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PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 
Recommendations for Changes to Prorogation and Extended Sessions and Questions on Notice Standing 

Orders - Motion 

On motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House), resolved - 

That recommendations Nos 2 to 4, 6, 7 and 9 to 13 of the Procedure and Privileges Committee’s report 
No 4 (2003) on changes to prorogation and extended sessions and recommendation No 1 of the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee’s report No 6 (2004) on questions on notice be considered 
forthwith. 

The recommendations were as follows - 

Changes to Prorogation and Extended Sessions Report No. 4 (2003) 
Recommendation No 2 

Standing Order 74 

That Standing Order 74 be amended by inserting after “being removed.” the following - 

A member may renew a notice of motion only once. 

Recommendation No 3 
Standing Order 126 

That Standing Order 126 be amended in line 3 by deleting “session” and substituting the following - 

year commencing 1 January 

Recommendation No 4 
New Standing Order 144A 

That the following new Standing Order 144A be inserted after Standing Order 144 - 

Order of the Day lapses 
144A. (1)  If an Order of the Day on the Notice Paper has not been debated for more than 
twelve calendar months it will be removed from the Notice Paper and on the next sitting day 
the Speaker will announce its removal from the Notice Paper.   

(2) A bill removed from the Notice Paper under this Standing Order may be 
restored by motion to the point it reached prior to its removal.  

Recommendation No 6 
Temporary Order 

That the following temporary order be adopted - 

Temporary Order 
That until 31 December 2006 Standing Order 74 will not apply to any notice of disallowance 
motion given in accordance with section 42 of the Interpretation Act 1984. 

Recommendation No 7 
Standing Order 255 

That Standing Order 255 be amended by adding the following - 

(2) If no reporting date is specified in the motion for establishment of a select committee, 
it will report within 12 calendar months of its appointment.  ”. 

Recommendation No 9 (a) 
Standing Order 1 

That Standing Order 1 be amended in line 2 by deleting “sessional” and substituting the following - 

temporary 
Recommendation No 9 (b) 
Standing Order 2 
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That Standing Order 2 be amended by - 

(i) deleting in line 1 “Sessional” and substituting the following - 

Temporary 

and 

(ii) deleting in line 2 “the duration of the session” and substituting the following - 

12 calendar months 
Recommendation No 9 (c) 
Standing Order 3 

That Standing Order 3 be amended in line 1 by deleting “Sessional” and substituting the following - 

Temporary 
Recommendation No 9 (d) 
Standing Order 23 

That Standing Order 23 be amended in line 2 by deleting “Sessional” and substituting the following - 

Temporary 
Recommendation No 9 (e) 
Standing Order 61 

That Standing Order 61 be amended in line 1 by deleting “Sessional” and substituting the following - 

Temporary 
Recommendation No 9 (f) 
Standing Order 115 

That Standing Order 115 (16) be amended by deleting “Sessional” and substituting the following - 

Temporary 

Recommendation No 10 
Standing Order 127 

That Standing Order 127 be amended by deleting “during the same session”. 

Recommendation No 11 
Standing Order 90 

That Standing Order 90, relating to anticipation of debate, be deleted. 

Recommendation No 12 
(a) Standing Order 120 

That Standing Order 120 be amended in line 2 by deleting “in the same session”. 

(b) Standing Order 144 

That Standing Order 144 be amended in line 3 by deleting “in the same session”. 

Recommendation No 13 

Standing Order 45 

That Standing Order 45 be amended by - 

(i) deleting from suborder (1) “in a session” and substituting the following - 

within a year commencing 1 January 

(ii) deleting from suborder (2) “in a session” and substituting the following  

within that year 

and 

(iii) deleting from suborder (3) “the same session” and substituting the following - 
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that year 

Questions on Notice Report No 6 (2004) 

Recommendation No 1  

Standing Order 80 

That Standing Order 80 be amended by - 

(a) deleting from suborder (1) “handed to the Clerk in writing” and substitute the 
following - 

transmitted to the Clerk who will distribute them.  Answers received during 
a recess of the Assembly which is greater than two weeks will be published 
on the first working day of each month over which the Assembly is 
adjourned  

and 

(b)  deleting from suborder (2) “three calendar months” and substitute the following - 

one calendar month 

Leave granted for the recommendations to be considered together. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 

That the recommendations be agreed to. 

These proposed changes to standing orders were canvassed by the Procedure and Privileges Committee in 
reports 4 of 2003 and 6 of 2004.  These amendments do not cover all the recommendations made by the 
committee in those reports.  I discussed some recommendations last year with the then leader of opposition 
business, and again with the current leader of opposition business, and some issues have not been worked out, 
but I hope we can reach agreement on those matters.  The amendments before the house are non-contentious.  
The only matter that could possibly be contentious is the one to reduce the time within which the minister must 
respond to questions on notice.  The government is prepared to wear that change.  The other matters are non-
contentious, and it is appropriate that they be incorporated into standing orders. 

Some new members may not be aware that prior to 2003, Parliament was traditionally prorogued and reopened 
each year, which created four sessions of Parliament between each state election.  The practice of annual 
prorogation was seen to be warranted through an abundance of caution as the federal House of Representatives 
and Parliaments in other states - namely, New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania - did not generally prorogue 
Parliament on an annual basis.  The relevant sections of the constitutions of those states are similar to ours, if not 
identical, and a different interpretation was applied.  After taking legal advice - a range of views were 
expressed - advice was provided that it was not necessary to prorogue Parliament every year.  The government 
has adopted that view in principle, although prorogation may be applied in a given year in view of management 
issues that come before Parliament.  As a matter of practice, Parliament will not prorogue every year.  Members 
must take into account that a session of Parliament will effectively run for four years.  This will directly affect 
standing orders that govern procedure in this house, as they often make reference to a session as opposed to a 
year.  The amendments to the standing orders outlined in the motion propose to delete the term “session” and 
replace it with other references to a year or 12 calendar months where necessary.   

In addition, the term “sessional order” was previously used as a method of trialling proposed new standing 
orders or temporarily altering the operations of an existing standing order.  It is now more appropriate to name 
this process a “temporary order” that will be in effect for not longer than 12 months.  This range of amendments 
will replace sessional orders with temporary orders.   

Another important change will be to standing order 80(2), which currently provides that answers to questions on 
notice must be provided within three calendar months.  The order will be amended so that answers must be 
provided in one calendar month wherever possible.  The procedure in the other house outlines the number of 
sitting days within which ministers must reply to questions on notice.  In effect, this means about a month, 
depending on the number of sitting days within any period.  Therefore, a huge number of opposition questions 
are now posed to the other chamber.  Quite clearly, if the minister is in this chamber, it would be more 
appropriate for the questions to be asked in this chamber.  Although this change does not make the procedures 
identical, it basically means that the period within which ministers are required to respond to questions on notice 
will be the same in both houses.  In addition, the standing order will be amended to provide that answers 
received during a recess of the house that is greater than two weeks will be published on the first working day of 
each month over which the house is adjourned.  This process may overcome the somewhat ad hoc procedures 
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under which ministers submit answers to questions in writing to members when the house is in a long recess, and 
these answers are never published in Hansard or are out of date by the time they appear in Hansard.  We are 
therefore providing a means by which questions can be replied to in the longer breaks and returned to members, 
and a Hansard will be produced just for those answers.  I think that certainly will enhance the operation of the 
Assembly.  It will mean that members will have a more prompt response to their questions.  It will also mean 
that the cleaning up of matters on the notice paper will take effect over a 12-month period rather than at the end 
of the session, which is now likely to be four years long.  I thank the members of the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges for the work that they have done on this and the earlier matter that we dealt with.  As I 
indicated earlier, the motion does not address all the matters.  We are open to discussing those and coming 
forward at another time to seek further changes to the standing orders to address those issues.  These are 
practical and functional matters that we should deal with now and update our standing orders to the extent 
provided for in this motion.   

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [7.52 pm]:  I indicate that I am not the lead speaker for the opposition on 
this motion on changes to prorogation and extended sessions, as well as questions on notice.  I take the 
opportunity to indicate to the house that I enjoyed working on the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges in the last Parliament.  I worked on that committee with the Speaker, the Deputy Speaker, the 
members for Peel and Leschenault and the former member for Kingsley.  I take the opportunity to thank the 
Clerks, Peter McHugh and John Mandy, for all the help that they provided during my time on the committee.  I 
enjoyed that experience and in some ways miss the opportunity of being involved in the committee.  It is a very 
valuable parliamentary committee.   

I want to talk about questions on notice.  We, as members of the opposition, raised the issue.  We were 
concerned that the turnaround times for responses from ministers when we placed questions on notice were not 
as efficient as those of the Legislative Council.  Quite often Legislative Assembly members would place 
questions on notice in the upper house through a colleague in that place to get a swift and prompt response.  In 
my mind, although that is a reasonable outcome, it still does not provide for a great deal of accountability.  I 
could never quite understand how a minister could respond to a question in the other place within a nine-day 
sitting time frame, yet we could put up a question in the Assembly and have to wait three months for an answer.  
I see this as a good move.  I commend the government for taking it on board and bringing the Assembly into 
line.  I note that the Leader of the House did say that it would enhance the operation of the Assembly, and I agree 
with him.  I believe that members will now be able to place questions on notice with a view to getting them 
answered within one calendar month.   

I was interested to hear the Leader of the House say that discussions are taking place about requiring ministers to 
make their responses shorter when they appear before the estimates committees.  I believe it is a very good 
move.  The estimates committees are not an opportunity for ministers to make ministerial statements and 
longwinded responses.  The opportunity for the opposition to scrutinise the budget papers and have ministers 
respond in a quick and timely way is a good outcome for all members in this place.  It gives all members an 
opportunity to raise questions about their electorates, portfolio responsibilities and the like.  I have no intention 
of prolonging discussion on this issue.  I enjoyed my time on the Procedure and Privileges Standing Committee.  
I wish the new members of that committee all the very best.  I am sure that they will do the job very well.  I will 
miss the opportunity to have the great dialogue that I had with the member for Peel.  As many members will 
know, we have this great cross-chamber banter, which will probably continue.  I enjoyed that opportunity and I 
am very pleased that the government will ensure that members’ questions are answered within one calendar 
month.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [7.55 pm]:  I am the designated lead speaker on this issue, but I will not speak 
for an hour.  First of all, I thank the member for Carine for the work she has done on the Procedure and 
Privileges Standing Committee in the past four years, as well as other members of the committee.  I think they 
have done a good job.  It is not one of the easiest committees to be on, because it deals with standing orders, the 
running of the house and, in many instances, the democratic processes of the house, which I think are sacrosanct.  
I concur with the member for Carine and, indeed, the recommendations of the Procedure and Privileges Standing 
Committee that have been proposed and that have been accepted by the government.  It is a strange situation.  I 
welcome members in the Assembly to the twenty-first century in relation to questions on notice.  I am aware that 
a few thousand questions on notice have been put through the other place.  It is a nonsense when the opposition 
has to ask all its questions in the other house if it wants a timely response.  If it can be done in the other house, it 
can be done in this house.  It makes a lot of sense to reduce the three-month period to one month.  It will add to 
the credibility of the ministers in answering their questions.  It will not be a bad thing; it will be a good thing.  
Sometimes we have not received responses to our questions within three months.  I remember very clearly the 
times over the past four years when members on this side of the house had to rise at the end of question time and, 
under the relevant standing order, remind certain ministers that questions they had asked three months earlier 
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remained unanswered.  It was not a particularly regular occurrence, but it happened fairly frequently.  There is 
no excuse for ministers to not answer those questions in three months, particularly if questions asked in the upper 
house are answered in nine days.  If those questions are not answered in nine days, obviously there are problems 
in the upper house, which has a different system.   

I commend the Leader of the House for agreeing to these recommendations.  He obviously has the agreement of 
caucus on these recommendations.  There are other recommendations that we must also consider.  We will speak 
to the Liberal members of the committee about some of those recommendations that still need to be resolved.  
Hopefully, we can come up with a mutually agreeable solution, as I believe we have done on these 
recommendations of the Procedure and Privileges Standing Committee.  We are certainly moving forward.  It 
will be great to see members of this place putting more questions on notice rather than relying on our colleagues 
in the other place to put anything up to 3 000 questions on notice.  It will relieve the bottleneck - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Some of the questions are absolutely ridiculous.  It is a waste of taxpayers’ money.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is an interesting interjection.  I will not justify the validity of the questions; that is 
not for me to say.  At the end of the day, I suggest that by agreeing to these recommendations of the Procedure 
and Privileges Standing Committee, a lot of those questions will drop off.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Do you promise?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No.  I am hopeful, because we certainly will no longer need to ask our questions in the 
other place; we can ask our questions in this place.  We know that we will get a timely response within one 
month.  That is absolutely reasonable, given that the time frame in the other place is nine working days.  I have 
been in the same position as the Minister for Local Government.  When I used to get questions from the upper 
house, everybody pulled out the stops to get answers because a time frame was involved.  I certainly tried to get 
the answers as soon as I got the questions, rather than wait the whole nine days before answering them.  Many 
questions are asked at the beginning of a new term, but that will drop off.  Members opposite did the same thing 
to us when we were in government.  One of the worst culprits was the former member for Pilbara when he sat on 
this side of the house in opposition.  We used to get thousands of questions from him and some other members 
opposite who have been here quite a long time.  The Leader of the House asked his fair share of questions.  That 
is the privilege of being in opposition; members have the right to ask questions.  It is the government’s 
responsibility to answer them.  If a better system is put in place, which I think will happen as a result of these 
recommendations, it will be to the benefit of the house and members on both sides.  I commend the 
recommendations to the house.  I am very pleased that government members are prepared to accept them.   
MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [8.02 pm]:  The National Party also agrees 
with these amendments.  It is important that when a member wants to ask a question, he can submit it in his own 
name.  As members know, National Party members have been submitting questions through one upper house 
member.  He has been asking all the questions on behalf of the National Party; the rest of us do not ask any.  It is 
important that there be some record of the member who asked the question.  That is a good procedure.  It is a 
credit to the government that it has agreed to these recommendations.  I would like to talk to members on my 
side of the house.  I am pleased that the government is prepared to keep the gate open regarding the prorogation 
of the house.  Personally, I think it is essential that we have a Premier’s address every year, for two reasons.   
Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Governor will not do that any more.  The Governor will do that once every four 
years.  I suggest that the Premier should do it in the other three years.  That would give the Premier an 
opportunity to tell the people of Western Australia what the government’s program will be for the next 12 
months.  It would also provide the opposition with the opportunity to reply to that address, following the same 
process as the Address-in-Reply.  That sort of thing is not important in the arm wrestle of politics, but it is 
important that individual members be given the opportunity to have a say about their electorates, particularly 
members on the government side.  It is one of the few times that government members have an opportunity to be 
involved in the debate.  I again congratulate the Leader of the House for agreeing to these recommendations.  I 
will work on my colleagues and a couple of Liberal Party members to accept the other process that I just spoke 
about, because it is important for backbenchers.   

Question put and passed. 
 


