saving will be an important issue at the next election.  Although it is not an important issue to me, it will 
certainly be an issue that affects many people.  Most people in this state generally have an idea of whether they 
like it or they do not like it.  They probably do not need a three-year trial to make that decision.  I, like others, 
would not be surprised if the government recommitted this legislation down the track for amendment, to line up 
the referendum with the time of the next state election.  I am sure that there is justification for doing that, 
because it would be an expensive exercise to hold the referendum after a state election.  Either way, it will 
certainly be an issue that is hanging around at the next state election.  That might suit this government.  
However, as Liberals, we would much prefer to be dealing with the economic issues and the very poor 
performance of this government and several of its ministers, not only now, but also for the remaining two years 
that Labor will be in government.  I will oppose the third reading of this bill.  I hope members exercise a free 
vote and think about the issue and how it affects other people - not just themselves - and the burden that it will 
impose on country people in particular as well as young families around the state.  I hope that if this bill 
proceeds, the outcome of the referendum is that daylight saving is defeated.  Some of us here today may not even 
be members of Parliament when that referendum is held in three years.  That is also disappointing; we are 
allowing something to happen for which we will not be around to face the music.  I oppose the bill.  I hope that 
other members who are exercising a free vote think about more than just their personal view; I hope they also 
think about how daylight saving will affect other people. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [3.30 pm]:  I will not respond to comments made at the third 
reading stage, because I feel that I responded to members’ comments at the end of the second reading stage.  
Essentially, all the issues within this debate have been comprehensively canvassed over the past week.  
However, having said that, I thank members for their contributions to the third reading debate, and I make a few 
comments in conclusion.   
Essentially, the role of the Legislative Council has received prominent attention during this debate.  The issues of 
apparent filibustering and even the necessity of maintaining the Legislative Council have captured the 
imagination of a number of political commentators.  In essence, these arguments are without foundation.  The 
government gave this bill priority in its order of the business over the past week.  With this in mind, and 
combined with the fact that it is a bill of significant social importance, it will inevitably ignite lengthy debate. 
The Legislative Council is designed to scrutinise legislation, to meticulously identify areas of legislation that 
require refinement and to review legislation to ensure that all sectors of the community are represented.  If we 
fail to fulfil these obligations, we fail as a legitimate upper house.  If that unpalatable scenario were to occur, we 
would be left with a unicameral system; that is, a single chamber with unfettered power.  Would the public really 
feel comfortable with that scenario?  I certainly think not.  Would the commentators feel vindicated?  I think not.  
Rather, I think that the Parliament would be vulnerable to even more vitriolic attacks that it is an 
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unrepresentative chamber.  Having made this point, I feel that the debate on the Daylight Saving Bill (No. 2) has 
been entirely appropriate. 
Given that a significant proportion of the population in Western Australia is opposed to the bill, particularly 
those in the rural parts of the state, and given that the bill will impact upon the entire population of Western 
Australia, I am of the opinion that a three-day debate was not only inevitable, but also, in fact, necessary.  The 
debate should not reflect adversely on our healthy bicameral system; rather, it should serve as a beacon that 
members of this chamber are doing what they are elected to do, which is to represent their constituents, whether 
they live in rural or urban Western Australia. 
Finally, I thank the government for providing parliamentary counsel to advise me during scrutiny of this bill 
through the chamber.  In particular, I thank Mr Greg Calcutt for his sound advice, patience and wise counsel.  I 
also thank those members of the house who offered me support and advice during the passage of this bill.  As 
previously mentioned, this is a bill that engenders passionate opinions and therefore, poses an insurmountable 
divide.  However, I feel that we need a trial of daylight saving and this bill provides for such a trial.  The 
ultimate decision remains with the people of Western Australia.  With this in mind, I urge members to support 
the third reading of the bill. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (21) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Donna Faragher Hon Sheila Mills Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Helen Morton Hon Giz Watson 
Hon George Cash Hon Jon Ford Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Barbara Scott  

Noes (10) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Murray Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Anthony Fels Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Kim Chance Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

            

Pair 

 Hon Ken Travers Hon Margaret Rowe 

 

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a third time and passed. 
 


