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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.57 pm]:  I move -  

That the House at its rising this evening resume the next sitting 45 minutes from the time that the 
present sitting is adjourned.  

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.57 pm]:  This is the second time this 
device has been foisted upon the House because the Government wants to rush this piece of legislation.  The last 
time we were given about a day’s notice.  We mentioned to the Leader of the House that we had a function on 
that night and that it would have been nice if we did not have to sit.  However, that made no difference.  Out of 
that came a resolution, or a compromise at least, which allowed the committee to consider the Electoral 
Amendment Bill, so we did not sit.  We are working our way through the committee stage of this legislation.  It 
is a very important Bill.  Now the Leader of the House, with no notice, has moved to sit beyond six o’clock, as it 
is now.  I am reminded that it is six o’clock because we have agreed to sit for an extra hour on Tuesdays and an 
extra two hours on Wednesdays and Thursdays - in fact, I suggested it - to help facilitate the Government’s 
legislative program.   

The Leader of the House gave us no reason for sitting tonight.  For what it is worth, I have two functions to 
attend tonight, but I am happy to sit here until we finish, if that is what the House decides to do.  It is grossly 
unfair for these motions to be moved at this point.  It was argued last time we talked about this issue that I used 
to do this on a regular basis.  I did some research on when the House sat beyond the regular sitting hours in the 
last Parliament and I found that it occurred once in the four years before the last election, because I had to get the 
approval of the House; and if I did not get the approval of the House, we did not sit.  The leader seems to think 
he has the numbers, so he can decide that the House will sit tonight.   

I have suggested to the Leader of the House that, because this is such an important Bill, we will not grant leave 
to proceed to the third reading tonight.  The standing orders provide for one day to elapse between the committee 
stage and the third reading of a Bill to give members a chance to re-assess the situation and to decide whether to 
seek to have the Bill recommitted for further consideration.  Therefore, even if the leader keeps us here until 
midnight, or whatever, we will not grant leave.  That means, in effect, that we will be debating the third reading 
of this Bill next week.  For that reason, I suggested to the Leader of the House that we should finish the 
committee stage next week rather than interrupt people’s arrangements for tonight.  However, the leader advised 
me that he wants the committee stage to be completed this evening.   

The Leader of the House did not give us any reason that the House should sit tonight; he just moved the motion.  
To save the him the trouble, I will give members the reason.  The leader has provided me with a letter that 
contains 12 points listing the Bills that the Government wants to complete by the end of this session.  The letter 
is not dated, but I received it on Tuesday of this week.  Those Bills are the Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) 
Bill (No 2); the Revenue Laws (Assessment) Bill (No 2); the Revenue Laws Amendment (Taxation) Bill (No 2); 
the Electoral Amendment Bill; the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill; the Criminal Investigation (Exceptional 
Powers) and Fortification Removal Bill; the Acts Amendment (Criminal Investigation) Bill; the Criminal Code 
Amendment Bill; the Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Bill; the Regional Investment Fund Bill; the 
Family Court Amendment Bill; the Child Support (Adoption of Laws) Amendment Bill; the Planning Appeals 
Amendment Bill - although I have been told that has been taken off the list because the Public Accounts 
Committee wants more time to consider it; the Fish Resources Management Amendment Bill, which is not even 
in the Parliament yet; the Diamond (Argyle Diamond Mines Joint Venture) Agreement Amendment Bill; and, 
would you believe it, the Acts Amendment (Lesbian and Gay Law Reform) Bill.  Those are the Bills the Leader 
of the House wants passed between now and 20 December.   

As the Leader of the House indicated last night, he and I met yesterday to discuss this matter.  I indicated to him 
that we would seek to expedite the passage of a number of those Bills.  I said that we had things to say, but we 
would not in any way seek to frustrate the Government’s intention to have those Bills passed.  However, I also 
told him also that under no circumstances would the Opposition cooperate to deal with the Family Court 
Amendment Bill and the Acts Amendment (Lesbian and Gay Reform) Bill this year.  The Leader of the House 
said that the Government wants those two Bills passed this year.  I said that we will not cooperate; we will do 
everything in our power to make sure that those Bills are properly debated, but we will seek to defer that debate 
by suggesting that those Bills go to committees, or things of that nature, because those Bills are serious and 
require a great deal of consideration by this House.   
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The reason the Leader of the House - who has been given his riding instructions by Mr McGinty, who seems to 
run this Parliament, including this House - wants to get rid of the electoral Bill tonight is so that the week after 
next we can deal with the Family Court Amendment Bill and the Acts Amendment (Lesbian and Gay Reform) 
Bill.  The reason the Labor Party wants to deal with those Bills the week after next is that it is petrified that 
someone will find out what is in those Bills.  It wants to rush them through the Parliament as quickly as it can 
before Christmas, when people are thinking about other things and hopefully will not remember.  As I said the 
other day, if these Bills are so good and these people are so desperate to have them passed, why not save them up 
for a couple of years to just before the next election so that they people will remember what the Labor Party has 
done for them?  It stands out like the nose on your face, Mr President, that the Labor Party is seeking to rush 
through legislation which it knows is absolutely unpopular in the electorate and which it is hoping people will 
not remember because Christmas is coming and the ducks are getting fat, or whatever the story is.  That is what 
it is all about, and I will not cooperate. 

I said to the Leader of the House last night, and I said some weeks ago when we discussed this matter, that I 
would give my best endeavours to ensure that the Electoral Amendment Bill was dealt with a week after the Bill 
was reported; and that would have been Wednesday of this week.  I indicated to the leader also that the 
committee report contained a vast amount of information and detail that was not contemplated at the time the 
decision to refer the Bill to the committee was made; namely the Legislative Council changes that we have been 
debating for the past couple of hours.  The Legislative Council changes were not part of the original Bill that was 
to be considered by the Legislation Committee.  I said to the leader last night that I thought we could finish this 
Bill today.  I do not want to cast aspersions on anyone, but we had a good debate today in the committee stage of 
the Bill.  Some serious issues were raised and some hard questions were asked of the minister, and, quite rightly, 
the minister sought to have the Deputy Chairman leave the Chair until the ringing of the bells in order to take 
further advice to satisfy those serious issues raised by the Opposition.  That took about 20 minutes of the time of 
the Chamber.  We are now being told that because of this, we have to sit after dinner on a Thursday night so that 
the Government can get this Bill passed.  

I cannot think of any reason that the Government cannot wait until next Tuesday.  I have no doubt we will finish 
the committee debate next Tuesday; and on Wednesday we can do the third reading, and the Leader of the House 
will get the legislation through, because he has the numbers.  At least then the Leader of the House will be able 
to say, if it means anything to him - it used to when he was sitting on this side of the House - that the Bill was 
properly considered, reviewed and debated and was properly passed through this House; it was not rushed, and 
we did not have to sit late.  We have agreed to have extra sitting hours rather than the silly nonsense of having 
the House sit for extraordinary hours.  The Leader of the House now has an opportunity to take advantage of the 
goodwill on this side of the House to assist him to get the Bill through - not that we support it, of course - and to 
have it debated properly and thoroughly, as a House of Review should do, and as the Leader of the House always 
argued it should do.   

I do not support the motion.  There is no good reason that we should adjourn for 45 minutes and sit again.  I ask 
the Leader of the House that if he has any intention in the future of doing this sort of thing, he do us a favour and 
give us some notice, because people are very busy and make appointments.  We are already sitting for extra 
hours; we have accommodated the Leader of the House in that respect.  People have made arrangements for this 
evening, and they should not have them changed at the last minute.  I will not support the motion.  I am not sure 
whether my colleagues will support it; I hope they will not.  I will not support the motion, firstly, because we 
have not been given notice; secondly, because there is no rush; and, thirdly, because we will not be able to 
complete this Bill tonight anyway and there is no reason that we cannot finish it next Tuesday.  

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural Region) [6.08 pm]:  I concur with Hon Norman Moore, for two reasons.  
Firstly, we did not have any notice that we would be working this evening.  Secondly, legislation such as this, 
which will be set in concrete over the years, should not be rushed through.  We need time to evaluate the debate 
that took place today and to re-read the legislation.  It is most unfair that we were not told that we would be 
working late tonight.  It is not One Nation’s fault that perhaps Labor Party members do not have any friends to 
go out with this evening.  We do.  We are very social animals, and we have a life after work.  The Leader of 
House should have shown some courtesy and told us that we would be working late; all we had was rumours.  
Today has been fairly long and hard and a lot of concentration has been necessary.  We should not be put under 
pressure to make decisions quickly.  We have another three and a half years to put this legislation through.  I do 
not see any need to rush.  The old saying is that it should be steady as she blows.  We should do this properly.  
As Hon Norman Moore said, the Government has the numbers, so why go through the charade tonight?  We 
have all next week, the week after and next year in which to deal with this legislation.  One Nation members 
totally oppose the motion. 
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HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [6.09 pm]:  I support the Leader of the House on this matter.  The 
Greens (WA) are keen for this Bill to be completed.  It has been a long and tough debate and we are keen to see 
it finished.  It could be finished tonight.  One practical suggestion is that because we have made some real 
progress over the second part of this afternoon, we should not stop for a dinner break but continue through.  The 
Bill could be finalised within an hour.  That would be my preferred way to do it because I have a long way to 
drive tonight.  I support finishing the Bill.   

The Leader of the Opposition will remember as well as I, the meeting to discuss the passage of this legislation 
following the tabling of the committee’s report.  He and his colleagues who were taking a lead role on this Bill 
made a commitment to use their best endeavours to complete the passage of this legislation within one sitting 
week.  The Leader of the House provided an additional day after the committee reported before the continuation 
of the second reading debate, so that members had time to absorb the report.  Since then, there has been one 
sitting week and two additional sitting days.  All members will have noticed that yesterday’s debate on the short 
title was extremely and deliberately prolonged.  That is in direct contradiction to the commitment made to the 
Leader of the House and myself by the Leader of the Opposition, Hon George Cash, Hon Peter Foss and Hon 
Bruce Donaldson.  The Liberal Party is not only breaking that commitment, but also is seeking to double the 
time for debate on this Bill.  Its members have complained about the proposal to sit, but they are holding in their 
hands an enormous list of work that we are expected to get through before Christmas.  Let us be practical and get 
on with this Bill.  We should make some progress so that things will be slightly less tedious in the next two 
sitting weeks. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [6.12 pm]:  That undertaking was also an undertaking entered into by 
Hon Christine Sharp.  I suggest she hold a mirror up to her own face.  We could have finished debate on this Bill 
today.  I exchanged glances with Hon Nick Griffiths during the debate today.  Who was keeping the debate 
going and who stopped us finishing the Bill?  Who rabbited on for the past hour?  It was Hon Christine Sharp.  
Members should read Hansard.   

Hon J.A. Scott:  She was moving an amendment. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  And rabbiting on.  We have been trying to finish this matter. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am glad all Labor Party members know that because they were not here to comment on 
the Bill.  That is how important this legislation is to the Labor members; they were not here to listen to the 
debate.  They come into the Chamber only when they think there will be a vote.  Labor members do not know 
what has been happening.  I exchanged glances with Hon Nick Griffiths because it was the Greens who were 
going on.  We went to all our members and told them to shut up and sit down.  Hon Barry House has indicated 
that he was told to be quiet because we were trying to get the legislation through.  It did not matter how quiet we 
were, because who took us on?  The amazing thing is that Hon Christine Sharp has said that we have done this, 
that and something else, as though she has had nothing to do with this all day.  Who changed the Bill that we are 
dealing with?  We got through our bits.  What is she fiddling with now?  She is fiddling with her bits.  Hon 
Christine Sharp is the ultimate example of self-righteousness.  She seems to think that she has had nothing to do 
with this.  Although all other members can see when six o’clock is coming up and know that it is time to shut up 
and sit down, she gets to her feet and keeps the debate going.  There is a time to talk and a time to stop.  She 
does not know when to stop.  She was the person who kept this debate going after five o’clock.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  On your request. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No.  Members should look in Hansard to see who has prolonged the debate.  I said nothing 
from my seat or I sat in the corner during the debate.  Who was talking?  It was Hon Christine Sharp.  When 
everyone says that it is time to be quiet, she cannot then say that it is all our fault.  This debate has been 
prolonged tonight because Hon Christine Sharp cannot read a clock and cannot tell when six o’clock is 
approaching.  She seems to think that she has a really important amendment to make to the Bill.  She says it is a 
wonderful change, but one that does not make a change.  She says that the Bill will not make any difference 
between country and city representation because it will keep the balance.  That point has been occupying the 
time of the House.  We got through the nasty bit - one vote, one value.  We were getting on quite famously until 
we got to the Greens’ view of the Legislative Council.  If it were not for the Greens’ view of the Legislative 
Council, debate on this legislation would easily have been finished by six o’clock.  Liberal members kept quiet 
because we thought Hon Christine Sharp wanted the legislation to go through.  If she had cooperated, it would 
have done.  Members laugh, but they should look at Hansard and see who has occupied the time of the House 
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since five o’clock.  It was Hon Christine Sharp.  It was not Liberal Party members or Hon Nick Griffiths.  Hon 
Nick Griffiths and I had a little pact.  Neither he nor I have said anything. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  My agreement with you was that I wouldn’t say anything if you didn’t say anything. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Neither the minister nor I said anything.  It was very good.  Who were saying things?  It 
was members of One Nation and the Greens.  They obviously felt it was some sort of contribution.  The silence 
must have got to them.  The great idea is that we will sit tonight. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It won’t take long. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not know.  If we do not have a timetable to work through by six o’clock, we might as 
well deal with things thoroughly.  Members should keep in mind that the House can sit past six o’clock; 
however, the point of members not saying anything has now been lost.  We might as well make a good 
contribution to the debate now that we have the chance.  We might as well spend a bit of time debating the report 
and the third reading.  They sound as though they will be very interesting topics.  It is really a bit much for Hon 
Christine Sharp to preach at us when she has not kept her eye on the clock and has not seen it ticking around to 
six o’clock.  She needs to learn to speed things up a bit when it gets close to six o’clock.  She cannot blame what 
has gone on before.  When the time comes, a member should shut up and sit down.  That is not when one should 
gear up and go. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Shut up and sit down then. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, we have gone past that time now. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  So five to six is different from - 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, because it is after we could have adjourned. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  We can now waste time then. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, we are not wasting time.  It is clear that Hon Christine Sharp has learnt nothing and 
remembers nothing.  Unlike George III, who never forgot anything but never learnt anything, she does not 
remember anything nor does she learn anything.  Hon Christine Sharp should have realised at five o’clock that 
she needed to restrict her remarks.  She seems to think that she can rattle on even though the time gets closer to 
six o’clock.  She seems to think that she is somehow exempt.  She may have realised that we were going to sit 
past six o’clock, because she had done another one of those deals with the Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know the Leader of the House has not talked to the Leader of the Opposition about 
extending the sitting time, but perhaps he has talked to the Greens. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  He informed me he was contemplating it.  Obviously he had to get a deal with the Greens to 
make it happen. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is why Hon Christine Sharp, when she was rabbiting on just before 6.00 pm, knew she 
could rabbit on after 6.00 pm.  There was no need to worry about that.  So it is not a deal; it is an understanding, 
and neither will back out on their understanding!  That is not a deal, because the Greens do not do deals; they 
just have understandings which are binding on both parties. 

Hon Kim Chance:  They stick to agreements. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  So do we, because if the member had not rabbited on, we would have finished. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  There is no agreement to finish it today. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  We used our best endeavours; we cannot shut up Hon Christine Sharp.  Hon Nick Griffiths 
knows that I was not continuing this debate, but Hon Christine Sharp had a lot to say and she said it, and now she 
thinks it is somebody else’s fault that we are sitting tonight.  Hon Christine Sharp can think that all she likes -  

Hon Christine Sharp:  I am looking back at the past five sitting days, not the past half hour. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The member can do whatever she likes, but, if she does not shut up and sit down, she 
cannot complain when the time gets to six o’clock. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  What about yesterday? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  What about yesterday?  We would have completed the debate by six o’clock if the member 
had not kept talking.  Hon Christine Sharp seems to think that she can disregard the time simply because it is her 
talking instead of somebody else. 
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Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The member did not have to rabbit on the way that she did.  She just popped up.  Hon Jim 
Scott wants to keep it going, too.  He has no friends or relatives, obviously! 

Mr President, I think we have made the point that we would have completed the debate by six o’clock; 
unfortunately, Hon Christine Sharp seems to think it was only an obligation on us - not on anybody else and not 
on the Labor Party. 

Hon Christine Sharp interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is wonderful being a saint, Hon Christine Sharp; it is beautiful being beatified.  The fact is 
that everybody has to cooperate.  I am glad the minister saw sense in the end and cooperated - from then on we 
had no problems.  Unfortunately, Hon Christine Sharp does not think the rules apply to her, and I must say that 
One Nation was tossing in its bit as well.  It takes more than one person to keep this going and Hon Christine 
Sharp, as always, knows that ultimately everybody will agree with the Greens because they are right!  It is 
wonderful being a Green!  That is a Green characteristic - expecting everyone to come around to the Greens’ 
point of view.  I am sorry, but Hon Christine Sharp has to take some responsibility.  We oppose the motion. 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [6.24 pm]:  I have made the telephone call to tell my wife, who has just 
flown 500 or 600 kilometres, that this show will go on tonight.  In my view, it is an absolute disgrace that we get 
to five minutes to six and we are told that we are going to sit on tonight.  We agreed two weeks ago to sit 
extended hours, and at five minutes to six we to vote on a sitting tonight.  This is the third time I have risen to 
speak on this issue.  It gives no encouragement for members to live in and operate from the country.  We are 
talking about electoral legislation which requires members of the upper House to give good representation to 
country people, and arrangements are handled like this.  I hope the message gets to the Leader of the House that I 
am very angry that we have reached a few minutes to six and without any warning of a change.  

Hon Kim Chance:  You were aware that we had an agreement to finish by 6.00 pm.  

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  No, I was not aware of any negotiations.  I was not part of any negotiations. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Murray Criddle has the floor. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  Members who live in the country must make arrangements for their families to come here 
to see them occasionally or they have to travel back to work in their electorates on Friday mornings; that takes a 
substantial effort.  The Leader of the House should take heed of that and give us an opportunity to do our jobs 
and represent country people. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Jim Scott Hon Kate Doust (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers  

Noes (13) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Alan Cadby (Teller) 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon W.N. Stretch  
Hon John Fischer Hon N.F. Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson  

            

Pairs 

 Hon E.R.J. Dermer Hon B.K. Donaldson 
 Hon Tom Stephens Hon Ray Halligan 
 Hon Jon Ford Hon Robyn McSweeney 

Question thus passed. 
 


