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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE — PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS,  
ALL STAGES OF BILLS, AND COUNCIL MESSAGES 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [4.20 pm]: I move — 

That for the remainder of 2010, so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to 
enable — 

(a) bills to proceed without delay after the second reading has been moved or without 
delay between the stages; 

(b) messages from the Legislative Council to be taken into consideration on the day on 
which they are received; and 

(c) private members’ business to have priority on Wednesdays between 4.00 pm and 6.00 
pm. 

This motion is in line with similar motions that have been adopted in recent years for the last sitting weeks of the 
year. In past years the practice has included cutting out or reducing private members’ business and removing 
grievances. This motion, I believe, takes a more balanced approach; it will reduce private members’ business to 
two hours and will leave grievances in place, allowing members the opportunity to raise issues of concern to 
them and their constituents. The motion will also allow passage of legislation through all stages without delay 
and for messages from the Legislative Council to be taken on the day on which they are received. It will also 
allow bills to be brought on for debate without the necessity of passing an urgency motion for those bills that 
have not sat on the notice paper for the required three weeks. I acknowledge that the Legislative Assembly has 
been very effective this year in dealing with the government’s legislative program, and that we are not left with a 
large backlog of legislation that has not been dealt with. However, I indicate that the house will be sitting later 
than normal on Tuesdays and Wednesdays for the remainder of the year to complete the legislation that the 
government requires to be passed. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.22 pm]: It is true that in past years there has been agreement to some 
truncating of the processes of the house, so that private members’ business and the like might be cut short. The 
opposition has agreed to that for the past two years of sittings under the Barnett government, and I think a similar 
arrangement was in place during the Gallop and Carpenter governments, so we therefore agree to it being cut 
back by an hour; that is not a problem for us. I am pleased that grievances will remain in place; they are an 
important component of our procedures for members on both sides, not just the opposition side, and we are 
supportive of them continuing over the last few weeks of Parliament. Let us be frank; they do not take up much 
time, really, in the overall scheme of things, and they give members a good opportunity. 

I understand that the house will sit late and that the last few weeks of sitting will become very exhausting for 
some members, as the house sits later and later and starts at the same time; people get very tired towards the end 
of the sitting year, but that is simply a fact of life and we accept that it is a fact of parliamentary life that the 
Parliament will sit later. 

I want to raise a couple of matters in relation to the legislation list. The government has said that we will need to 
sit later to get through the legislation that it demands must be passed by the end of the year. There are a few bills 
on the list—for instance, the Building Bill, for which I am opposition spokesman—that are significant. The 
Building Bill is an enormous piece of legislation that will significantly change the way the building laws of the 
state work. I will be expressing to the Minister for Commerce that it is a bit rich to introduce such laws, four 
very significant pieces of legislation of which one is on the list for this week and one for which the explanatory 
memorandum runs to 80 pages, at such a late stage. It is not fair on the legislation to expect members to trawl 
through and examine legislation of that magnitude and deal with it in such a short time. It is not fair on the house 
overall, if we want to provide proper scrutiny. That legislation was commenced under the former government, it 
is true; the idea of rewriting the building laws was commenced under the previous Labor government. As to 
whether the final outcome is something that would have been reached by the previous government is a matter for 
conjecture; who knows? But the Parliament has a role to examine that legislation appropriately. 

The appropriation bills, the legislation to provide supplementary funding—I cannot quite remember the technical 
name—provide members with an opportunity for more general debate, and that debate is often quite significant 
because those bills authorise hundreds of millions of dollars of additional expenditure outside the budget. 
Members may or may not recall the amazing event last year in which the former Treasurer, the member for 
Vasse, when delivering those bills left out $280 million of expenditure. I remember it vividly; I was acting 
shadow Treasurer at the time. Without the opportunity for parliamentary scrutiny, something like that might not 
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have been discovered, and the information provided to the house to authorise that spending would have left out 
$280 million. I would have thought that that was a significant issue that every member of Parliament should be 
concerned about. I give the government some warning that there may be some objection from the opposition to 
dealing with those two pieces of legislation in a particularly speedy manner, because they are significant. 

In that context, I would also like to advise the Leader of the House that the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
presented a report to the house three or four months ago on changes to the standing orders that might make the 
house work more effectively. As we all recall, the recommendations included time limits on questions, which has 
recently been adopted by the federal Parliament; the provision of extra grievances for members; and the 
provision of extra 90-second statements for members on both sides of the house. I thought that all those 
initiatives were very sensible and could have been put in place before now. I have been in discussions with the 
Leader of the House on this matter; I do not think we have reached agreement as yet, but we have now reached 
the last two weeks of the year and if we want to actually change the procedures of the house to improve them as I 
think they should be improved—that is, to provide more opportunities for questions and answers in question 
time, and to provide more opportunities for members to bring grievances and 90-second statements to the 
house—we should resolve those matters this year. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am composing a letter to send back to the Procedure and Privileges Committee in relation to 
the comments you just made. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have been discussing it; we had a discussion about various options, and there was one 
sticking point at the end, but irrespective of the sticking point, it would be good to have some resolution on that 
matter. I am not pointing fingers, but as we saw in question time today, ministers can sometimes talk for an 
extremely long time and take up time that might be used for matters of more important public moment, and I 
think we all accept that. As I said during the debate, I was also guilty of that when I was a minister. If I ever 
become a minister again, I will be much less verbose than I was. It is time for humility! During the matter of 
public interest a moment ago I heard the Attorney General apologise to the member for Perth. I never thought I 
would ever see that: firstly, the Attorney General apologising; and, secondly, apologising to the member for 
Perth! But he did. I will freely admit I might have spoken a little bit —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: The Attorney General just departed in an ambulance! They just carted him off.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: He has just gone off in an ambulance!  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Muttering incoherently!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Looking at him, that is probably from malnutrition! He is the only member of this house 
who suffers from malnutrition!  

Mr T.K. Waldron: He is a hard runner. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He needs to eat a bit more, as my mother would say.  

Perhaps it is time for us all, in the spirit of Christmas, to accept that that Procedure and Privileges Committee 
report provided a blueprint for some improvements in the way this house might operate; therefore, I raise it in 
that context. I will seek advice from the Leader of the House after this on where it is at and what is going to 
happen. Maybe the Leader of the House would like to advise me now. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am composing a letter to send to the Procedure and Privileges Committee in response to the 
recommendations that that committee put to the house. I will put some additional recommendations that I would 
like it to consider.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: In any event it would be great if we could resolve it by the end of this year so that at the 
commencement of Parliament in mid-February next year we could have new standing orders, or this new 
arrangement. I would have thought that would be a good arrangement. Everyone, as I said, can be a beneficiary 
of a more efficient, effective and quicker parliamentary process in some respects.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am certainly in favour of a more efficient running of Parliament, obviously.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: To wrap up on that point, there was another suggestion by the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee that again escapes me. There were suggestions for grievances, 90-second statements and questions, 
and another point. The Leader of the House suggested that there might be some reduction in the granting of 
extensions to speeches, so that members can seek a 10-minute extension and perhaps members might be able to 
defeat that by putting in place a dissenting-voice arrangement. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will be firming up on that suggestion.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 16 November 2010] 

 p8847c-8850a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Mark McGowan 

 [3] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As we discussed, that suggestion simply means that members cannot properly plan their 
speeches.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I want to make it so members can properly plan their speeches.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the House might have accepted one of the suggestions I made.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do not think so.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: We will wait and see. We both know what was said, so — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: It is my Christmas present to you!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: We will see who was the progenitor of the idea when it comes before the committee. Can 
the Leader of the House give us any time frame on when that might happen?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I am hopeful the committee will get it this week. I am mindful that the member suggested to 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee his view on streamlining question time and so on. I just think it is 
appropriate, as Leader of the House, that I should do something similar. I will be putting that to the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee. I do not think it will take the committee too long to make a decision. My comments 
will be very simple.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I appreciate that. I think there will be one significant difference between the Leader of the 
House’s suggestions to the Procedure and Privileges Committee and mine; that is, I wrote mine! I suspect the 
Leader of the House did not write his.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I dictated it, though.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, I am sure you did—pigs might fly!  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I can assure the member I am dictating exactly what I want to say to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee. I will not handwrite it because the member would probably have a job reading my 
handwriting!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: We are accepting of this. As members know, last week, because of Remembrance Day, by 
agreement we did not have grievances or 90-second statements. There has been a considerable amount of give by 
the opposition in relation to the running of the house. Once again, the opposition is being agreeable. I hope the 
government will respond in kind to the suggestions that we have made. As I said a moment ago, I am not sure 
that rushing through legislation like the Building Bill, which is an enormous piece of legislation, is the most 
productive or best way of using Parliament’s time.  

Question put and passed.  
 


