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SITTINGS OF THE HOUSE 
Thursday, 30 August 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [11.10 am]:  I move without 
notice - 

That the House sit beyond 5.00 pm.   

I have moved this motion to enable the House to deal finally with order of the day No 48, the Regional 
Development Commissions Amendment Bill 2001.  If the House agrees to the motion, it is not proposed to deal 
with any more than that Bill after 5.00 pm.  The normal business of the House up to 5.00 pm will be dealt with.  
That Bill should be passed today because I am advised the budget papers are being prepared on the basis that 
four separate ministries will deal with the relevant commissions.  The law now is to the effect that one minister is 
responsible for all the commissions.  It is therefore important that the Bill be passed.  

It is appropriate that the budget papers illustrate how departments of state will operate over the financial year.  It 
would be a nonsense for the budget papers to be prepared on the basis that the commissions came under one 
minister and in due course, as I anticipate, noting the words of the Leader of the Opposition, the House passed 
the Bill and each commission came under a separate ministry.   

If for some reason this motion is defeated, we will have other opportunities next week to continue our 
deliberations on the subject.  The House has not dealt with government business with great dispatch this week.  
That is the right of the House; it is appropriate that Oppositions have their say.  At the end of the day, the 
Government should have its way, particularly on a non-contentious matter. 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [11.13 am]:  When I had the pleasure of 
sitting on the other side of the Chamber it was not infrequent for Treasury or lower House ministers to inform 
me that a Bill had to be passed by a certain time.  Treasury’s favourite approach was to say that if we did not 
pass a Bill by a certain date the world as we know it would end, or the State would be up for $50 million or 
$200 million.  On a number of occasions I was able to achieve its ambition and have legislation passed.  On a 
number of other occasions that was impossible, but I must say, the world is still turning and the Government has 
not gone broke due to the dire consequences Treasury predicted.  

From the minister’s comments, passing this legislation will fit in neatly with the way Treasury intends to present 
the budget.  However, it is not vital that it be passed for monetary or legal reasons.  I am nonetheless prepared to 
see whether the House will expedite the Bill’s passage.  I do not know whether the House will support it.  The 
Opposition has indicated it is not opposed to the Bill, but when the minister explains what is intended with this 
Bill, the Opposition might change its mind. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Thanks.  

Hon N.F. MOORE:  A number of questions have been asked in the second reading speech so far about this Bill.  
The main question is, how will it work?  It looks like a mishmash.  When the minister responds he may talk me 
out of supporting it. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is unlikely. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  The substantive minister is away on unknown ministerial business of which we have not 
been informed and I do not intend to ask why.  It may have been polite for the minister to explain why he is not 
here, bearing in mind the importance of this Bill if what the Minister for Racing and Gaming said is correct, and 
I have no reason to suggest otherwise. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I am telling you what I have been advised. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is what we always do in this place.  I will not oppose this motion.  In the context of 
this sitting, I take some exception to the minister’s comments that the House has not been dealing with 
government business.  The House has been operating on the basis that the Government is in control.  With the 
support of the Greens, it has the capacity to organise the business of the House as it wishes.  Only one member a 
day is speaking to the Address-in-Reply rather than half a dozen members; therefore, usually less than one hour 
has been spent on it.  In my case, it has been longer than that.  However, when I was Leader of the House I 
listened to the Leader of the Opposition speak for eight hours over about three days on the Address-in-Reply 
without any consideration for the then Government’s legislative program. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You have never used all of your unlimited time. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is right and I do not propose to use much more.  However, I took exception to the 
Minister for Housing and Works telling everybody last night that the Leader of the Opposition could talk for as 
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long as he liked tomorrow but the House would sit beyond five o’clock so it would be his fault if we were sitting 
here until midnight.  That is fine if he wants to operate in that way, but we will deal with that as time passes. 

Hon Peter Foss:  He knew he would not be here. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is right.  I take exception to that strategy; it is unnecessary.  I will support this motion, 
but I do not think the House will need to sit beyond five o’clock.  However, if it must do so, it will.  The House 
will do its job properly because that is what we are here for.  I take some exception to Hon Tom Stephens’ 
attitude.  From the Government’s point of view, when he takes control of this place there is always trouble.  It 
seems to be a continuation of his behaviour when he was Leader of the Opposition, which was antagonistic and 
argumentative.  I find it very easy to work alongside the present Leader of the House, as I did when he was 
Leader of the Opposition.  Without casting too many aspersions on Hon Tom Stephens, it seems that when he 
takes control of the House confrontation occurs.  The Opposition supports the motion on the basis it may not be 
necessary to sit beyond five o’clock. 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [11.17 pm]:  I am anything but happy about this motion.  The House will 
shortly be debating representation in the country, which will be a challenge.  The time for the House to adjourn 
on Thursdays was changed from 6.00 to 5.00 pm to suit country people.  My home and my electorate are six 
hours away from here in the country.  If these later sittings continue, half to a full day will be taken out of 
opportunities for me to serve the electorate.  The Government must consider that.  I do not want this to be the 
first step towards the House working late on a Thursday evening.  Representation is crucial to the people I have 
in that area across the Agricultural Region, which is huge.  One person from each political party serves that 
electorate comprising 67 shires.  It is a considerable task to get anywhere near covering each shire once in a term 
without having to travel any further.  I have concerns about the level of representation provided to people if this 
sort of thing goes on.  Members need to get back to their electorate offices on a Friday.  Any move like this will 
impinge upon that ability.   

Hon Barry House:  The Labor Party does not care. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  Not only the Labor Party but other parties intend to have us progress along this journey of 
reducing representation in the country. 

I am also concerned about the way the budget is being handled.  When we get to the Bill, I hope we shall be 
given some explanation.  There is justification for worrying about the budget, because it is crucial for the 
Regional Development Commissions Amendment Bill and finding out whether we will be able to fund the 
propositions put forward by people in regional areas.  I hope that this motion does not set a precedent.  I am not 
in favour of sitting beyond 5.00 pm.  We should be able to organise the House in such a way that this sort of 
issue does not come up again. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [11.22 am]:  I am sure that Hon Murray Criddle was not meaning to 
indicate that his electorate office is six hours travelling time away from Parliament House, unless he drives much 
more slowly than I do.   

Hon M.J. Criddle:  I said where I live is six hours away.  It is four and a half hours to my electorate office. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Right. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  How far away is your electorate office? 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Does the member mean the one that I pay for out of my own salary or the one the 
Government pays for? 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Your electorate office. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  My electorate office is across the street.  The one I pay for out of my own salary is four 
and a half to five hours away in Geraldton, if that is what the member would like to know.   

The issue today is whether the Greens (WA) are prepared to be helpful with the Government’s legislative 
program.  We always endeavour to be as helpful as we can given our lack of resources.  We endeavour to turn 
ourselves inside out to make sure that the Government’s program is dealt with as expeditiously as possible.  The 
minister who would normally be handling this legislation will not be available.  I hope that the Government has 
learnt from experience and will have adequate advisers available for the minister who is dealing with the 
legislation so that any questions can be answered in a proper way. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Relevant questions. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Relevant questions, of course. 
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I will mention one other issue that springs to mind.  Part of the reason we are being asked to stay later, which 
means certainly that regional representatives will not be able to get to their homes or electorate offices when they 
would otherwise like, is that there is endless time for speakers.  When I mentioned the issue yesterday somebody 
said that we used to do it in opposition.  This should not be a matter of schoolyard tit for tat.  If an important 
issue cannot be spoken to in an hour, certainly other speakers can provide additional information.   

When we are talking about extra sitting hours we are beginning to build up a strong argument that every elected 
representative in this place should have equal speaking times, and privileges should not be given to particular 
speakers.  That we are being asked to sit late and inconvenience our electors and our other work makes a very 
strong argument for our looking in the future at unequal speaking times.  If a member cannot make an argument 
in the same time as everybody else, the member should not be here.  If an argument is complex, more than one 
speaker can present aspects of it.  It is perfectly legitimate to have parties speak in a detailed way on any one 
issue.  However, to have one person speaking for days on end is not legitimate, whether that person be from the 
Government or the Opposition.  It is important that in the future we address this issue so that we deal with the 
program and do not simply filibuster. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.27 am]:  My home is six hours drive away if I drive at the legal 
speed.  If I have to stop for a sleep, it takes considerably longer.  I can assure members, that happens on most 
occasions.  I usually stop twice during my drive home.  Without labouring the point, as the previous speaker did, 
I believe that the Government and those who control the House should take note of it.   

The PRESIDENT:  There is no right of reply.  The minister would have to seek leave to reply.  Is leave granted? 

[Leave denied.] 

Question put and passed. 
 


