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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 
Recommendations 1 to 38 — Adoption — Motion 

Resumed from 8 September on the following motion moved by Hon Dan Caddy — 
That recommendations 1 to 38 contained in the sixty-fourth report of the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges, Review of the standing orders, be adopted and agreed to. 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [11.38 am]: Last evening, prior to the end of formal business 
for the day, I had just commenced my remarks on this matter, so I will go over my introductory remarks. I indicated 
last night that around three months ago when the motion was originally put by the Leader of the House to refer the 
standing orders to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, she invoked a speech by Hon Norman Moore. 
In that speech, she reflected on the fact that he had suggested there needed to be a degree of urgency with regard 
to looking at the standing orders. I reflected last night that, indeed, when I went back to the speech made by 
Hon Norman Moore, he had, in fact, reflected on the importance of urgency with regard to dealing with the standing 
orders. Unfortunately, when the Leader of the House first moved the motion to refer the standing orders to the 
committee, she did not read the entire speech that was made by Hon Norman Moore on that same day. I read part 
of it, but I will read it again now given my time was cut short yesterday. This is what Hon Norman Moore said on 
that same day — 

Let me just say this: a review of the standing orders will work only if members go into this with an open 
mind. If a government member goes into this type of committee with the sole intention of maximising 
the government’s advantage, it will be a waste of time. Similarly, it will be a waste of time if an opposition 
member goes into this with the intention of maximising the opposition’s position. Members on both sides 
of the house must recognise the demands placed on both sides and recognise the opportunities that both 
sides require. We will then get reasonably balanced standing orders regarding what the government needs 
and what the opposition wants. I hope that members go into this committee with an open mind and will 
not seek to obtain an advantage for their current situation. It is said that the wheel always turns. 

Hon Norman Moore continued — 
I hope that this committee will reach a consensus position. I have taken the view, up to now at least, that 
any change to the standing orders should be made by consensus … Consensus is the way to go, in my 
view, because we all have to work with the standing orders. Let us try to make a set of rules that everyone 
feels comfortable with. I recognise that that will not always be easy to achieve because of the adversarial 
nature of this place. However, we should have a go at doing that. 

It is that statement, not the statement relating to urgency, that is most relevant to the debate that we are having 
today and which we have had throughout the week. 
Last week, the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges released its second report into the review of the 
standing orders and for the second time in a row the committee’s report was tabled in a manner to which this house 
is not accustomed—that being, generally, a report based on consensus. For as long as I have been in this place—
I think members would be hard-pressed to find any other examples—I have not seen a report handed down by this 
most important committee of this house with both a majority and a minority report, and it has now not been done 
once; it has been done twice in the matter of three months. New and old members might not think anything of that, 
but I do. In my view, it is highly unprecedented and highly regrettable. 
I agree with other members in the house that the report provides, through a number of recommendations, some good 
opportunities to modernise our standing orders. I certainly take no issue with those. I would have liked an opportunity, 
perhaps, to seek some further clarification on some aspects, but overall I have no particular qualm with them. But 
I do certainly take an alternative view on others and I absolutely align myself with the comments made in the 
minority report by Hon Tjorn Sibma and you, Deputy President. They relate to recommendation 5 and the related 
recommendations concerning urgent bills. This matter should not be taken lightly. With all due respect, if this is 
what was being considered—it is clearly what the Leader of the House wants because it is reflective of her letter 
to the committee—there should have been greater consultation with all parties and all individual members in this 
place. There should have been more thoughtful consideration of this matter, but that has not occurred. 
I want to be very clear. Should the recommendations be agreed to—we know that they will be, because the Labor 
majority in this place will make it so—proper scrutiny of bills in this place will be diminished. I bet your bottom 
dollar that it will be the most contentious bills that all of a sudden will have the word “urgent” put in front of them. 
We know that the Leader of the House in her contribution back in June this year, and again in subsequent contributions 
even this week, has always had the productivity of this house in mind in passing more bills that the government wants. 
I accept that. I have no problem with the Leader of the House’s position. All governments want their bills passed. 
I have sat on the other side and I, too, wanted my bills passed. I have no doubt that the Leader of the House routinely 
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has all the ministers from the other place knocking on her door to tell her that they have the most urgent bill that 
must pass through this house. The Leader of the House has a difficult job in managing her ministers, so I accept that. 
I have no issue with it. But if we are going to talk about productivity, my response is twofold. 
If the government improved the quality of some of its legislation that it routinely brings into this house, we might 
progress a little more quickly. I say that not only in the context of bills that are contentious or complex, but those on 
which we all agree. I have seen bills come in time and again that need amendments made to them—simple amendments 
that should have been in the bill in the first place. Time and again, I have seen amendments being introduced by the 
government to fix its own bills. I remember a very significant and very complex piece of legislation that came through 
in the last term of government. It was the Strata Titles Amendment Bill 2018, and I think that the Deputy Leader of 
the Government in the Legislative Council, Hon Stephen Dawson, was indeed responsible for taking that through. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Am I getting in trouble? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No, the minister is not in trouble. He is the one minister who will never be in trouble 
with me, because he actually answers questions. He is actually helpful. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: You’ll get me in trouble with these ones. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will get the minister in trouble with his friends over there, but anyway, he can 
wear it as a badge of honour. I digress. 
The Strata Titles Amendment Bill was a significant piece of legislation that started under our government and was 
introduced under the current government. We supported the provisions of that bill, but it was an enormous bill. 
Everyone wanted to see it through. Hon Stephen Dawson and I, along with some of the crossbench, were able to 
reach an agreement to progress that bill and to pull out and refer just one section to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation. One area was causing some not insignificant contention within the community. We did that and, as 
a result, some significant recommendations were made by the Standing Committee on Legislation. To the government’s 
credit, it accepted those recommendations. I think that that legislation is now much better than it would have been 
if it had not gone through that committee process. Another bill came in that was related to that bill; I think it was 
called the Community Titles Bill 2018. It had similar provisions to the strata titles bill and provisions that were 
subject to the same concerns that had been the subject of the Standing Committee on Legislation’s report. 
I will tell you, Deputy President, what happened in the circumstances when the Community Titles Bill came in. I read 
the bill again and looked at the amendments. I saw that the government had forgotten to put on the supplementary 
notice paper amendments to reflect the amendments that had been previously made to the Strata Titles Amendment Bill 
to make it consistent. I had to ask the departmental officials whether they were going to introduce amendments. 
There was a lot of silence. I have a lot of time and respect for Hon Stephen Dawson so I advised him of what had 
occurred. As a result, amendments were finally moved. But if I had not raised it with him, it would have been very 
embarrassing for the minister to sit in this place and realise that the government had not done its job. That is just 
one example of the government not doing its job properly and this house having to facilitate improvements to legislation.  
It evident to me that the government wants the Legislative Council to be simply a rubberstamp for its legislation 
just like the Legislative Assembly. The last time I checked, this is a house of review. It is a place where legislation 
should and must be scrutinised properly. It is a place where, inevitably, legislation is improved. That improved 
legislation then becomes laws that the people of Western Australia have to work through. With all due respect, the 
Legislative Assembly can, and routinely does, ignore good legislative improvements that could be made to legislation. 
It can cut debate and it can ignore the views of other parties, and we have seen that happen time and again. The 
Leader of the House, who is out on urgent parliamentary business, on 3 June suggested that scrutiny can still occur 
in this house. She was talking about time limits and I will read what she had to say — 

I think what this house does, and how this house creates better legislation, is done in one of two ways, or 
sometimes in both—a bill is referred to a committee, where expert advice is sought, submissions are 
called for and stakeholders are invited to express a point of view, and/or in the clause-by-clause examination, 
including extensive examination across the breadth of a bill, in the Committee of the Whole stage, when 
we literally examine the detail of the bill. It is that type of debate that provides the scrutiny and questioning 
that a house of review can be most effective at. 

I agree with the Leader of the House, who I appreciate is out on urgent parliamentary business. My response to that 
is twofold based on this report. First, will the Leader of the House and her ministers undertake to always refer bills 
when a member of the opposition or the crossbench seeks for a bill to be referred to committee? Will the government 
say, “Yes, we can refer that to the legislation committee—no problem at all”? Will we get that response from the 
government on every occasion? I doubt it very, very much. Secondly, if we see the adoption of recommendation 5 
and related recommendations—which we will—it will diminish scrutiny during Committee of the Whole. The role 
of the Legislative Council in a bicameral system is important, but it is clear that this government, as I have said, 
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wants the Legislative Council to be just like the Legislative Assembly and rubberstamp poor legislation, not to be 
a check and balance, because it just does not care.  
There has not been a semblance of any reasonable discussion or consideration of this matter. The government has 
not even been prepared, as we have seen in earlier decisions in this place that I will not reflect on, to entertain the 
report and consideration of the report recommendation by recommendation. The government knows that it has the 
numbers and it will get it through; therefore, it can do as it likes. Members opposite may think that they are very, 
very clever and that they will win the day and yes, when the bells ring, by the numbers, there will be more government 
members voting aye than those voting no, but I remind government members of the Hon Norman Moore’s words 
from all those years ago, “The wheel always turns.” I want to be very clear here: the only mischief around the standing 
orders at the moment is the making of this government and what it wants to do with this Parliament and this house, 
for which it clearly has no regard. The executive government, because of its complete failure to articulate a coherent 
legislative program over the past few years, has decided to use its numbers because it can. Decisions on standing 
orders should be made and built on the notion of consensus—no ifs, no buts. 
I want to finish with a couple of comments made in previous debates in this place. First is a statement made by the 
Leader of the House in 2017 that was reflected in the first report into the review of the standing orders and again 
in the debate this week, but I am going to read it, too. On 29 November 2017, the Leader of the House said — 

That is why we have had a position irrespective of who had the numbers in this place that we would have 
a very deliberate and considered process for making changes to the standing orders.  

She went on to say — 
Although the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges may provide a consensus report, — 

She is referring to a circumstance in which the committee has consensus — 
which everyone on the committee will have agreed to, the approach of this house has been and is now as 
we speak that that Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges report will not be proceeded with if 
it does not have the consensus of the whole house.  

I absolutely agree. The Leader of the House goes on to say — 
I will give an example. The Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges has considered e-petitions 
and has made certain recommendations. Despite that report suggesting that the house go down a particular 
path, there is not consensus across the house, so we will not be proceeding with that.  

That is what the Leader of the House, who is the leader of the government, said in 2017. She continues — 
That is the time-tested method that we use to make changes to the way we do our business. We bring everybody 
with us. People will criticise us for that, and I am critical of doing that sometimes because I think we do not 
move fast enough; however, it ensures that everybody buys into the process and it ensures that we have the 
time and the opportunity to consider all ramifications and possible consequences, unintended or otherwise. 

I absolutely agree with the comments made by the Leader of the house in 2017. It is a pity she has not taken that 
same approach to what we are dealing with today. I want to end on a final quote by a very learned former member of 
this house, Hon George Cash, who I had the privilege of sitting next to in my first four years in this place. In 2002 
Hon George Cash said — 

Clearly, the standing orders are coupled with presidential rulings, previous practice in the House and 
associated decisions. However, unless members have confidence in the standing orders, this place will 
descend into chaos. 

Hon George Cash was right, and today clearly represents the start of more to come!  
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [11.59 am]: It was my pleasure on the weekend to enjoy a couple 
of beers with a Labor Party stalwart of many years’ standing, a man who had worked within the party machine 
and the union movement. I will not name him but many here would know him. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Name the names. 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: I do not want to socially embarrass people who might be drinking beer with me, but 
I will happily share behind the chair. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: He is well known. His comments, upon hearing of this pending debate, were simple 
and to the point. He said, “When you have all the levers of power within easy grasp, you don’t tamper with standing 
orders unless you have broad support across the chamber. You find another way to achieve your aims, by all means, 
but without cross-party support, the standing orders of the house should be sacrosanct.” I came into the chamber 
on Tuesday hoping—expecting perhaps; naive as I am—that the government would intend to take such an approach 
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and seek agreement where it could find it, and when compromise is not available, I hoped that it would show good 
grace and not use its massive powers, because the numbers are there and the government would win a division 
anyway. I am disappointed that we have not got that far. 

I would happily agree with most of the recommendations. Recommendation 2 shaves half an hour off the dinner 
break on Tuesday. My wife would be very happy with that. It would mean that I eat less and put on less weight—she 
loves that idea. Those members attending the business management meeting could manage a light meal in between—
not a problem. 

Similarly, recommendation 3 removes the afternoon tea break. I love my afternoon tea, but, again, she who must be 
obeyed—my wife—would disagree with that. I am happy to work with that, but I am not going to be able to agree 
to this report because I cannot agree with the whole bundle of recommendations. This is sad because I really want 
to show support for some very sensible ideas and recommendations. Recommendation 4 on committee meetings 
is sensible enough. I do not see that as a sticking point. Recommendation 9 codifies what we are currently doing as 
an exception with regard to motions on notice. I believe that that is what happened in the last Parliament and that 
is a rule that we have. I would be happy to support that sensible amendment. Recommendation 12 flows on from 
recommendation 9. I would have been perfectly happy to show my support there. 

I had hoped that the government would have approached recommendation 13 in the spirit of collegiality. The norm 
would have been to refrain from blocking, by dint of its majority, a member who wished to interrogate a report in 
more detail. This does not strike me as a stumbling block. I would have given this amendment my support. With 
that understanding and from that perspective, I find myself also in agreement with recommendation 14. Committee 
reports are important documents and it would do them a disservice to skim over them and not to give them the 
time they need. For that same reason, I am happy to support recommendation 15. Of course, the very first report 
that has come before us for consideration is this sixty-fourth report, which is now being treated in a very different 
fashion by the government to suit a purpose that we can only speculate upon, so I am concerned. I would have liked 
this report to have been considered in the way that the government has recommended other reports be considered. 

I turn to recommendation 16 and 17. I listened with great interest to the debate on Tuesday and there are many 
issues that I had not actually thought about, but I would still agree with these recommendations. I am a computer 
tragic. I have loved computers since the 1980s. In fact, in 1988 my medical practice in Germany was paperless, so 
I am very much interested in e-petitions. There are failings and merits on both sides of the e-petition argument. If 
someone is keen to petition Parliament, I think we should make it easy. On the other hand, like members here, 
I have received lots of emails on certain subjects that are just a cut-and-paste job—a cookie-cutter email—that does 
not require any thought. A person just clicks on the link on the webpage and up pops another email to the member 
of Parliament that says the same thing without having to give any thought to it. I am sure that the same thing could 
be done with e-petitions. On the other hand, it is something we can filter out. I am very happy to support that 
recommendation. I welcome it. However, I suggest that we look at this as a trial, rather than making it a permanent 
standing order. 

I am heartily behind and support recommendation 19 that welcomes the inclusion of infants into the chamber. 
In fact, would go further and suggest that, especially in view of dog day on 23 September, we bring dogs into 
Parliament. I think it would improve the mood in the house remarkably. I am sure that there would be cross-party 
support for that. 

Recommendation 20 is fine. I like the fact that recommendations 21 and 22 put a speaking limit on ministers and 
parliamentary secretaries, making them mere mortals like us. Recommendation 24 is about a sensible reordering 
or table of precedence. It is logical and I like that. 

Recommendation 26 deals with answers to questions on notice. I have to count on my fingers to work out when 
I need to speak again on items that I have put forward. To have a response to a question due by one calendar month 
after asking the question has been asked is a very sensible move. I would welcome the opportunity to put my name 
to that, but I will not be able to do that because I am simply unable to carry on supporting a complete report when 
parts of it are fundamentally dangerous and risky. I am attributing only good intents to the government, but the 
law of unintended consequences must be considered. We should move on as time is a little pressing. 

Recommendation 28 is sensible. There is little to be gained by allowing a standing or a select committee to make 
unlimited amendments to a bill after its second reading. Recommendation 29 deletes schedule 1, paragraph 4.4. 
As a member of the Standing Committee on Legislation, which has not yet met this year, I am happy with that—
no problems. Recommendation 30 is similar. Recommendation 31 gives force to e-petitions and I am very happy 
with that. 
Recommendation 34 is about renumbering. I could make a point here about Latin terminology and its erosion, and 
I would have conceded reluctantem the removal of the word pro forma. I might continue ad infinitum, but leave it 
here, cum aliqua scrupulositate, with some regret. 
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Hon Peter Collier: Good luck, Hansard! 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: That is my Scotch College education—sorry. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: That’s your problem. 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: Yes, indeed. I am terrible. 
I find a number of the recommendations really delightful. I would have broken up recommendation 25 into a couple 
of parts. I spent a little time in the United Kingdom and came across Dad’s Army, a British comedy—hilarious. It 
has a fabulous plethora of characters. Sergeant Wilson, the bank’s senior clerk, and the irritating and pompous 
Captain Mainwaring—pronounced “Mannering”; I will have to give that spelling to Hansard as well. 
Hon Dan Caddy: They are just to your right—the terrible Dad’s Army. 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: We will talk over a beer. When the insufferable and pompous Captain Mainwaring 
would make yet another stupid decision, Wilson in his refined voice would say, “Are you sure that is wise, Sir?” 
He would drive Captain Mainwaring to distraction. I am not going to compare in any way the Premier with 
Captain Mainwaring, but I ask: is the Premier wise to make this change? By doing so, members must bear in mind 
that a situation is created whereby the entire Parliament, including every single member of every single party not 
in government, is opposed to chapter 3 of the report. It is not that we want to oppose it permanently, but we would 
like to have more time to discuss it and to consider the ramifications.  
The government has lost an opportunity to get multiple support from various voices, not just the one autocratic 
dictator–style voice from the government. I fear that the danger for the government is that that will be the perception 
in the public, and the government needs to be aware of it. I think it is dangerous. The government could have dealt 
with this entire chapter separately. There is no rush. The government has the numbers. We could have dealt with 
this in a manner better suited as the reviewers of legislation. I understand that the government has taken the stance 
it has because of its concerns about members of the opposition. The government has blamed the necessity for this 
on time wasting and prevarication from certain quarters, but without these amendments to the standing orders the 
government has all the levers of power at its disposal. It does not need to rush into this, and that troubles me. We 
have already given the government a great deal of leeway with the COVID-19 legislation. I think that was a wise and 
prudent course for us to have taken, but I do not feel that we should allow the same latitude without fetter. Effectively, 
that is what we are doing with this motion. If the government wishes to propose a guillotine motion, I would like 
that to be made plain and open. As was mentioned earlier, in the Senate, the guillotine is in place but it has never 
been used, very wisely. I think it is dangerous to allow the possibility of guillotining legislation to be enshrined 
permanently in the standing orders. In the wrong hands, that could cause great damage. I hope the government will 
look at that and reconsider it.  
I think we need to look at recommendations 6 and 7 in more detail. Surely, the government would agree with that. 
As a member of a smaller party, we have the same number of members as the Liberal Party in the other place, but 
that does not make either us or the Liberal Party an even larger party than our electors made us. We would like to see 
the same time allocated to motions on notice. This is one of the few opportunities that we have to propose binding 
votes. I feel it is important that we have that opportunity to debate those issues in suitable detail. I would have had 
difficulty in supporting recommendations 10 and 11. A compromise might have been possible, but that would have 
required a certain degree of collegiality, understanding and support. As members can tell, I am disappointed that 
this will not be the case. 
At various points in the report, references have been made to the standing orders that apply in the Australian Senate. 
I know that we joke, and perhaps half-joke on occasion, about the merits of Western Australia seceding, but in all 
seriousness, having observed the debate in the Senate—I have said this before in the chamber—I am firmly of the opinion 
that we do things better here than in the Senate. I think the Senate should follow our example, not the other way around. 
Do not underestimate the great power of what we have here and how it might help others in other Parliaments. 
We have to speak about what is in the report but also what is not in the report. Two points come to mind. There is no 
mention, for example, of removing or curtailing entirely the opening prayers. I raised that issue in my own submission 
to the committee, which members will find in the appendixes. I thank Hon Tjorn Sibma for his kind words on Tuesday 
about that submission. It was, of course, for the most part, the musings of a new member finding his way in this 
place—I hope I have found it. As it turned out, many of the issues that I raised have since been extensively canvassed 
in this chamber, albeit just on this side of the house—the crossbench and the opposition. One question that we have 
not dealt with, of course, is daily prayers. Whether members agree with them or not, in the context of modernising 
the standing orders and in a multicultural society, I would have expected that we would have at least discussed the 
prayers in this house. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I think you should move that as a separate item at some point. You would have me onside. 
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Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: I thank the minister for that. I shall take that as an order, of course! We could talk 
about that. 
We are not really having a debate here, are we? There is no to-and-fro. It is a dictation on the part of the government. 
I understand that. It is what I would do in the government’s place, absolutely. I do not know whether it comes from 
the idea that the government has the votes, or is it based on a larger insecurity? Does the government want to make 
things stable now for later when the tables are indeed turned? I do not know. My second point is that this raises in the 
public the impression—I hope it is a false impression—that we are being led into an autocratic dictatorship. I know 
that is not the case, but I mentioned yesterday or the day before in one of my contributions that we are at risk of needing 
to revise into English—I spoke in Russian and Chinese—the concept of “we vote yes and there is to be no dissent”. 
That is what we are facing. I just raise this concept, this false perception. Nevertheless, perceptions are important and 
the government is running the risk of awakening the perception that the government is actually an autocratic dictatorship, 
and I think that is most unwise of the government. Once again, Sergeant Wilson will be asking, “Was that wise, sir?” 
We could also talk about the matter of how we deal with questions without notice in the house. There are clear 
guidelines on that in the standing orders. However, a couple of days ago I expected a simple yes or no answer to 
a question I asked to a minister, but the answer I was given meant no and no, although it was couched in language 
that said anything but. Clear answers to clear questions should be the rule. We need to have that set out in the 
standing orders. We need to demand a clear question and expect a clear answer. 
Basically, what I am saying here is that there are plenty of positives in this report that I would happily agree to. 
There are some issues on which I would like a lot more discussion. To be honest, we would all agree that discussing 
these points in more detail would be immensely helpful. However, we will not get that chance. I regret that. In years 
to come, people will find this to be an immense problem. We will look back and say that we wish we had done 
that—we should have and could have. 
This is very much a point I would like to bring forth. I will stand and oppose this very sensible committee report 
not because I think it is a bad report—not at all—but because I cannot agree with it in total, and as a result I must 
reject it all. I actually find putting me in this position confrontational, unsettling and unhelpful. I find it detracts 
from the quality of the conversation we are having about this whole motion and the fullness of time that is needed 
to properly discuss and bring out those small points that even the cleverest among us might have missed. I think that 
is lacking, and I regret that. I think that is a mistake and I ask the government to reconsider its position, but I recognise 
that it probably will not. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon James Hayward): I have some housekeeping to do. Because of the budget 
today, we need to vacate the chamber by one o’clock, which means that at about a minute to one o’clock I will need 
to give the call to Hon Pierre Yang to interrupt the proceedings at that point.  
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [12.18 pm]: Thank you, Acting President, for the guidance on the 
procedure between now and the interval. 
I rise at this point to indicate that I will be opposing the motion that is currently before us. It is order of the day 16, 
for the benefit of the record. The chamber is now considering the sixty-fourth report of the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges, which was tabled on 2 September 2021. On that same day, the most junior member 
of that committee moved a motion seeking that the house agree to all of the recommendations, and that is set out 
at recommendation 1. Regrettably, after that notice of motion was given, realisation occurred that there were errors 
in the sixty-fourth report and subsequently the sixty-fifth report was tabled out of session. Before us now we have 
in effect an amended form of the motion that was originally given notice of. That is the background to the matter 
currently under consideration before the house. 
Ultimately, there are some 38 recommendations under consideration. Again, for the benefit of the record in perpetuity, 
the house is now considering a change of law in the sense of a change to the laws of Parliament, specifically the 
Legislative Council of Western Australia and the rules under which Parliament will operate. That in itself is not 
without precedent, but the manner in which this is being dealt with is at the very best irregular.  
I wish to make a few remarks about the 38 recommendations before us. With respect to recommendation 1, I might 
say that this report is conveniently set out in seven chapters, but the 38 recommendations are housed in chapters 2 
through 6, so they are the five core chapters. In an earlier debate, I referred to that as effectively a five-part bill. In 
chapter 1 is the overarching recommendation, recommendation 1, which states — 

That recommendations 2 to 8, 13 to 17 and 19 to 38 come into effect on the first sitting day of the week 
following their adoption.  

Putting to one side whether members agree that those recommendations set out should be agreed to or not, the proposal 
by the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges that they take effect on the first sitting day of the week 
following their adoption is entirely appropriate and sensible. That would alleviate any problems in the event that these 
recommendations were adopted mid-week. As it so happens, I think there is a view amongst members that this matter 
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ought to conclude today, so, in any event, the adoption and implementation of those recommendations will commence 
when we are next due to sit, which, barring some strange sequence of events, will be Tuesday next week.  
I then turn to the substantive recommendations set out in that chapter 2, which are recommendations 2, 3 and 4. These 
recommendations, or at least recommendations 2 and 3, deal with times when the house will be in session or adjourned 
for a short time, and this is under the broad heading from the committee of “Making more time for core business”. I am 
on the record as saying that no change in times for the Legislative Council, the house of review, will do anything to 
change the work ethic of members. There can be an extra half an hour on a Tuesday to undertake business, there can be 
an extra 15 minutes on a Wednesday and there can be an extra 15 minutes on a Thursday. We can do any number of 
those things, but it will not change the work ethic of those who have been entrusted by the people of Western Australia 
to be members of the house of review, to be the final determiners on whether something becomes a new law that affects 
the people of Western Australia. I have no difficulty in principle with the proposals set out. In many respects, they do 
not surprise me, but it would be far better, regardless of the hours or days of the week put forward, that members as 
a whole lift their sense of responsibility for their duties to the people of Western Australia when it comes to reviewing 
the laws of Western Australia. That will require members at first instance to read and consider the documents before 
them before they hastily agree to them and find at a later stage that there are flaws and amendments needed. As has been 
indicated in this instance, when the ink on the sixty-fourth report was still wet, amendments suddenly needed to be made.  
Recommendation 4, the final recommendation in chapter 2, is perhaps the most peculiar of the recommendations that 
have been put forward. Yes, there are very strong views by members on the recommendations housed in chapter 3, 
which I will get to in a moment, and they have been enunciated over the course of the last couple of days. There have 
certainly been very strong views about that from this side of the chamber. Recommendation 4 is peculiar because, as 
I read it, it says that there is this magical period of time that begins at 4.15 pm on a sitting day and ends at 4.30 pm, and 
during that 15-minute period, something magical takes place whereby it might be appropriate for a number of members 
to be absent on urgent parliamentary business so they can undertake committee business—but under no circumstances 
should that ever happen at any other time, only during this magical period of time between 4.15 pm and 4.30 pm. I just 
find that peculiar. I find it particularly odd. If we had been in a Committee of the Whole House process, the members 
who have assigned their names to that process might have been able to provide some explanation about what they found 
so magical about that period between 4.15 pm and 4.30 pm on a sitting day that they thought justified the President 
granting a committee—not all committees, mind you, but apparently only one committee—to undertake this magical 
process on any day. I find that odd. But it is my expectation that recommendation 4 will hardly ever be used. It is not 
apparent to me why members would need to use it. But if it is used in due course, the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges, under its remit of constantly providing review of our standing orders, will provide some analysis for us, 
and hopefully something more substantial than what is currently before us. 
I move to chapter 3. This is the most contentious chapter because it seeks to implement dictatorial-type rules for 
the chamber. We have had an extensive debate about that over the course the last couple of days, thanks largely in 
part to the work of the Leader of the Opposition who sought to suspend standing orders so we might be able to 
consider this matter in a different forum. He did that on Tuesday, and, if memory serves, yesterday there was 
a subsequent attempt to carve out chapter 3 and its recommendations for further consultation. The will of the house 
is very clear—the record reflects that. Those proposals by the Leader of the Opposition were rejected, and it is now 
clear that those recommendations will become the new norm for the Legislative Council, not just for the forty-first 
Parliament, but in future Parliaments. I, again, anticipate that those future Parliaments will make the most of these 
recommendations set out in chapter 3. Even if they are used in the forty-first Parliament, they will mean nothing, 
because the government would have been able to proceed whether or not they were in place. 
It should be noted here that there will be a maximum 30-minute debate to discuss how long these urgent bills can 
be debated. Of course, members should not confuse that with the 60-minute time period that was proposed by the 
leader of the Greens yesterday. It will be 30 minutes if we are to pass it in the form that is currently before us, and 
members will be able to speak on that debate for a maximum of five minutes. In large part, my views on this chapter 
are already on the record, courtesy of the debates that we have had over the last couple of days. With those remarks 
in mind, I move to chapter 4 of the report that is before us. 
Chapter 4 is titled “Permanent adoption of former temporary orders”. As a matter of principle, I again reiterate that 
when the Legislative Council is looking to change the laws of Parliament and the rules of the chamber, it is good practice 
for them to be tested first as a temporary order, unless there are extremely good reasons not to do so. That requires the 
articulation of those extremely good reasons, which, generally speaking, has been absent in the forty-first Parliament. 
The first of the recommendations in chapter 4 is recommendation 9, which deals with motions on notice. This 
particular process has my support, because in the past, not only at the start of the forty-first Parliament, but also, 
indeed, in a series of previous Parliaments, we have seen how the motions on notice system ends up descending 
into a farce. I thank the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for bringing forward this improvement, 
and if there were an opportunity to support individual recommendations and oppose other ones—incidentally, that 
would be the better approach—I would be providing my support to this recommendation. We have seen in the past 
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that, effectively, there ends up being a competition between the government and the opposition. I say that, reflecting 
on the fact that that has happened irrespective of who has been in government. That occurred when the Liberal and 
National Parties were in government and when the Labor Party has been in government. It occurred when the 
Labor Party has been in opposition and when the Liberal–National alliance has been in opposition. There ends up 
being a farcical race to lodge as many motions on notice onto the notice paper as possible as some form of 
competition. Unfortunately, the existing standing order—not to be confused with the existing temporary order—
does not facilitate debate on current issues, whereas this recommendation would stop the farcical motions race. It 
would stop that particular process from happening and instead fairly distribute amongst members, including the 
government, the opportunity to have a motion on notice debated for a period of two hours, at which time it will go 
to a vote. I, for one, support the fact that those motions go to a vote. When we consider some of the other aspects 
of our business, it is, again, somewhat peculiar that we have these type of debates, particularly on Thursdays, when 
a robust debate takes place and then it just stops and no vote is taken. That is not the case with motions on notice, 
and I thank the committee for now seeking to enshrine what has been well tested over a series of Parliaments—
this idea of a roster and a schedule for motions on notice. 
Recommendations 10 and 11 are consequential to that, because they enshrine the idea that members will have 
a maximum of 20 minutes to speak on motions on notice and that the entire debate will be concluded within two hours. 
Recommendation 12 is simply indicating that the temporary order that was adopted by the house on 23 June this 
year will have no effect from 31 December 2021, because this arrangement will be permanently enshrined and have 
effect from 1 January 2022, a day of the week on which I hope we will not be sitting. 
In chapter 4 a separate portion deals with the consideration of committee reports. I note at this point that it is—
maybe the most charitable word to use would be “cute”—a little cute that the government has decided that now, on 
9 September 2021. It has suddenly re-found its enthusiasm for the sensible provisions set out in recommendations 13 
through to 17, because that enthusiasm seemed to have vanished up until this point in the forty-first Parliament. 
Members might like to reflect on whether any committee reports have been tabled in the forty-first Parliament prior 
to today. I note that today, the Leader of the Opposition tabled a couple of reports of the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission, which I am looking forward to debating. As it so happens, I know that 
there was at least one other matter that was before the house in the forty-first Parliament. As I recall, it happened 
to be a very, very substantial, weighty tome from the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges dealing 
with a highly controversial set of circumstances whereby the government and the Legislative Council were in 
dispute, and that particular report has now been noted and considered by the house. Of course, I would say it was 
convenient for the government that that was all dealt with within a speedy, one-hour process. We will now revert 
back to a far more sensible period, whereby not only will there be an opportunity for members to speak for more 
than 10 minutes should the case arise, but also the debate will not be simply concluded after 60 minutes and the 
ordinary adjournment process will be invoked. I thank the committee for recommendations 13 through to 17 at the 
end of chapter 4. In summary, chapter 4, “Permanent adoption of former temporary orders” has my support. 
We move to chapter 5. The first recommendation in chapter 5 is recommendation 18, which deals with the notion 
of an e-petition. I find it interesting that all of a sudden the members of the procedure and privileges committee, 
particularly those in the majority, have decided to ask us to agree to adopt a temporary order with regard to e-petitions. 
The Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges report states — 

That the Council adopt the following temporary order to be in operation from 1 January 2022 until 
31 March 2023. 

I have no problem with that; in fact, I support that. Let us test the idea of e-petitions, which has been talked about 
for a period of time. The committee’s proposal is to test it by way of a temporary order. Why would we test an 
e-petitions process by way of a temporary order, but not test an urgent bills process by way of a temporary order? 
As far as the majority of committee members are concerned, under no circumstances should we consider an urgent 
bills process by way of a temporary order—no way!—but we should do it for e-petitions. 
I ask members: with respect to the role of the Legislative Council as a house of review, which of the two processes 
will enhance scrutiny of legislation and which of the two will dilute it? I do not think the e-petitions process will 
dilute scrutiny. I am not sure that it will especially enhance scrutiny. Probably the best that I can say with regard 
to the e-petitions process is that it might make the provision of information from constituents to Parliament a little 
more efficient, but, absolutely, let us trial it. Let us have a temporary order. But the urgent bills process that will now 
be subject to ministerial edicts, which plainly dilutes scrutiny, will not under any circumstances, according to 
government members, be considered by way of a temporary order. We will not trial it because the majority, who know 
all, have determined, along with the government, that it is such a good process that it should be enshrined permanently 
in the standing orders, notwithstanding the fact that there is a close cousin to all of that—that is, the COVID-19 
temporary order, which, in the unanimous view of the committee, including the government majority, has not been 
evaluated. It bemuses me greatly that such stark contradictions can be set out in black and white in one report. 
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When I turn quickly to the sixty-fifth report, there is no correction on this point. The sixty-fifth report does not 
suddenly say, “Actually, we made a mistake. There should be a temporary order with regard to the urgent bills 
process.” There is no correction there. Once again I wonder to what extent the majority of committee members read 
the report before they signed off on it and enthusiastically jumped to their feet to say, “I want to move that everybody 
adopt it.” If a lesson has been learnt by this experience and in future members read the documents before they sign 
off on them, some benefit will have occurred as a result. 
Recommendation 19 of the report before the house deals with the issue of strangers. That matter has also been 
canvassed and set out in the report in paragraphs 5.14, 5.15, 5.16, 5.17 and 5.18 and that leads to recommendation 19. 
As far as I understand, the issue of strangers is not something at all unique to this chamber and it is consistent with 
a ruling made by the President earlier this year. 
I move now to chapter 6, “Minor and technical amendments”. My introductory remarks on chapter 6 are this: 
I thank the committee for its work and, in particular, the work of the hardworking staff on the committee. I have 
served in multiple Parliaments on the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges and I know firsthand the 
quality of the support that is provided to members. I thank those staff for participating in this inquiry and in what 
I describe as an unreasonable time frame. It was an unreasonable workload in an unreasonable time frame, but, again, 
if there was not at first instance in the minds of members a substantial work ethic that understands and appreciates 
the work that needs to be done to achieve a particular outcome, we would end up with rushed processes. 
Chapter 6 contains an indication from the committee about the notice of questions process, with which members 
will have now become familiar because each day under formal business the President asks whether there are any 
notices of questions. I do try to ensure whenever humanly possible to be here for formal business every day, but 
to the best of my recollection, I do not think there have been any notices of questions in the forty-first Parliament 
or, indeed, in the 13 years that I have sat through formal business. I can say that it has happened, because to the 
best of my recollection, I remember Hon Ken Travers getting up and giving notice at least once. Whether it has 
happened more than once, I cannot say. Suffice it to say, it is an exceptionally rarely used process and, as quite rightly 
identified by the committee, there really is no need for it any longer, particularly as all members—well, all opposition 
members—will be well aware that there is a capacity to lodge questions on notice to the government by way of 
the electronic system. I certainly encourage government members not to be shy and to lodge questions on notice. 
There is nothing wrong with that. They have a responsibility on behalf their electorates to ask the questions that 
need to be asked. It is okay even for a member on the government backbench to ask a question. Sure, there might 
be ways of crafting the question, but there is nothing wrong with doing that and there is nothing wrong with 
members seeking to use that process. But all of this seems to be saying that there is no longer a need for the utility 
of notice of questions. 
Recommendation 21 refers to the statement on tabling of committee reports. I encourage members to support 
this recommendation. Again, it is disappointing that I will not have an opportunity to cast a vote in favour of 
recommendation 21 in the absence of the duress and undue influence of the government insisting that I do that 
only if I agree to all recommendations in chapter 3. That is a shame because recommendation 21 is eminently 
sensible. Why do we know that? We know that because of the lived experience of this chamber. When committee 
reports are tabled, as has occurred twice today, sometimes the three-minute time limit is insufficient. The two reports 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas, Leader of the Opposition, tabled on behalf of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption 
and Crime Commission today are good examples of reports that can be tabled with a statement within three minutes. 
Why is that? First, it is an annual report process, which we might discuss another day, in which the procedure flows 
from a committee that operates under the standing orders of the other place; and, second, it is a fairly routine report—
important as it may well be—and is clearly able to be tabled with a statement delivered within three minutes. 
The second report was essentially the re-tabling of a very important report from the last Parliament, which, of 
course, the government conveniently never provided a response to. Therefore, this committee quite rightly re-tabled 
it and now seeks a response from the government on the important matters of police oversight. Again, because it is 
re-tabling a report from the previous Parliament, it can easily be done and a statement delivered within three minutes, 
but that is not always the case. Sometimes, some members will have been part of huge committee inquiries. I think 
the Standing Committee on Public Administration did a mammoth report in the previous Parliament on work health 
and safety laws. It is massive. Incidentally, the government has, typically, shown no interest in the report whatsoever, 
and the record reflects some of those responses, but the point is this: my recollection is that Hon Adele Farina chaired 
that inquiry—she was an outstanding member of Parliament—and three minutes did not do justice to that report. 
This recommendation is to allow for five minutes, so that is some improvement, which is certainly better than none 
at all. I thank the committee for bringing it forward and realising that there has been that lived experience. 
We then turn to recommendation 22. I am absolutely agnostic about recommendation 22 because it simply says 
that statements by ministers and parliamentary secretaries need to be limited to five minutes. I think this is the 
point being made by Hon Dr Brian Walker: as a matter of fairness, the same instrument should apply to all members. 
If it is good enough for members of the committee to have to table their statement in five minutes, there is no reason 
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why ministers and parliamentary secretaries should not have to as well. I make the observation that I am not 
sure I have been present when a minister or parliamentary secretary has delivered a statement that is longer than 
five minutes, so I am not sure whether there is any issue here that needs attending to. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Sometimes it feels like it. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: We might not always like to hear what is said. A statement is not to contain a debatable 
matter, but what is and what is not a debatable matter is probably a debate in itself. That said, I am really agnostic 
about recommendation 22. I do not think much turns on it. 
I provide my strongest support for recommendation 23. This will see the deletion of a standing order. The standing 
order to be deleted relates to the allusion to debate in the Legislative Assembly. This has been a highly confusing 
standing order, if ever there was one, about what we can and cannot say. I even recall a ruling that seemed to 
indicate that if we quoted a question and answer from the other place, that was okay, but if we quoted a debate that 
had occurred—say, for instance, a second reading debate—that might be an issue. This seems to be a very good 
improvement. I do not think that anything negative can flow from this recommendation. If there is a matter before 
the other house, so be it. Obviously, the language that we use should be appropriate with regard to that. But 
otherwise, there should be no reason that we cannot be cognisant of matters in this chamber that, if we walked out 
of the chamber, we would be able to talk about and discuss with constituents and the like. If there is a concern about 
something the government is pushing, of course members in this place should be able to speak on those things. 
Therefore, I support the implementation of recommendation 23, albeit that the record will ultimately reflect that 
I opposed this motion in its entirety because of the misconceived recommendations that are found in chapter 3. 
There is nothing new in recommendations 24 and 25. As the committee has said, these are minor and technical 
amendments. They reflect what has been taking place in any event with respect to imputations and the like. 
Recommendation 26 caught my eye because those members who lodge questions on notice will know that there 
has been a quaint process in the house, certainly for at least as long as I have been here, whereby the government’s 
response to questions on notice is given in nine sitting days. This recommendation will make it so much clearer 
by allowing one calendar month, which is how the other house deals with it. I simply make this point, and I say 
this no matter who is in government: members do not have to leave it to the last day. If they have nothing to hide, 
just provide the answer. It is not exclusively the case that every minister deals with this in the same way, but some 
ministers and some departments sit on their answers and they will provide them only on the very last day as though 
there were some kind of game going on. It is a game of accountability to the people of Western Australia. However, 
I have seen other ministers—sometimes Labor ministers and sometimes Liberal–National ministers—provide it at 
the first opportunity. Matters sometimes require more research and data collection, so the officers work hard and, 
once it is available, it should be provided. It should be understood here that recommendation 26 is for ministers 
and parliamentary secretaries to provide an answer at a maximum of one calendar month, not on one calendar month 
or the first sitting day that is impacted by this new rule. 
Recommendation 27 simply deals with matters pertaining to omnibus bills to make it clearer what can and cannot be 
included in such bills. When there is, if you like, a transgression of this rule, it could be remedied by way of a referral 
to a committee. We saw that already in the forty-first Parliament; we have a bill at the moment that would be 
impacted by this recommendation being adopted. From memory, it is the Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) 
Bill 2021. But, in any event, our custom and practice has been for those types of bills to be referred to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation, and that is what has occurred. 
Recommendation 28 primarily deals with the Standing Committee on Legislation and its ability to make amendments 
on bills. Again, a point of contention over some years has been whether it can make those types of amendments and 
recommendations dealing with policy. This will simply make it clear that it all depends on when the referral took place. 
Recommendation 30 is that the standing orders should no longer provide that the Clerk calls the first meeting of 
committees. We all know it is ordinarily a parliamentary officer who is delegated that job by the Clerk. Nothing 
flows from that. It will enshrine the existing practice. 
Recommendation 31 refers to the preparation of a report and the opportunity for the chair to apply what is referred 
to as an electronic signature. Again, as I understand it, this will simply enshrine existing practice. 
I refer to recommendation 32. I do not support recommendation 32 in its entirety. The reason is that this 
recommendation provides that if a committee of the Legislative Council tables a report in this place, it will not be 
considered during the Wednesday afternoon Committee of the Whole House process if it is a report on a bill; if it 
is a report on a motion for disallowance; or if it is a report seeking an extension of time on an inquiry referred by 
the Council. I do not have a problem with any of that, but I am not enthusiastic about the first category; that is, 
when a committee tables a report giving notice of an inquiry that it wants to initiate, we are not to discuss it. We will 
not have the opportunity on a Wednesday to discuss that committee-initiated inquiry. One example is a particularly 
controversial inquiry into the ambulance service, which is being looked into at the moment. We will see what the 
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report says in due course. Why can we not have a debate early on that might aid the committee in its consideration 
of its inquiry? Believe it or not, it might not be only the five members of the committee who have all the expertise 
in respect of the ambulance service of Western Australia. Other members here might know a thing or two about 
that and point the committee in the right direction of stakeholders who should be consulted or they could give their 
own lived experience to the inquiry. If recommendation 32 is adopted, we will not be able to do that anymore. 
This again highlights why the minority of the committee asked us to press the pause button here and undertake 
some further consultation, because some members might listen to that and think that that is fair enough and maybe 
we do not need to curtail discussion on these types of reports. Maybe there is an opportunity for some form of 
discussion about it. But we will not get the opportunity to do that, because we are currently dealing with the “my way 
or the highway” approach. 
Now, regrettably, I have only a short time to conclude my remarks. I am now up to recommendation 33 in this 
38-recommendation report. We see that recommendation 33 deals with the balloting process in the event that one is 
held for the presidency. Again, I do not recall having participated in such a thing, but if this will avoid any doubt, 
that is a good technical improvement. I note also there are some clarifications of what is considered to be disorderly, 
but again no issue flows from that because, as the committee says, it simply improves readability. 
Noting the time, I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later stage of this day’s sitting.  
[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 
[Continued on page 3680.] 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
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