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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Motions 12 and 13 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.03 am]:  I move without notice - 

That motions 12 and 13 be made orders of the day for a later stage of this day’s sitting.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [11.03 am]:  I do not support 
this motion.  Surely, in moving it, the Leader of the House could have explained why he thinks it is necessary.  
Members should consider what these two motions entail.   
Hon Peter Foss interjected  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  They are on the notice paper.  

Hon Peter Foss:  But most people do not get the notice paper - 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It might have been helpful if they were included on the Business Program so that 
members could be aware of them during this debate.  The Leader of the House has moved that motions 12 and 
13 be made orders of the day for a later stage of this day’s sitting, with the intention of debating them and, I 
suspect, seeking concurrence of the house some time today.  Motion 12 is an amendment to standing order 61(a) 
about sitting times.  The Leader of the House wants the house to repeal standing order 61(a).  He wants to 
substitute the existing times with 2.30 on Tuesday, 12 noon on Wednesday and 11.00 am on Thursday.  
Members will be aware that under the present standing orders, as opposed to the sessional order in place last 
year, the house sits at 3.30 pm on Tuesday, four o’clock on Wednesday and 11 o’clock on Thursday.  I gather the 
Leader of the House wants the Thursday starting time to remain, unless there is a mistake in his motion.  I do not 
find this motion acceptable and I will argue against it if it becomes an order of the day.  I do not think we should 
be wasting the time of the house on debating these motions today because plenty of other orders and motions are 
on the notice paper without having to worry about filling in time dealing with this matter. 

It would have been nice if the House Management Committee that used to be in place had sat down and 
considered the various parties’ views about how we should manage the business of the house.  That committee 
seems to have disappeared into the ether.  This motion appeared yesterday.  These matters have not been 
discussed.  I have heard discussions around the house about various changes to the times that the house might sit.  
Until the leader moved his motions yesterday, I was not sure what the government was intending.  It would have 
been nice to have been consulted.  

The proposed starting time of the house of 2.30 pm on Tuesday, in motion 12, is very inconvenient to the Liberal 
Party.  We meet as a Legislative Council group at two o’clock on Tuesday.  That is an important part of our way 
of doing business on Tuesday, bearing in mind our main party meetings are on Tuesday morning.   

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  What does a 12 noon starting time mean?  Will the house sit at 12 
noon and adjourn at one o’clock for lunch or should we have lunch at 11 o’clock?  We could have been told how 
that would work - not that lunch is the most important event in the world, but it is pretty close to it.  
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Like afternoon tea.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes.  It is one of the benefits of being a member of this chamber.  Is the time of 11 
o’clock on Thursday referred to in the motion correct, or should it be 10 o’clock?   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is the same time.  No change is proposed to the time on Thursday.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  These alterations to the commencement of the house are inconvenient, particularly 
on Tuesday, and no explanation has been given about Wednesday’s proposed time.  As you well know, Mr 
President, because you were involved in determining the existing hours that apply under standing order 61(a), 
committees meet on Wednesday mornings.  The present starting time of four o’clock on Wednesday was set to 
enable the committees of this house enough time to do their business.  This motion seems to take no notice of 
that arrangement, which has been in place since 1998 or even before that.  Again, I would have thought that the 
Leader of the House could have discussed this issue with the leaders of the various parties in the chamber to 
determine whether we could come to an agreement, because that is what we have done over the years.  The first 
motion seeks to repeal standing order 61(a) and to substitute it with a new standing order 61(a).  The other notice 
of motion - which I find quite extraordinary - on page 347 of the Hansard of 6 April, under the heading “Sitting 
Times” reads -  

In the period that ends with the adjournment of the house on the sitting day immediately preceding 22 
May 2005, the Leader of the House may - 
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(a) require the house to sit beyond 10.00 pm on any Tuesday or Wednesday, or 5.00 pm on any 
Thursday; 

(b) require the house to meet on any Friday at a specified time, 

for the sole purpose in either case of dealing with government business specified by the Leader of the 
House or a minister. 

Before I deal with what all of that means, I ask the Leader of the House whether a small typographical error was 
made in the motion on the notice paper compared with the copy of the motion that was handed out to members 
yesterday.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, there was.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Would the Leader of the House like to explain that to members? 

Hon Kim Chance:  The words “on giving reasonable notice” were deleted in my motion and should not form a 
part of the motion on the notice paper.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am really pleased that the Leader of the House has told us that.  I would have 
thought that with all the resources available to him in drafting a motion such as this he would have had it 
retyped, leaving out the bits that he did not want, before presenting it to the house.  Yesterday, a notice of motion 
was handed around to members on which the Leader of the House had scrubbed out the words “on giving 
reasonable notice” before signing it and handing it in.  That demonstrates a state of mind of the Leader of the 
House.  He had a motion which at least gave the opposition some notice of what the government intended to do, 
and he scrubbed that out. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is transparency.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Absolute transparency!  One would have thought that if the Leader of the House 
wanted the untrammelled capacity to have the house sit countless hundreds of hours on Tuesdays, Wednesdays, 
Thursdays and Fridays, he would at least give reasonable notice.  However, he has decided not to give that 
notice.  The decision by the Leader of the House to not have his motion retyped means that there is no goodwill.  
He is not even interested in giving reasonable notice.  At four o’clock on a Thursday afternoon, the Leader of the 
House might inform the house that it will sit at 9 am the next day - no notice, no nothing.  This place, as the 
Leader of the House should know by now, operates on the basis of reasonable relationships between the various 
parties.  We have been able over many years, particularly in recent times when minor parties have been involved 
in the business of this house, to reach conclusions about how the house will operate on the basis of a consensus 
approach.  For some reason, the Leader of the House has decided not to do that.  The reason he has decided not 
to do that is obvious.  The first part of the second motion reads -  

In the period that ends with the adjournment of the house on the sitting day immediately preceding 22 
May 2005 . . .  

That is an interesting date from two points of view.  First, it is when the new members become -  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I remind the Leader of the Opposition that we are debating whether we will 
consider these motions.  We are not considering them now and then debating them again.  The Leader of the 
Opposition was making some relevant comments, but I think he might now be straying.  We are considering a 
procedural motion and whether we should consider the motions at a later stage of this day’s sitting.  We are not 
debating the content of the motions.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Thank you for your advice, Mr President, but you would be aware of the difficulty 
members have on occasions, such as when arguing that something should not happen in a procedural sense, 
without giving a reason for not including that something in part of the procedure.   

The PRESIDENT:  Indeed, which is why I have noticed that the Leader of the Opposition had a combination in 
his arguments earlier on with respect to why the matter should not be dealt with today.  However, he seems not 
to have included some of those arguments in recent comments.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It should not be dealt with today, Mr President, because the opposition does not 
want it dealt with today.  This is an attempt by the government to put in place a new sitting regime that is not in 
the best interests of this house.  If we do not make it an order of the day for a later stage of this day’s sitting, we 
will not get the proposed sitting hours.  The only way I can argue that case is to tell the chamber what is wrong 
with the proposed sitting hours.  I will do my very best to conform absolutely with the President’s advice.   

The government hopes to have its - that was almost a Freudian slip - electoral legislation passed through this 
house by 22 May.  We are confronted today by a Leader of the House who, of his own volition and without 
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consultation and without consideration of the needs and interests of members of the house, has given notice of 
two motions.  Normally, when a member puts a motion on the notice paper, it sits at the bottom of the motions 
section until such time as its turn arrives.  All of us poor members of Parliament who are not ministers have to 
wait our turn.  Motion 11 on the notice paper refers to a select committee into the Department of Justice and 
prisoner escapes.  That is an important issue and, therefore, an important motion.  However, it will remain the 
eleventh motion to be dealt with and will probably never be dealt with.  Given that he is a minister and the 
Leader of the House, Hon Kim Chance can trot into this chamber and say that his two motions, which are at the 
bottom of the list, will be moved to the top of the list by making them orders of the day.  They can then be dealt 
with at his pleasure and leisure.   

Hon Ken Travers:  In government time.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Under the current rules everything is the government’s time.  Hon Ken Travers will 
understand that when he has a close look at the way in which the standing orders operate.   

Because the Leader of the House has not been prepared to go down the path of the sessional orders we put in 
place last year, we are now presented with this arrangement under which the government will determine that the 
house will sit whenever it likes.  

Hon Peter Foss:  We don’t even get a vote.  The majority might be against it and it still will not happen.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Quite right.  I make the point again that there are 11 motions on the notice paper 
awaiting their turn.  Yesterday, for the most gross political reasons, the Leader of the House gave notice of two 
motions.  The first one seeks to change when the house starts sitting and the second one seeks to change when 
the house finishes sitting - that is, if ever we do finish sitting, because the motion gives the Leader of the House 
the capacity to make the house sit forever - and those motions get precedence over all the other motions.  Why 
does the Leader of the House not give some thought to bringing forward motion 11 so that we can debate having 
a select committee look into the prison system in Western Australia?  That is far more important than the rubbish 
the Leader of House is trotting out today.   

Hon Bill Stretch:  General Jim wouldn’t want that.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Of course, he would not.   

I am strongly opposed to the two motions taking precedence over the other motions.  I am opposed to them 
becoming orders of the day to be dealt with today.  I would much prefer that we debated motions of substance, 
such as the other 11 motions that are sitting on the notice paper.  Why will the Leader of the House not deal with 
the prison select committee motion today?  It is important.  A criminal who is a double murderer remains at 
large, and yet the Leader of the House would rather talk about the sitting hours of the house instead of a motion 
that deals with establishing a select committee to look into prisoner escapes and the justice system.  Talk about 
priorities! 

Hon Kim Chance:  If we moved to motion 11, would the prisoner come back? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, but it might stop the next one escaping. 

Hon Kim Chance:  We have already stopped the next one. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The government built a fence around the place, did it?  What a great effort that is!  
There are more fences around the schools of Western Australia than there are around the prisons! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the Opposition has the call. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Motion 2 is in my name and concerns Rally Australia.  I think that is more 
important than the sitting hours the government wants to talk about.  Why did the Leader of the House not move 
for it to become an order of the day, as he is able to do?  Is it not important to him?  The minister told the house 
yesterday that the rally is just as valuable to Western Australia as it has always been in terms of its economic 
impact.  Why did the Leader not do that?  Look down the list; they are all important.  Even Hon Louise Pratt has 
one about climate change.  I am sure she thinks that is more important than changing the sitting hours of the 
Legislative Council.  Hon Peter Foss has one about power supplies. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  There aren’t any! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If there are none, it does not matter any more.   

The motion moved by the Leader of the House today gives some idea of the government’s priorities.  What will 
we deal with today that is a matter of priority for the government?  How it can make this house sit day after day 
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to get its electoral legislation through.  All the other things on the notice paper that are far more important will 
languish until such time as they get a guernsey under the archaic system that is in place that deals with motions.  
One of the reasons we changed the standing orders to a sessional order was to enable motions to be dealt with in 
one hit on Wednesdays.  We will now have motions going on day after day for one hour at a time, like it used to 
be.  We all know what an absolute disaster that was. 

The motion demonstrates the government’s priorities.  Based on the wording of motion 13, it demonstrates that it 
is all about electoral legislation.  The date, 22 May, happens to be the date on which the Legislative Council 
changes.  Why was it not worded to the end of the session, which I think goes for one week beyond that?  I am 
sure it goes beyond 22 May.  The lack of subtlety in the Leader’s proposition is astounding.  Look at the lack of 
subtlety in the date.  He is asking for the power to make the house sit whenever he likes until that date and after 
that it will not matter.  It is about as subtle as his deletion of the phrase “on giving reasonable notice”.  His 
subtlety is extraordinary, to say the least!  We should resist this.  I hope that the Greens (WA), who have the 
balance of power at present, recognise that this is a government that is hell-bent on changing the rules that were 
put in place after consultation with all the parties in the house over a long period.  The rules relate to the sitting 
hours of the house.  The government wants to change them in a way that gives the Leader of the House 
unfettered rights to determine when we sit. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Unreasonable. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes, unreasonable.  Under normal circumstances, the Leader of the House can, on 
any day, move that the house sit beyond five o’clock or 10 o’clock, or whatever time the house normally sits on 
that day, if the circumstances so demand.  Members can say yes or no.  Under standing orders previously, on 
many occasions when the house was halfway through a bill or there was a particular reason to sit beyond the 
normal time, the house has agreed to sit later to finish business.  It is done on the basis of goodwill.  I have never 
seen anything quite as extraordinary as this motion for temporary sittings.  It gives absolute authority to the 
Leader of the House to do what he likes without the concurrence of anyone.  If the Leader wants to sit longer 
hours, he should ask on every occasion to sit longer hours, as has been the case forever.  That is how it used to 
be.  When I was the Leader of the House I remember many motions to sit beyond 10 o’clock.  If I had a good 
argument, I succeeded.  If I did not, I did not succeed.  I have never asked and I have never seen anyone else ask 
for the unfettered capacity to make decisions about when the house sits, without any notice at all or consideration 
of anyone else’s circumstances or consultation with anyone.  He is asking to just do it.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Without the concurrence of the house. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Quite right.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Even if the majority of the house decides that it does not want to continue. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It will be: the Leader says!   

I will read that part of the motion again so that every member understands it clearly - 

In the period that ends with the adjournment of the house on the sitting day immediately preceding 22 
May 2005, the Leader of the House may - 

Not the house but the Leader of the House - 

(a) require the house to sit beyond 10.00 pm on any Tuesday or Wednesday or 5.00 pm on any 
Thursday;  

(b) require the house to meet on any Friday at a specified time, 

for the sole purpose in either case of dealing with government business . . .  

Hon Peter Foss is absolutely right.  The house should make decisions about when it sits and when it sits beyond 
normal hours, not the Leader of the House on his own!  I hope that the Greens will recognise that; it is giving 
one individual - the Leader of the House - the capacity to make the decision on his own without consultation or 
the support of the house to require the house to sit all day Friday if he wants.  He could say that the hours of 
sitting were from 6.00 am to midnight on Fridays.  He is the only one to make the decision and we all have to go 
along with it - everyone in the house. 

For two reasons we should not agree to the motion.  The first reason is the matter I just raised; that is, the 
unfettered power it will give to the Leader of the House on sitting times.  The second reason is that it 
demonstrates the priorities of this government.  What is more important to this government today - in making 
motions orders of the day - is the sitting hours of the house for the electoral legislation.  It is far more important 
than all the other issues on the notice paper listed under the heading “Motions”.  It demonstrates clearly to 
everyone that the government has its priorities totally wrong and that it has every intention of trying to ram 
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through - by exhaustion - an electoral bill that it and we know is a farce and designed to ensure that country 
Western Australia gets a very bad deal in the future.  I cannot believe that a country member, who is the Leader 
of the House at present, would go along with the strategy of changing the sitting hours of the house to give him 
unfettered power to pass a bill through this chamber that will decimate the electoral representation in his own 
electorate. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [11.28 am]:  The Greens (WA) will support this procedural motion.  It 
is quite symbolic that the Leader of the Opposition has, on several occasions, somehow managed to almost 
substitute the words “industrial relations” for “electoral legislation”.  We all know that faux pas occurred.  I refer 
to the outrageous events that occurred in the use of procedural motions and the end of an era in the Legislative 
Council in which there was no mandate for that action.   

The Greens have indicated that they will make as much time available as is necessary to give everyone the 
opportunity to put their views on electoral reform.   

Honourable members may have noticed that except for the inaugural speech of my colleague Hon Lynn 
MacLaren, the Greens (WA) have not noted names on the speakers list for the Address-in-Reply so that the 
business of the house can be facilitated in the limited time between now and 22 May.  This procedural motion is, 
therefore, necessary.  The Leader of the Opposition in this house has indicated why it is necessary; that is, 
otherwise there would be lengthy debate every time such a motion was moved.  It is always possible to delegate 
authority through the democratic process for good reason that is agreed to by the majority.  If this motion is 
passed, members will know the starting time of Parliament.  It is reasonable to allow members time every 
morning to get ready, make arrangements with staff and so on.  That is important and is encompassed in these 
arrangements.  The Greens will facilitate this procedural motion because if we go through a motion such as this 
every day, the debate will simply be repeated again and again when there is limited time to deal with the 
business of the house between now and 22 May.  The Greens believe that members who wish to participate in 
the debate that will follow should have as much opportunity as possible to present their views. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [11.31 am]:  I am opposed to this motion.  I will deal with a few 
reasons.  The first motion that has been presented as an order of the day is not about a change for the purpose of 
debating the electoral legislation; it is about a permanent change to standing orders until they are changed by 
another motion.  I cannot recall when this sort of measure has been used to permanently change standing orders.  
I am amazed at the obvious prior consultations that have occurred with the Greens.  It has a green thumbprint all 
over it.  I have always known that the Greens are secret communists who, given half an opportunity to do so, 
love the chance to shown their Stalinistic ideas.  Their idea of democracy, proper notice and consultation exists 
only when they are consulted, not when other people are involved.  Members should read Nineteen Eighty-Four 
if they want any idea of how that sort of socialist thinks.  I am surprised that the Greens have gone along with a 
permanent change to standing orders and that they want them dealt with immediately without proper process.  
When a change to standing orders is normally contemplated, the proper process is to refer it to a committee of 
the house.  From time to time we change members on that committee. 

I had hoped that I would be able to address my remarks to the Greens but somebody seems to be determined to 
speak over the back of the seats, contrary to standing orders.  It is making it extremely difficult for me to address 
remarks to a member who is being interrupted.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Peter Foss knows that he should be addressing his remarks to the Chair and not 
to individual members. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am.  I am addressing them to all members of the house.  I hope they can hear my 
remarks, as it is against standing orders to talk over the back of the benches.   

The PRESIDENT:  I do not see any breach of standing orders. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Thank you, Mr President; nor do I now.  The usual method by which the house deals with 
a permanent change to standing orders is to refer it to a standing orders committee of the house.  From time to 
time different committees on standing orders have been appointed, even select committees.  We send an issue 
relating to standing orders to the committee so that it can discuss the matter.  All the parties are involved, it is 
worked on for a considerable period until a consensus is reached, it comes back to the Parliament, a report is 
tabled and considered, a period is taken to go over the report, it is considered in committee and eventually, by the 
time the report is adopted, it is usually the consensus of the house. 

I draw attention to the Greens because one of their policies is that most matters should be dealt with by 
consensus.  How can they have consensus when they bring on a matter as rapidly as this and when the only 
consultation appears to have been with them?  Mr President, you may not have noticed that there are quite a few 
members on this side of the house who have not even been consulted about it, let alone their views established, 
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to see whether some sort of consensus has been arrived at.  Yet we are now attempting to rapidly go through a 
process to make a permanent change to standing orders.  This motion is not about making a sessional order - I 
will get to that - it is about making a permanent change to standing orders. 

Why do we need to make a permanent change to standing orders to deal with something that is hoped to be 
rushed through this session?  The Greens have said that they are prepared to give the maximum amount of time 
to debate the electoral legislation.  I will get to that later.  I will not digress now and talk about the wonderful 
speeches made by the Greens in 1997, but I will raise their hypocrisy once more.  This is hypocrisy.  Every 
single tenet that the socialist parties hold to on the right of people to participate - in the case of the Greens, the 
right to some form of consensus and consultation - is being ridden roughshod over.  A better example of that is 
this motion, notice of which was given yesterday, probably not even properly recorded on the notice paper, and 
brought on for debate today without even a hint on today’s Business Program that it would be debated.  Most 
members do not even have a copy of it.  We all hived off to try to get a copy of it when we were told today that 
we would deal with it as an order of the day.  I am not party to the full, nasty little deal between the government 
and the Greens.  Their use of numbers in this way removes absolutely the democratic right to proper consultation 
and discussion. 

This matter has been sewn up, as we know such matters always are.  What hypocrisy from the people who mouth 
these sentiments and then the first time it suits them, where do they go?  They have learnt all their little ideas 
from the communist world.  They are all refugees from the old Communist Party.  They know that they can talk 
about democracy until such time as they get a dictator in place.  We will soon have another dictator; his name 
will be the Leader of the House.  Even if 99 per cent of members of the house were against proceeding with a 
matter, they could not prevent it.  This is a total abdication of all the principles and the high-flown ideals that 
people on the other side of the house continue to profess.  Am I surprised that socialists mouth such sentiments 
but when it comes to the test, they are dictatorial?  No, I am not, because that has been the history of socialists 
throughout the world.  Show me one socialist, when given absolute power, who does not take it?  Show me one 
person who has been given absolute power and has not abused it.  The Greens should never preach to me again.  
I am sick of being preached to by the Greens.  Every time they stand in this place they preach at us.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  And you don’t? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Hon Dee Margetts is a hypocrite.  Every one of the Greens is a hypocrite.  Every time the 
Greens stand and talk, we are told how meritorious they are, how much they care for the world, how much they 
care for democracy, how much they care for consensus and how much they like to have time for proper 
consultation.  However, when it comes to the crunch, what are they?  They are whited sepulchres.  They are 
white on the outside.  In fact, they are not even green on the outside; their red is showing through the paint.  
They are whited sepulchres. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is true.  People are starting to work out that when they vote for the Greens, they are 
not voting for nice things in the environment; they are voting for radical socialist views.  The Greens do not 
believe a single one of the words they preach to us.  They are always hypocrites.  If this is to be a permanent 
change to the standing orders, there is no reason that this should not be referred immediately to the appropriate 
committee of this house for consideration.  We did not hear one word from the Leader of the House on this 
motion.  We are struggling to find out why this is happening.  When the Leader of the House moves an 
extraordinary motion such as this, we expect to be given a couple of words of explanation.  The Leader of the 
House could have said, “This is a naked attempt to seize power.  We want to take any measure whatever, while 
we have this brief opportunity, to use the numbers that we have.”  We admit, although we try not to, that in 1997 
our government did the same thing, and the Labor members at the time all said that that was a horrible idea and 
we were an illegitimate Parliament.  The Leader of the House could have said that the government is trying to 
use this opportunity to sneak this legislation through, despite the statements by members opposite in the past that 
this is an illegitimate Parliament - which of course it is not.  The government is fully entitled to use this 
Parliament; I happen to support using it.  However, in the past members opposite have said that we are not 
allowed to use this Parliament because it is an illegitimate Parliament.  They are hypocrites.  At least we agree 
that this is a legitimate Parliament.  We have not raised that point.  We have not said that this is an illegitimate 
Parliament.  We have not tried to defer government business for three weeks, as members opposite have tried to 
do.  Members opposite should not forget that in 1997, when a similar situation arose when we were in 
government, they said that the Parliament was illegitimate and we should allow the will of the people, as 
expressed at the election - there will be fewer Greens in the new Council - to prevail and to determine what 
happens in the Parliament.  That is not what I said.  That is what members opposite said.   
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The Leader of the House wants to change these rules forever - not just for this session, and not just so that he can 
make this naked attempt to seize power, but forever.  I hope there has been some mistake on the part of the 
Leader of the House in seeking to make this change to the standing orders a permanent change, and I hope there 
has been some mistake on the part of the Greens in agreeing to it.  I can understand why, in its naked attempt to 
grab at power, the government might want to do something like this.  However, why do it for all time?  Can the 
Greens not allow their democratic principles to trickle through slightly and allow a bit of conscience and good 
thought to come to the fore?  Why does it need to be a permanent change?  What hypocrites the Greens are!  
Why do they not stick by their principles?  Why does it need to be a permanent change to the standing orders?   

I turn now to motion 13.  Recently I introduced a bill that I thought might gain the support of quite a few 
members of this house.  My bill seeks to deal with a situation that everyone agrees is a problem; namely, the 
increasing dominance of the executive over the Parliament.  It goes without saying that the lower house will be 
dominated by the executive, because if the executive cannot dominate the lower house, it cannot form a 
government.  That is accepted.  We have had a fairly good upper house of late by virtue of the fact that even 
though the government has been able to get most of its legislation through this house, this house has not been 
dominated by the executive.  However, today we are being asked to accept a radical departure from that principle 
at the drop of a hat - not on notice, not after consultation and not after we have gone through the usual processes, 
but now.  A two-week recess is coming up.  This house will not be sitting for the next two weeks, so the 
proposed amendment to the standing orders will not come into effect for two weeks.  However, the government 
wants to use it right now.  I do not believe we should have this sort of measure.  Motion 13 as it appears on 
today’s notice paper reads in part -  

Leader of the House:  To move -  

In the period that ends with the adjournment of the House on the sitting day immediately preceding 
May 22 2005, the Leader of the House may, on giving reasonable notice -  

(a) require the House to sit beyond 10.00pm on any Tuesday or Wednesday or 5.00pm on any 
Thursday; and  

(b) require the House to meet on any Friday at a specified time, . . .  

The Leader of the House could at least have gone through the pretence of moving a motion that was not 
debateable so that we could vote on it.  At least then the house would have some control over it.  I am being 
asked to debate this motion now.  I have not had a chance to consider and go through it with any maturity of 
thought.  The Leader of the House wants us to debate this motion today.  He could at least have put into it some 
semblance or pretence of democracy.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  I think they do want you to debate it today. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am sure they want us to debate it and they want us to vote on it.  However, the Leader of 
the House should give us some time.  I think what is being suggested is that when we are going to be raped, we 
should lie back and enjoy it.  We are supposed to lie back and enjoy this, are we, or are we allowed to protest, or 
can we try to ameliorate it?   

Withdrawal of Remark 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That kind of statement is highly offensive.  I do not think members of Parliament in 
this place should make that kind of statement in a debate.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I do not believe the statement is contrary to standing orders, but I trust the member 
will address, as he did earlier, the question of whether we should deal with these motions at a later stage of this 
day’s sitting.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon PETER FOSS:  That was my point, Mr President.  I find this offensive.  I know that no matter what 
arguments we might put, the Greens and the government have agreed that we will get done over.  I will not lie 
back and enjoy it.  If the Greens had any inkling of democracy, they would give us adequate time to suggest 
changes to this motion.  That would still give the government and the Greens control, but at least it would 
provide some semblance of democracy in this process.  However, the Leader of the House is not prepared to give 
us time to do that.  He wants us to debate this motion today.  Therefore, we cannot agree to this procedural 
motion, because it does not give the opposition adequate time in which to suggest amendments that might at least 
allow some semblance of democratic control and at the same time might be suitable to the Greens and might 
allow the Leader of the House to achieve what he wants to achieve.  I do not particularly want to help the Leader 
of the House achieve what he wants to achieve, and I will vote against the motion even if he does agree to make 
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changes; however, I believe in a democracy in which we as a group have the opportunity to suggest to the 
government well-considered amendments that it might accept.  It is evident that the Greens have done a deal 
with the Leader of the House.  The Leader of the House and the Greens have had a conclave and have arrived at 
a deal.  If the Greens are proud of that, they should stand and tell me.  They should tell me they are proud of 
having done this deal with the government.  They should tell me they believe this is one of the best things they 
can do to further their ideals and their profession of democratic principles.  If the Greens will not answer that 
question, perhaps they will tell me whether they think we should be given a bit of time to come up with some 
amendments that might achieve what the government wants to achieve but at the same time will provide some 
semblance of democracy.  Do members realise that even if all members of the house bar the Leader of the House 
were against our going on with this motion, and even if the Greens did not want to go on with it - of course we 
must consider the Greens - we could not stop it?  This motion would hand control over completely to the Leader 
of the House.  Did the Greens (WA) agree to taking out the words “reasonable notice”?  I would be amazed if 
they did.  I hope they are as shocked at the Leader of the House that the words “reasonable notice” have 
disappeared.  

Hon Norman Moore:  They did not disappear at all, they were just struck through.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  They were just struck through, with a few initials on them.  The Leader of the House does 
not care; he has the numbers.  Why does he have to pretend to be democratic or considerate when he has the 
numbers all sewn up with the Greens beforehand?  He does not have to consult the Leader of the Opposition; 
none of it is necessary.  Can I suggest to the Greens that alternatives could have been discussed, with proper 
notice and proper debate, that will not now be discussed because we do not have the time to do it?  The Greens 
were determined to bypass the ordinary processes of this house so that the opposition would not get the 
opportunity to make sensible suggestions.  Over a period, we have been capable of making some reasonable 
suggestions, by way of amendments, and often they have been accepted.  However, if the government cuts us out 
of even being consulted, or having the time to think about a matter, it does not get the benefit of that advice.  I 
can suggest, even off the cuff, some changes that could be made, but I do not think I should be doing that on the 
run, and they should be held over until the house reconvenes in two weeks.  In the first place, I think both these 
motions should be sessional orders and, secondly, they should retain the right of the house to vote.  If the right of 
the house to vote is not retained, responsibility is put in the hands of one person, who is the executive.  Control 
of the Parliament, in both houses, will be handed to the executive.  However, control will go not just to the 
executive, but to one person, who we all know takes his riding orders from his glove master, the Attorney 
General.  The past four years have shown us that there is only one person running this house - the glove master 
for the glove puppet who calls himself the Leader of the House.  There could be 34 members in this house who 
do not want to sit, but the house will sit because the glove puppet will be told by the Attorney General that the 
house will sit.  Why should a glove master in the lower house be given that control over the upper house?  The 
Leader of the House knows what that means, yet he wants us to debate this today, to give absolute power over 
this house to the glove master; the puppet master in the other house.  We have all sat here - members on both 
sides - sickened by the way Labor members of the upper house do as they are told by the puppet master.  I know 
that that includes the Greens, who have seen the way that this house is run, not by its members but by somebody 
outside the house. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  They try! 

Hon PETER FOSS:  They are getting a fair bit of cooperation from the Greens, who will lose their last chance 
to stop the puppet master if they agree to this motion.  If the house debates this motion today, the puppet master 
would have had his way again.  I would be very interested to know whether the puppet master was present at the 
discussions.  Would that not be funny?  Opposition members in this house do not get to discuss the standing 
orders and sessional orders, but I would be interested to hear whether the puppet master was present.  Would it 
not be funny, if we were not there, and did not get to talk about it?  It is already a sewn up deal before we hear 
about it, but not before the puppet master hears about it.  I would be very interested if one of the Greens could 
tell the house whether the puppet master was present.  

Hon Christine Sharp:  Who is the puppet master? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Such innocence!  The Attorney General is the person who tells the people in this house 
what to do.  If the Greens do not understand that he is the puppet master, they are very thick.  If they had been 
listening, they would know that he is the puppet master; I said it was the Attorney General.  

Hon Ray Halligan:  Remember the piece of paper signed by Hon Giz Watson? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, do the Greens remember that?  It was an undertaking from the Attorney General to 
the Greens, which, incidentally, was never carried out.  There were all these denials that a deal had been done 
with the Greens, and then this piece of paper was tabled.  It was signed by the Attorney General and by Hon Giz 
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Watson on behalf of the Greens.  It was a lovely piece of paper.  If anyone has any doubts about who the puppet 
master is, when I use those words I am referring to the Attorney General.  If it helps, however, I will refer to him 
as the Attorney General.  I will be happy to know whether the Attorney General in any way participated in the 
discussions that led to these two motions.  I know he is behind them, and that he is the originator of them, but it 
would be nice to know whether he was actually present during any of the discussions with the Greens.  I am sure 
he would have discussed it with the Leader of the House.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Actually, he did not, but I do not wish to spoil a good story.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I thank the member very much!  One of the most interesting people in this chamber is Hon 
Ken Travers.  We should have a collection of the sayings of Hon Ken Travers, as the greatest number of words 
for the least amount of content.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Is that the best you can do? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, is that the best Hon Ken Travers can do? 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Given the amount of levity, we must have strayed from the topic at hand.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I was not actually participating; debate was going on amongst government members.  
They are having a little quiet laugh of their own.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  We are laughing at you! 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am sure they are, because they do not like what I am saying.  The Greens have never 
liked being called hypocrites, but I think the public is slowly working out that their high-blown words do not 
mean much when it comes to reality.  The best way of getting out of something is to pretend that the words are 
not being said; that there is no content in what is being said about them.  However, the reality is that people will 
judge them by their words.  If they are prepared to go ahead with these jackboot measures, we will make sure 
that people know what kind of people the Greens are.  We will make sure that people know that the Greens are 
prepared to give power over Parliament to one person in the Parliament, so that we can be forced to go ahead, 
without any agreement from the members in this house, simply because the Leader of the House says that we 
must do so.  If that accords with the principles of the Greens, so be it, but I would be happy to know that it does 
not.  It is disgraceful that this matter is being moved through like this.  I would be quite happy if these motions 
were made orders of the day for the next sitting of the house, because that would give a reasonable amount of 
time to consider them.  We might even be able to talk to the Greens about this proposition that we have just 
learnt about.  We might even be able to come up with some sensible amendments that could be discussed and 
agreed to.  However the government is intending to put in place both the standing order and sessional order that 
will besmirch it, and in a manner that will besmirch it.  If the Greens support this motion now, it will besmirch 
them as well.  In case members had not worked it out, I am against this motion. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [11.59 am]:  I place on the record my opposition to this measure.  
Last week, a few things were brought on and I got no notice of them whatsoever.  I understand that I am the only 
member of my party in this house, but if debate in this house is to be reasonable every member should get notice 
before a debate is brought on, and at least be given a couple of hours to pull a few pieces of paper together so 
that we can mount some reasonable debate.  That is why extended debates like this occur when motions are 
brought on of which members have no notice, and they are placed in a situation in which they do not have 
reasonable debate to put forward.  Therefore, a debate takes place that is absolutely meaningless and no 
resolution is arrived at.  I told the Whip last week that I wanted reasonable notice and I have had no notice of 
this.  I was away yesterday; I admit that.  However, I have been back all morning.  I have people in my office 
who can pass me a message at the drop of a hat.  I am on a mobile if I am out of the house or away from my 
office.  I think all members are in the same situation.  All members of the house - not only me - need a clear 
understanding of what is going on well in advance of a debate coming on.  If we go ahead and put in place the 
days and times of sittings that are outlined in these motions, it will impact, in the longer term anyway, on 
committees and so forth well into the future.  I would like to debate and have some input into those times 
referred to in the motions.  The Leader of the House knows what I am talking about: 2.30 pm on Tuesday 
interferes with party meetings; 12 o’clock on Wednesday could impact on committee meetings in the future; 
11.00 am on Thursday is a standard time and I understand that, but I would have liked some indication about 
sitting times.  The next motion refers to temporary sitting times.  I understand they are temporary times, but it is 
not reasonable for the Leader of the House just to say “unlimited time”.  It is not reasonable for people who have 
to travel and, at the very least, it is not reasonable for family people, because their spouses and the like want to 
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know what is going on.  We need a clear understanding of what is happening.  I know the reason for this: 
electoral reform is on the horizon.  Maybe the government’s bill will not get past the first reading stage and that 
will be the end of that debate.  That might be the best thing that ever happened, but some debate will occur 
before that decision is reached and some time will pass.  I have some problems with both motions, but that 
debate is for a future time.  What is meant by “giving reasonable notice”, given what has happened with the 
bringing on of this debate?  Those sorts of issues need to be clarified.  I will vote against the debate being carried 
out today.  We could have some reasoned input into the debates when we come back. 

Hon Peter Foss:  The government could have done this ages ago. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  That is right.  We could have had some reasoned input into the motions that have 
been put forward.  For those reasons, I will vote against the motion. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [12.02 pm]:  One thing that I have learnt over the 20 years I 
have been in Parliament, in both this place and the other place, is that, for the proper and orderly running of the 
house, all members must have some regard and respect for the law of Parliament, the standing orders and the 
practice and procedure of the house, because, without that, there would be chaos and the Parliament could not 
function in a reasonable manner.  That obviously reflects our ability to manage the state of Western Australia on 
behalf of the community.  In the past, changes to the standing orders, as has already been said, were previously 
referred to the Standing Orders Committee and now the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges.  Each 
party is represented on that committee, although not all are formally members of the committee, but the reason 
for the President and other members of that committee insisting that all parties be represented was so that there 
would be input from all the groups that comprised this house.  To date it has worked pretty well.  In the past it 
was also the practice that when there was a change in the standing orders of this house the President would take 
the chair in committee and there would be full debate and discussion on what was being proposed.  In times gone 
by, those debates have been handled in a very proper manner, people have sought additional advice and, to my 
knowledge, in 99 per cent of the cases, the standing orders were changed in accordance with the 
recommendations that were put forward either by the Standing Orders Committee or the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges.  That in itself demonstrates that when there is discussion and consultation, when 
everyone is brought together and we move forward as one, the objective is achieved.  If it is to be the rule in this 
place that we no longer work together, that we spend our time as 34 separate members, fighting each other about 
what is right or wrong and how standing orders should or should not be interpreted, the workings of this house 
will come to an almighty halt.  I do not think that is a reasonable proposition.  The motion we are discussing at 
the moment proposes to bring orders of the day 12 and 13 forward to make them orders of the day for a later 
stage of this day’s sitting.  Other members have indicated that they see this motion as an ambush on the house.  
There has not been reasonable discussion about the proposition.  As a result of that perception, whether it is right 
or wrong, we now look like spending the next few hours wasting the time of the house discussing whether we 
should even agree or discuss the motions that are proposed to be made orders of the day for a later stage of this 
day’s sitting.  That is very poor management of the house itself, because we have a business management 
committee.  There is reference to that committee within the standing orders - that is, the book of rules that we are 
all expected to follow.  We are not all expected to know the meaning of every, single clause in the standing 
orders, but we are all expected to follow them on the understanding that the President and at least a few others 
will attempt to run the house in accordance with those rules.  From time to time, we stray from those rules.  If it 
is the will of the house that we should stray from the rules, then so be it, because that will allow the orderly 
running of the house to continue.  That is important.  All members in this place have from time to time taken it 
upon themselves not to seek the absolute enforcement of the standing orders, because they know that that would 
only delay the house and achieve nothing of great moment, but the rules are there for a purpose, and respect and 
regard for the rules is essential if this place is to run in an orderly manner. 

Bringing these motions forward to a later stage of this day’s sitting will not enhance the running of this house.  
The intent of the Leader of the House might have been reasonable.  Later I will try to find out what he means by 
the word “reasonable”.  Let us assume his intent was reasonable, he may have been - 
Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I want to know why he deleted it.  I want to know what is meant by the word 
“reasonable” that should no longer apply to what the Leader of the House may be - 

The PRESIDENT:  Hon George Cash would know, as would other members, that he can inquire about that 
matter if these motions become orders of the day and are discussed at a later stage. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so.  I realise that the Leader of the House has spoken, but as a courtesy I was 
replying to that unruly interjection from Hon Graham Giffard, a deputy chairman of this house, who should have 
known the standing orders better than he has just demonstrated. 
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This is a very serious matter and I make the point in the spirit of trying to progress the business of the house.  If 
the Leader of the House were to refer this matter to the Business Management Committee, I believe the matter 
could be resolved in a proper way.  Not everyone might agree with the final outcome, but the substance of what 
the leader is trying to achieve could be agreed.  One does not have to be Einstein to work out what this is all 
about.  If the Business Management Committee agreed and made a recommendation, it would give confidence to 
other members of the house who are not members of that committee to know that some consultation took place 
and some general agreement was arrived at.  That is the way we must run things in this place.  It has been the 
way in which most things have been run for a very long time.  We are dealing with the times that members are 
required to be in this house.  Members’ days are occupied by all sorts of business.  Their most important 
business is to attend the Parliament when they are required to.  As a result, they structure their diaries with 
electorate appointments and other meetings around the sittings of Parliament.  
Without going into the substance of the motions that the Leader of the House wants brought forward to a later 
stage of this day’s sitting, it is obvious that, unless reasonable notice is given, members will not have a clue 
about what is going on.  Consequently they will waste their own time and perhaps inconvenience others who 
seek to do business with them.  The need for reasonable time is critical.   
I remind the Leader of the House that the Liberal Party has the most members on this side of the house.  When 
changes are made to standing orders, it is usual for a member of the Liberal Party to present the proposal to the 
Liberal Party in the Legislative Council party room and recommend whether or not to accept the proposal.  
Amendments might flow from those discussions and be brought back, and that would be our party’s position.  
Given we have not been able to consult with one another, Liberal Party members might all have a different view 
on the matter because they have differing perceptions of the proposed changes.  That in itself would waste the 
time of the house while we all expressed our perceived view of the intention of the motions that may or may not 
be debated.  

The Leader of the House should think ahead.  If he succeeds in having these matters made an order of the day for 
a later stage of this day’s sitting, all members on this side of the house will find a need to address the matter so 
that their individual concerns can be answered.  Five o’clock is likely to come around before all those concerns 
are answered.  With a little bit of commonsense or whatever - I am not suggesting that the Leader of the House 
do an about face and get egg on his face; we are all big enough and we are all friends in this house and know 
how to talk to each other - the Leader of the House might consider that it would be in the interests of the better 
management of this house to make these motions an order of the day for the next sitting.  The matter could then 
be resolved without the need to waste a considerable amount of time while each member seeks answers on 
matters.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Would it help if I were to say that it’s not my intention that either of these motions be 
concluded today?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is an important step forward.  If members on our side know that the debate will 
begin, no doubt they will say that we need time to contemplate the change.  Some of our members might even 
recommend, off the top of their heads, some changes today.  I am all for sitting straight through for the next 
seven weeks.  Members should not believe that I do not want to be in Parliament.  I enjoy being a member of this 
house, and I enjoy it even more when people like Hon Ken Travers and others interject on me because they allow 
me to pursue my arguments way down a path that I would not have taken had they not raised an issue.  

Several members interjected  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Members should not incite other members.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I think Hon Ken Travers is well aware of my view.  I think he interjects at times so that 
I will go down another road for 20 minutes.  

Hon Ken Travers:  I interject because I know you will take the full 45 minutes.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Exactly.  It is important that I take that time. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I help make it entertaining.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As members of North Metropolitan Region, we both make a contribution to this house.   

The point of my speaking today was to implore the house to get smart and not waste the time of the house, so I 
will not speak for much longer.  The Leader of the House’s interjection was very helpful.  I hope it is helpful to 
other members in this house because it means we can progress the business of the house, and that is all I am 
interested in doing. 
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I have my speech prepared on industrial relations and I hope that at some stage we can get onto that.  The past 
hour, during which I should have been speaking on industrial relations, has been taken up with this unnecessary 
diversion.  

I ask the Leader of the House to, please, in future, refer changes to standing orders to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee and have the House Management Committee consider them.  In the end, the standing 
orders are only as good as the confidence that the members have and express in them.  It is a bit like the law.  If 
people have contempt for the law, they will make a point of showing their contempt at great expense to the state.  
I urge members to try to run this place in a reasonable, effective and efficient manner.  I am happy to work 
towards that cause.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [12.15 pm]:  There is no question that the short time that I have been a 
member of Parliament has been a wonderful experience and a learning experience.  One of the first matters on 
which I was educated was the meaning of the term “reasonable”.  As a layman, I thought that it meant - 

Hon George Cash:  Moderate and fair.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Exactly.  I was well and truly informed at my first or second committee meeting that it 
did not mean that.  I learnt that it is a legal term that means consultation and discussion.  The proposed 
amendment to standing orders titled “Temporary Sittings” refers to giving “reasonable notice”.  Reasonable 
notice has not been given in this chamber.  In the legal sense, some reasonable activity might have occurred 
outside this chamber but not inside it.  Surely, we are talking about this chamber, so the reasonableness should 
occur in this chamber.  Within the meaning of reasonable in the outside world, no discussion has occurred at all, 
so that is not reasonable.  Other speakers suggested that consultation and reasoning had occurred outside the 
chamber and that a deal had been done.  I cannot help wondering what the price of that deal was.  Did it involve 
12 pieces of silver?   

Hon Ray Halligan interjected.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The price of silver is quite good at the moment.  It concerns me much more that this 
whole episode seems to be about the short term.  Hon Peter Foss referred to permanent change, and I well 
understand what he meant - it is the process.  However, we all suspect that, in reality, motion 12 is not about 
permanent change; it is about short-term party political gain.  As I have said in this place before, and I am sure I 
will have the opportunity to say again in the next few weeks, when a decision is made for short-term party 
political gain it is an almost perfect recipe for long-term disaster.  Surely this Parliament - this chamber more so 
than the other place - should be about long-term benefits for Western Australians, not party political gain.  What 
is going on is exactly what horrifies the public.  What is going on is one of the reasons that the media makes a 
meal of the Parliament and why, in the public’s estimation, politics ranks at the bottom end of the scale.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We are not at the bottom.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  We know it is different.  However, polls conducted on this subject reveal that 
politicians are at the bottom of the scale when it comes to the public’s estimation.  Over the years, the 
organisations, professions and jobs that the public holds in high esteem have changed.  The village policeman 
and the local schoolteacher were once held in high esteem; however, they are not now.  Politicians were held 
mostly in high esteem; however, they are not now.  We should be doing our level best to improve the stature of 
political life.  Politics is an important part of Western Australians’ lives, but we seem to be doing our very best to 
add to the public’s ignorance.  The public is so disgusted with politics that they almost do not want to know 
about it.  I urge the Leader of the House and other members to think not only about the short-term implications 
of this issue, but also the long-term ones.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson  

Noes (11) 

Hon George Cash Hon John Fischer Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Peter Foss Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Kevin Leahy Hon Barry House 
 Hon Kate Doust Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
 Hon Louise Pratt Hon Bill Stretch 
 Hon Graham Giffard Hon Frank Hough 

Question thus passed.   
 


