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SITTINGS OF THE HOUSE 
Extension - Motion 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.07 pm]:  I move without notice -  

That order of Friday, November 19 2004 extending the sittings of the House is amended -  

(a) in clause 1(1) by adding to the definition of “sitting day” the following -  

Tuesday, November 30 

Wednesday, December 1 

Thursday, December 2 

Friday, December 3 

(b) in clause 2(2) by deleting “23” and inserting “30” instead; 

(c) by deleting clause 3 and inserting instead -  

3. Final adjournment 
(1) The Leader of the House may move on any sitting day “That the House, at 

its rising, adjourn to a date and time to be fixed by the President”. 

(2) Where the question put under subclause (1) is resolved in the affirmative, 
motion must be made immediately “That the House do now adjourn” and the 
question resolved without debate.   

In moving the motion to further amend the sessional orders, I note that I do so as a result of the House having 
unfinished business.  I note and welcome with gratitude the indication of support for this motion from both the 
Opposition and the Greens (WA).  I am sure that it will not take the whole week for the Government to progress 
its Bills.  The motion itself was generated after I received a letter from the Leader of the Opposition, which made 
a specific offer.  Part of that offer cannot be contained in the motion, but it is important that I specify the terms 
under which I have accepted the offer made in writing by the Leader of the Opposition; that is, that the House 
will deal specifically with those matters on the current bulletin on today’s Business Program, but no more.  I give 
a very clear undertaking that no new business - messages have been taken into account - will be introduced or 
dealt with by the Government, save by leave of the House.  War could break out on Tuesday night, for example.  
We might have to deal with an important matter that arises.  Only by leave of the House would we consider 
dealing with any matters that are not listed on the Business Program. 

I thank honourable members in advance because I believe that this motion will be supported.  It is important that 
the House deal with the business that is before it.  For members who think that this is a late sitting given that we 
will sit until 3 December, I remind them that that would be one of the earliest dates on which we have been able 
to conclude parliamentary business in the last year of a parliamentary term.  I recall being here effectively on 
Christmas Eve in times past.  We have done well to get through the business we have dealt with, particularly in 
the past couple of months.  We have done extremely well.  I thank honourable members for their cooperation in 
that regard. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.11 pm]:  This matter has come 
about because of a situation that arose this morning, and I will give members some background to it.  The 
Government advised me that the priority Bills for this week were the three Rs; that is, the referendum, reserves 
and revenue Bills.  I understood that any other legislation that was dealt with after those Bills would be a bonus.  
Therefore, I operated on the basis that that would be the priority of the Government’s legislation and if any other 
legislation did not get up, that was bad luck. 

However when we arrived today we found three Bills - the Community Protection (Offender Reporting) Bill, the 
Criminal Law Amendment (Simple Offences) Bill and the Working with Children (Criminal Record Checking) 
Bill - at the top of the Business Program.  I asked the Leader of the House why they were at the top of the 
Business Program because they are not the Government’s priority Bills.  He said that we could spend half an 
hour on each of the three new Bills and that the Government would consider how much progress was made on 
them.  He said that if they were not proceeded with, they would go to the bottom of the Business Program and 
would be dealt with after the priority Bills had been dealt with.  The reason for that is so Mr McGinty can tell 
everybody that opposition members are supporters of paedophiles if we do not pass the Working with Children 
(Criminal Record Checking) Bill.  When we sent a Bill to a committee the other day, he said that we would 
cause a major crisis in the health system.  When we referred another Bill to a committee - Jess’s law as it has 
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become known - we were accused of supporting people who run over children.  This is part of the Attorney 
General’s strategy to denigrate the Opposition based upon this House doing its job properly. 

When the Government decided that it would deal with the other three Bills first, followed by what is left of the 
three Rs, the Government’s intention became very clear to me.  It is obviously a political strategy.  I have taken a 
view, with the concurrence of my colleagues, that we will make time available to deal with all the legislation 
properly and not be threatened by Mr McGinty or any of his colleagues into ignoring the legislation before us. 

We will accept this amendment to the sittings.  It provides that the House can, if necessary, sit all of next week.  
It provides also that tomorrow is a normal business day, as opposed to what was contained in the last amendment 
we made to the sessional orders.  It provides also that when the House has finished its business, it can be 
adjourned regardless of what day it happens to be.  I expect that if the Government is sensible about this matter 
and puts its priority legislation at the top of the list so that we can deal with those Bills, the Government can then 
decide whether it wants to hang around to deal with the rest of its legislation.  It will then be a matter for the 
Government rather than the Opposition to decide.  We will support the Government’s proposal. 

In conclusion, although I have indicated that all the Bills currently on the Business Program will be dealt with, I 
do not think that the Government should necessarily take the view that they must all be passed.  It is up to the 
Government to make the decision when the House adjourns. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [5.14 pm]:  I place on the record that I understand the numbers in the 
House.  I understand why the honourable Leader of the House went to the coalition Opposition and the Greens 
(WA) on this matter.  However, four Independents are in this House, and I believe that good manners should 
exist in this place.  We were not consulted at all.  Some people have long memories, and there could come a day 
in this Chamber when Independents are in a more powerful position than is the current situation.  There is never 
an excuse for forgetting good manners. 

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [5.15 pm]:  I point out to Hon Paddy Embry and the House that the 
Greens (WA) were not involved in the decision outlined in this motion in any way, shape or form.  I speak 
briefly because I am concerned about the priority list of Bills.  I know Hon Norman Moore will probably 
disagree with my view, as he said he did not want to see any legislation brought on that was not on the priority 
list.  However, when we came into the House last week, a Bill was sitting on the Table to amend the 
Contaminated Sites Act, which we passed last year but which has still not come into effect.  The early reason 
offered for that state of affairs was that no regulations had been written.  I have since discovered that no 
regulations were ready because the Act required an urgent amendment so that people who are not responsible for 
site contamination would not be unfairly burdened by some provisions of the Act.  The Contaminated Sites Act 
is very important legislation that the previous Government commenced work on seven years ago.  It was passed 
last year, and the parliamentary year could conclude without us dealing with the Contaminated Sites Amendment 
Bill.  In that case, no regulations would apply to the principal Act as they have been written in anticipation that 
we would pass the amending Bill.  If that were to be the case, no contaminated sites legislation would exist, 
despite its having been in preparation for at least eight years.  That is a disgrace.  The Chamber will consider 
oaths, affirmations and other such issues placed on a priority list, but these matters are extremely unimportant 
compared with the contaminated sites legislation.  Lack of action in this regard will possibly expose the State to 
hundreds of millions of dollars worth of contaminated sites clean-up, which should be carried out by the people 
who caused the contamination.  I state to the Leader of the Opposition as well as the Leader of the Government 
that surely to goodness we should consider that very small amendment Bill if the House is to sit next week.  I 
note that it will be hard for the Government to keep sitting through to Friday next week anyway.  
Hon Norman Moore:  We don’t have to - that’s the point.   
Hon JIM SCOTT:  The motion certainly refers to next Friday.  I say across the Chamber to the Leader of the 
Opposition that the Contaminated Sites Amendment Bill 2004 is very important legislation.  Members passed the 
principal Act, which contained a minor flaw.  It would make sense to pass the amending Bill.  Otherwise, at the 
conclusion of this year, legislation started eight years ago by the coalition when in government will not be passed 
and the State will be exposed to a huge liability.  It is absolutely crazy that the Bill has not been placed on the list 
of priority legislation.  I have been trying to get through to the responsible department, but nobody has taken my 
phone calls after I spoke to people earlier about the matter.  I left messages there for the minister’s advisers, but 
got no reply.  I am asking that the House contemplate the consideration of that very small amendment as part of 
the legislation to go forward, because it is a very important piece of legislation.  

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [5.20 pm]:  I asked the Leader of the House this afternoon whether the 
sitting was to be extended.  Although he did not tell me, I did ask and I knew this matter was coming up.  I was 
unhappy about it because I had plans next week to talk to the people who help me to stand here and act for them.  
However, during the Leader of the House’s statement of a few moments ago, one thing that worried me was that 
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he said that everything will be finished next week unless, I think he said, we had to stay on in the case of a war 
or something.  Then Hon Jim Scott stood up, and I thought about a war or the Greens.  I had forgotten about the 
Greens, and whether they were about to screw the Government. 
Hon Jim Scott:  You never forget about the Greens! 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I was thinking about the Greens, and I thought that the Greens would screw the 
Government.  I wondered what would be worse - a war or the Greens.  The Leader of the House said that the 
House has in the past sat until Christmas Eve, and I wonder if he will give any assurance that we will not find 
ourselves still here at that time.  I was listening to the honourable member saying that Contaminated Sites 
Amendment Bill is just another Bill to deal with, but after the Leader of the House has had a long sleep tonight, 
will we get up in the morning and find another half-dozen Bills on the business plan to run us into another couple 
of weeks?  Will the House rise on Friday, 3 December, or is it a tentative date that will be adhered to provided 
that the Greens do not screw the Government to the floor or that a war does not start?  Will the Leader of the 
House clarify that? 

Hon Kim Chance:  I am absolutely certain that it will be the former, rather than the latter.  

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  So it is not tentative; it is precise and set in concrete?  That is the end of the story, and 
hallelujah?  

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes.  

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [5.22 pm]:  Yesterday, I was advised by the Leader of the 
House that the House would work through the reserves Bills and then deal with the Community Protection 
(Offender Reporting) Bill 2004.  At 9.55 am today, a meeting I was having with constituents in the courtyard 
was interrupted by the Whip, who advised me that this Bill would be brought on at 10.00 am.  Immediately after 
prayers, I was approached by the Leader of the Opposition, who requested that I restrict my comments on this 
Bill, because the Leader of the House wanted to deal with the Bill in half an hour.  Against my better judgment, I 
did so.  I deliberately and undisguisedly filibustered on the first clause in the committee stage, acting on another 
instruction.  I did not take up any of the other clauses that I wanted to take up, and would have taken up under 
different circumstances.  The Bill was passed without proper consideration.  Now that the House is sitting for 
another week, I ask that the Leader of the House recommit that Bill so that it can be properly considered.  

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  
 


