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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 
Recommendation 1 — Adoption — Motion 

Resumed from 22 June on the following motion moved by Hon Kyle McGinn (Parliamentary Secretary) — 

That recommendation 1 contained in the sixty-second report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges, Interim report—Review of standing orders (speaking times), be adopted and agreed to. 

HON KYLE McGINN (Mining and Pastoral — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.30 pm]: I am very happy to 
stand today to talk on the brilliant sixty-second report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, 
Interim report—Review of standing orders (speaking times). I am sure members have had an opportunity to peruse 
the report and will have discovered some very useful information. I believe that the committee did a good job in 
reporting to the house in the time that was given. I want to thank all members of the committee, including, obviously, 
the President, Hon Tjorn Sibma, Hon Dan Caddy and Hon Martin Aldridge. I should probably also thank myself 
while I am at it! As members will see, we went straight into the inquiry and the report contains some very interesting 
facts and information surrounding the history of the time limits for members to speak on bills, particularly within 
Western Australia. It was a good history lesson on the speaking times in not only the Western Australian Parliament 
but also houses in other Australian jurisdictions. Members will find upon reading the report some very interesting 
facts that they may not have been aware of prior to this inquiry. 
Paragraph 1.7 of the report, under the heading “History of speaking times limits for Bills in Western Australia”, 
sets out very briefly where we have come from and how we got to where we are today. It is interesting to see 
that this house started with a 30-minute limit on each member’s speech in any debate before the house—that is 
where it originally started in the Legislative Council—and a time limit of 10 minutes for each contribution in 
Committee of the Whole House. It is intriguing that the original decision of this chamber was not to have unlimited 
speaking times but to restrict them to 30 minutes for each member. I think it is interesting that back then that 
was agreed to. 

I move now to paragraph 1.12 of the report, which states — 
On 19 September 1989 the Council referred proposed Standing Order 63A to the Standing Orders Committee. 
This new Standing Order sought to permanently enshrine the speaking times under the sessional order in 
the Standing Orders. The Committee recommended that proposed Standing Order 63A be adopted but 
that unlimited speaking times should be removed and that all Members should be subject to a specified 
speaking time limit. The Council accepted the Committee’s recommendations with the exception of the 
recommendation to abandon unlimited speaking times. 

There has been discussion and debate on this recorded throughout the history of this chamber. What we currently 
have and what I found interesting is the number of lead speakers and deputed speakers who come up in this chamber. 
For example, within this chamber, as it states in paragraph 1.18 — 

The current effect of Standing Order 21 is that nine of thirty-six Members have unlimited speaking time 
on the second and third reading of a Bill: 

I thought that was interesting. In my experience of serving only one term in this house and being allowed 45 minutes 
in which to orchestrate my argument on a bill, I have not been in the position of wanting to speak any longer to get 
my argument across to the chamber. The report also highlighted that there could be other motives for speaking longer, 
as members will understand. 

Paragraph 1.20 states — 

All Members have unlimited 10 minute opportunities to make contributions during Committee of the 
Whole House. 

I think it is important that scrutiny of a bill is not restricted by any means within the Committee of the Whole House 
stage. The process that everyone has seen—even in the forty-first Parliament—in which we go through a bill leaves 
it very open to a member to ask any question that they like about a bill and to speak as many times as they want to 
stand. That leads to some astoundingly long clause 1 debates, which I have been privy to in this chamber. Towards 
the end, the report says — 

The Committee notes the largely consistent approach of Australian Upper Houses to the Committee of the 
Whole process. The Committee is of the view that no change is required at this time to the existing time 
limits on speaking in the Council during Committee of the Whole House, which currently provide for 
unlimited periods of 10 minutes for all Members. 

That is a really significant finding of the committee, which stipulated, as I said, that there was no view that we 
should change the Committee of the Whole House process. 
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Another interesting point was made about first readings. The report says — 
Since the new Standing Orders were adopted in 2011 there has been no debate permissible on the first 
reading of a Bill. Prior to this, a Member could only speak to the first reading of a Bill that the Council 
did not have the power to amend. 

Therefore, since 2011, there has not been a debate on the first reading of a bill — 
The Committee notes the consistent approach of Australian Upper Houses to first reading debates. The 
Committee is of the view that no change is required to the existing practice in the Council regarding first 
reading debates. 

Again, I think that is a really good finding by the committee. Its source was information available from other 
Australian parliamentary jurisdictions. Appendix 1 of the report shows a real understanding of where the rest of 
Australia is heading and there is a comparative analysis of speaking times. That provided a legitimate method to 
work through the process of coming to the recommendation in this report. According to the report — 

The experience in the Council has been for expansive second reading debates and for limited, if any, third 
reading debates. 

That has been the history of this chamber. Paragraph 1.28 states — 
The Committee notes that two central issues arose in debate on the referral of the motion to the Committee 
about speaking time. The first is the existence of unlimited speaking times for some Members and the 
second is the time allocations for other Members and how much time is necessary to make a contribution 
on a second and third reading debate. 

Paragraph 1.29 then states — 
The Committee notes that unlimited speaking times for all Members have been dispensed with in 
three jurisdictions—the Senate, New South Wales and Victoria. Two jurisdictions have unlimited speaking 
times for all Members—South Australia and Tasmania. The Council is the only Upper House jurisdiction 
that provides unlimited speaking time to some Members and limited speaking time to others. 

The only place in Australia where there is inequity in speaking times is in this Council, which is interesting. 
Paragraph 1.30 states — 

In those Houses that have removed unlimited speaking times, the initial decision to do so was heavily 
debated and subject to a division. 

I find it amazing that in 2021 we are talking about potentially getting rid of unlimited speaking times. If members 
were to guess when the Australian Senate had that debate and made that decision, I do not think anyone would guess 
that it was 1919. In 1919, the Senate decided that unlimited speaking times were not appropriate and it moved 
forward to get rid of that. For me, that was interesting. If members take a closer look at appendix 1, they will see that 
for the majority of proceedings in the Senate, members have 15 minutes in which to orchestrate their argument. The 
Senate is obviously a bigger chamber than our Legislative Council, but in turn I think the Senate itself probably 
wants to see legislation move through quickly to ensure that it is able to do its job. 
We then move through the report to paragraph 1.35 — 

The Committee explored a range of issues relating to unlimited speaking times. The Committee notes 
that the Council does not routinely collect data on the length of second reading debates and speeches. 
That has been noted by the committee. 

Paragraph 1.36 states — 
The Committee recognises there may be additional sources of data that might inform consideration of best 
practice. These include personal experience, the impact on the length of debate, analysis of type or content 
of debate on speaking times, international jurisdictions and other influences such as political imperatives. 

That is an interesting point. We know that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges was charged by 
the house as follows, as outlined in paragraph (4) of the motion — 

The Committee is to provide an Interim Report on recommendations in respect to speaking time limits 
by 22 June 2021. 

The committee was also charged with, as outlined in paragraph (1)(b) of the motion — 
reviewing and adopting best practice from other Upper House Chambers in Australian Parliaments, 
including the Australian Senate. 

As I said earlier, if members look at appendix 1, which is a comparative analysis of speaking times, it is legitimate, 
in my view, to come to the conclusion that is outlined in paragraph 1.40 of the report, which states — 
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A majority of the Committee is of the view that a 45 minute time limit should replace existing unlimited 
time limits for second reading speeches and the second reading reply. The Committee notes that this is at 
the upper end of time allocations for those jurisdictions that do not have unlimited speaking times. The 
Committee also notes that Standing Order 22 provides that a Member can seek leave for a further 15 minutes 
of speaking time when a 45 minute speaking time allocation has been exhausted. 

It is interesting. I am aware that there have been some conversations behind the chair and that an agreement may 
have been reached about a 60-minute speaking time for the lead speaker and 45 minutes for other members. My 
view is that with the evidence within this report, and particularly paying attention to the comparative analysis in 
appendix 1, there is definitely an argument about unlimited speaking times and their relevance in today’s day and 
age within this chamber. I am happy to know that in this report, the majority of the committee was able to form the 
view that unlimited speaking times should be dispensed with. It will be an interesting step forward for this chamber 
to be able to also take on board and acknowledge what will happen from here if these changes are accepted. 
Paragraph 1.38 states — 

The passage of the motion referring this matter to the Committee demonstrates the will of the Council for this 
Committee to explore best practice relating to speaking times. The trend in recent times is for Upper Houses 
to implement shorter time limits for second reading speeches. 

Really, all we will be doing is following the trend in other jurisdictions within Australia. This is not new. This is not 
groundbreaking. In 1919, the Senate made this decision. We are not in new waters so far as breaking out and having 
our own little party. 
The committee also touched on third reading debates. The report refers to standing order 141, “Scope of Third 
Reading Debate”, which states — 

The debate on the third reading of a Bill — 
(a) shall be limited to the contents of the Bill as agreed by the Council prior to that stage; and 
(b) shall not introduce new arguments or otherwise expand the debate. 

Paragraph 1.45 of the report states — 
Appendix 1 shows that other Upper House jurisdictions do not distinguish between speaking times for 
second and third reading debates. 

The report goes on to say in paragraph 1.46 — 
The Committee is of the view that the Legislative Council should maintain the existing practice of having 
identical speaking times for second and third reading speeches depending on the type of Member. 

Again, that is leading us along the path that other jurisdictions have taken. We are not changing the world here. 
Paragraph 1.50, under the “Committee of the Whole House” section of the report, is worthy of note. It states — 

The Committee is also aware that there may be an interrelationship between the limiting of second reading 
speeches and the length of the Committee of the Whole stage and the Committee will undertake to monitor 
this in the remaining stages of this review. 

It will be interesting to see that monitored into the future, as I said before, with changes coming in, and seeing 
where other changes may happen within certain sections of our legislation debate. 
The report states at paragraph 1.51 — 

A majority of the Committee recommends: 
Obviously, there is also a minority report. The report goes on to outline recommendation 1, which states — 

That Standing Order 21 is amended by deleting the section headed “Bills (Second and Third Reading)” 
and inserting in its place: 

Bills (Second and Third Reading) 
It goes on to say mover, 45 minutes; lead member, government or opposition, 45 minutes; party leader or member 
deputed, 45 minutes; other members, 30 minutes; and mover-in-reply, 45 minutes. 
I state again that, to me, it is a success that we have reached the position of talking about dispensing with unlimited 
speaking times, because that is the trend. That is where it is heading. We have found in the analysis of speaking 
times a legitimate method, in my view, by which we can move forward, as the Senate did in 1919, and bring 
ourselves into 2021. 
I will not touch too much on the minority report; it is what it is. But I feel that the difference is that the majority of 
the committee was looking at what I believe the committee was charged with, which was to look at other jurisdictions 
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and find a path forward on speaking times. I feel as though the committee has done a great job in putting this report 
out in the time frame that it had. I look forward to listening to the rest of the debate, and once again I thank the 
committee members for all their support and help. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [3.46 pm]: I am a bit concerned about 
how much time we have left for debate, so we will see how we go, but in the brief time I have available I want to 
make some comments around the recommendation made in the sixty-second report of the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges. 
It would be no surprise to members to remember that this was an incredibly rapid and rushed report. Members 
might remember that I moved a motion during the original debate that the reporting time for this inquiry by the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be extended in order to enable it to do a fulsome report on speaking 
times in the Western Australian Parliament. That was noted in a couple of places in the report mentioned by the 
mover of the motion. I refer in particular to paragraph 1.4 of the report, which states — 

The Committee notes the short reporting deadline for this Interim Report. In this short period, the Committee 
has not been able to consider all 33 time limits in comparison with the other Upper Houses in Australia. 
Consequently, the Committee has had to carefully consider the scope of this Interim Report. 

Obviously, this committee had a very targeted scope. That was mirrored in the excellent minority report put forward 
by Hon Martin Aldridge and Hon Tjorn Sibma, which noted in paragraph 1.9 — 

An amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition to extend reporting timelines in relation to this 
inquiry was defeated along party lines, notwithstanding that there was universal support for Standing Order 
review. 

I note that there was actually support for that across the chamber. Paragraph 1.10 states — 
The PPC was afforded just eleven business days to inquire into and report on the matter of speaking time limits. 

Paragraph 1.11 states — 
The PPC, constrained by the reporting dates, did not advertise its inquiry, or seek or receive submissions 
prior to reporting to the Council in this interim report. 

This is a reflection, honourable members, on the opinion of five members of this Parliament. I think that needs to 
be remembered. It has always been the tradition in this place that changes to the standing orders are done with 
consultation and by consensus. We would have to say that although there was no opposition to this inquiry going 
forward, it was an incredibly short time frame, even to the point that I was drawn to write to the President in 
her role as Chair of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, asking for the way in which opposition 
members, retired members, even retired government members, and government backbenchers, might contribute 
to this particular examination. I wrote on 15 June and received a reply on 17 June—last week. It was a very short 
letter in response. It stated that given the short reporting period for the committee to provide an interim report 
on speaking time, the committee resolved not to seek submissions at that time. However, the committee intended 
in due course to call for submissions and consult on the broader review. That is obviously the focus to get this 
thing done and dusted. It was an immensely hasty process. It would have been good for the committee to have the 
time to give due and proper consideration to speaking times as well as the broader reform of the standing orders 
of this house. 
I note that in the Interim report—Review of standing orders (speaking times) of the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges, as mentioned by the previous member, a range of speaking times is listed in the comparative table 
in appendix 1 on page 7. The New South Wales Legislative Council has unlimited time on the second reading and 
third reading stages of bills. I note also that the Legislative Councils of South Australia and Tasmania have unlimited 
times for second reading and third reading stages, private members’ business and the Committee of the Whole. 
There is an enormous amount in the comparative table to indicate there are plenty of unlimited time frames in 
Parliaments around Australia. For the member to suggest that this is not a significant change, there are plenty of 
examples around Australia where unlimited time frames remain. To some degree, the question before us is whether 
shortening the time frames will accelerate the passage of bills. That was a large part of the debate. As I said during 
my speech when the terms of reference for this inquiry were moved, in my view the Parliament of Western Australia’s 
Legislative Council has not been tardy in comparison. When we look in detail at the figures presented by the 
Leader of the House, if we take out an election year and the year in which we debated voluntary assisted dying, 
this Parliament, and the Council in particular, has performed fairly well. Reference is made at footnote 16 on page 5 
to a report by David Blunt called The impact of the introduction of time limits on debate on government legislation 
in August 2011. It is a very good report and it states in its conclusion — 
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Parliamentary time is a limited commodity and its allocation will always be subject to competing demands. 
The introduction of time limits on debate on government legislation appears to have had a limited impact 
upon proceedings in the NSW Legislative Council. 

In my view, it is not the case that if we put these in place, we will suddenly change the rapidity in which legislation 
passes through the house. I know that those in the lower chamber love to throw rocks at us and suggest that the 
opposition in this house has held up legislation. Even in the last Parliament, when there were 18 opposition members 
in this house, which included a large crossbench, the Liberal and National Parties did not hold up legislation through 
numbers at any point. This is about the process by which legislation is put forward. I disagree strongly that this 
will make a significant difference to the progress of legislation; however, we shall see. 
In my address on the motion, I spent some time on the Committee of the Whole House. I note the comments of the 
Leader of the House, who said in reply that she did not intend to curtail committee deliberations and, in particular, 
clause 1 debates. I note that the report that is before us deals with the Committee of the Whole House on page 6. 
The report states — 

The Committee notes that some jurisdictions limit the ability of a single member to make consecutive 
contributions to a single question in Committee of the Whole House. 

That is an issue I raised strongly during the debate; it is incredibly important. The report continues — 
The Committee is of the view that no change is required at this time to the existing time limits … 

I think that is good. However, paragraph 1.50 makes me nervous, as it states — 
The Committee is also aware that there may be an interrelationship between the limiting of second reading 
speeches and the length of the Committee of the Whole stage and the Committee will undertake to monitor 
this in the remaining stages of this review. 

I think there is some degree of threat in that if the committee stages pick up the difference because people do not get 
the information they require in the second reading debate because their time is limited, there is a risk to the committee 
stage of the debate. That would be incredibly concerning. 
I note that the minority report supports the continuation of the current practice until a fulsome review is completed, 
and in recommendation A recommends that the reporting date be extended to 3 December. It gives some details as to 
what that debate should look like, including having reasonable interaction. I think they are good recommendations. 
The opposition is supportive of a fulsome review of speaking times and, in fact, of the standing orders of this house 
in general. We said so during debate on the referral of this matter to the committee. I am of the view that the time 
frames put forward for the original report were too tight. We need to look at a more fulsome review, and I support 
such a review. The opposition gives notice that that is the direction we would like to take. Having said that, if a more 
fulsome and proper review is unable to be generated, I have given an undertaking to the Leader of the House that 
we will seek to move to amend the recommendations to give a longer time frame, but not significantly longer, to 
speakers in the house. Obviously, that is a compromise, but it is better than what we were presented with. It is not 
my ideal, but the compromise would be an improvement on the recommendations of the majority of the committee. 
I ask all members to give serious consideration to whether that is an appropriate outcome. This process should have 
taken far longer and it should have been far more detailed. It is prescribed to deliver an outcome. Having said that, 
we will make the best of what we can in the circumstances, given the unfortunate numbers we face before us, and 
we will do our best to look after the interests of oppositions into the future to the best of our ability. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.57 pm]: I rise to speak to the sixty-second report of the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges, which was tabled yesterday in this forty-first Parliament. It is a report of an 
inquiry that has had a life span of less than three weeks. Members will recall that on 3 June we had the unprecedented, 
or highly irregular, situation of having two sitting days in one. That was due to the government’s insistence on that 
day that the highest priority of the McGowan government was to see this review conducted within a truncated period. 
That is the report before us. One paragraph in this report piqued my interest; that is, paragraph 1.14 on page 2. 
It states — 

On 15 August 2002 the Leader of the House proposed to limit speaking times for all Members to 45 minutes 
and limit adjournment debate contributions to 10 minutes. The matter was referred to the Procedures and 
Privileges Committee on 21 August 2002. 

It is unfortunate that Hon Kyle McGinn is away on urgent parliamentary business; otherwise, I would be keen to 
ask him whether he has had the opportunity to peruse and consider the debate that took place on 15 August 2002. 
The honourable member was keen to take us back to the days of the Senate when members were perhaps transporting 
themselves by horse and carriage, but he has not felt it necessary to bring to our attention the more recent debates 
in this chamber—in fact, during the course of this century. 
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Being a keen student of history, when I looked at that debate on 15 August 2002, I noted that there was an honourable 
member by the name of Hon Kim Chance. He was at that time a member for the Agricultural Region and Hansard 
records him as the Leader of the House. Members will be aware that at that time the Australian Labor Party was the 
government of the day. I found it interesting to note that the then honourable Leader of the House made these remarks — 

We must look at the standing orders in a spirit of cooperation. The Government will keenly listen to the 
debate, and will contemplate amendments if they are the will of the House. However, we must look at the 
proposed changes in a sincere and cooperative way.  

I have never met Hon Kim Chance, but it strikes me that those comments that he made on 15 August 2002 are entirely 
consistent with the ordinary culture of the Legislative Council. On that same day, the Leader of the Opposition 
was a gentleman by the name of Hon Norman Moore and he made a contribution. I will draw to members’ attention 
one particular portion of his contribution on that day. He said — 

To try to make us like the Assembly, where everybody is constrained to what they can and cannot do by 
some standing order, just makes us another Legislative Assembly. That is not what we are here for. If the 
Government wants to make us into a pale imitation of the Legislative Assembly and then abolish us 
because we are irrelevant and unnecessary, then say so, because that is the ultimate scenario. If this House 
does not have a different role from the Assembly, it might as well not be here. 
… 
This is a different Chamber; it should have different rules to meet its particular requirements. If the 
Government wants to properly review legislation, the person who is charged with promoting the Bill and 
providing the opposition opinion on the Bill should have as much time as he needs to do that. 

A week or six days later, in 2002, the debate continued. I just want to quote from one further member. This will be 
the last member whom I quote with respect to this debate. I am interested to know whether Hon Kyle McGinn has 
had the opportunity, in the less than three-week period to conduct the review, to read the transcript of the debate 
that took place in 2002. For his benefit, I draw to his attention the remarks of Hon George Cash. I wish to associate 
myself with the portion where he said — 

It has been put to me that one of the reasons some members want to see the reduced speaking times is 
that it will save them doing any work on issues for which they are responsible. If they are limited in time 
they will just come in here and speak for five or 10 minutes, or whatever the allocation might be. A speech 
of that length would not require too much research, but it is different when a member has responsibility 
for a Bill. 

I pause there to make the observation that I am not sure whether Hon Kyle McGinn has had the responsibility of 
handling a bill. Nevertheless, I move on and note that he said — 

Right now I have responsibility for the taxation Bills that have been with the Standing Committee on 
Legislation for the past three or four months. That raft of Bills will take more than 45 minutes to explain and, 
if the House wants them explained in a proper manner, it will surely provide the time so that members will 
fully understand what is being proposed, first by the Government and, secondly, by the Standing Committee 
on Legislation. The Labor Government in the other House has sent up incomplete or incompetent legislation 
and has relied on the upper House to fix it and to make good the problems. We have only to read the 
Treasurer’s comments about the taxation Bills to see that he concedes that on a number of very important 
clauses he expects the upper House will take various matters into account and address the questions. 
I believe we are doing that in a very competent way. 

I think it is always instructive to be a good student of history, not a poor one. If we are going to change the current 
process, we have to understand why it was created in the first place. I found those remarks in the 2002 debate by 
Hon Kim Chance, Hon Norman Moore and Hon George Cash particularly instructive.  
I will just make this final observation: I am disappointed that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges 
failed to consult members prior to tabling the report. I say that in a respectful way. I acknowledge that the five 
members of that committee were constrained by the time limit imposed. That was a decision of a majority of this 
house, not a unanimous decision, on that peculiar day, 3 June this year, when the government invented the notion 
of having two sitting days in one. It was because of the decision made on that day that the committee had less than 
three weeks to do its work. I say this with respect to those honourable members and the hardworking staff who 
would have had to work in an expedited fashion. Nevertheless, I fail to see how complicated it would have been 
for the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to pick up a pen and write a letter to the 36 members of 
this chamber and ask them for their views on this issue. If the government’s resourcing of the Legislative Council is 
so poor that we no longer have any pens of a blue or black variety that can be used by the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges in order to provide such consultation, I am very disappointed that the McGowan government 
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has put its foot on the hose to the Legislative Council—if that is the reason. I do not know why members were not 
consulted. I go back to the comments made by Hon Kim Chance, when he said on 15 August — 

We must look at the standing orders in a spirit of cooperation. 
I think that the other c-word I would use, as well as “cooperation”, is “consultation”. I think that they go hand in 
glove. I am very disappointed that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges has not consulted with 
members. That said, I note the recommendation that has been made by the majority of the committee. As a former 
member of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, where work has been often done on a consensus 
basis, I think it is significant for members to note that this report contains not only a majority recommendation but 
indeed has appended to it a high-quality minority report. I thank the authors of that minority report for taking the time 
to do that, particularly given the circumstances they would have found themselves in. I make the observation that 
the minority report, as it appears to me, simply suggests that it might be worthwhile for the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges to have a further opportunity to consider this matter until 3 December 2021. It is not 
apparent to me what would be lost by that. Nevertheless, we need to be only a weak mathematician to understand 
what the outcome will be. If members were under any illusion, they need only to refresh themselves with the 
sequence of events that took place on 3 June this year.  
In conclusion, I note that the majority recommendation suggests that lead members have no more than 45 minutes 
in which to speak on second reading and third reading debates. I note the comments made by Hon Kyle McGinn 
who, to the best of my recollection, has never had responsibility for a bill in his one-and-a-bit terms in this Parliament. 
I can speak as a member who has had to do that on multiple occasions, and I can indicate that a lot of work is done. 
To borrow a phrase from the Commissioner of Police, who we discussed last week, do not expect me to do my job 
half-baked. I will not. Regardless of the outcome of today’s debate, that will not change. The McGowan government 
can expect to continue to have the highest level of scrutiny put upon its legislation. 
I hope that in the forty-first Parliament there will be a change in culture within the McGowan government that will 
see members of the cabinet moving outside their silos, looking into the silos of other ministers, and asking some of 
the questions that need to be asked. If the cabinet ministers are unwilling to do that, I hope there will at least be some 
courageous members in the Labor caucus who will be prepared, within the confines and privacy of that environment, to 
ask the questions that need to be asked. If neither of those groups are prepared to do that, the people of Western Australia 
can rest assured that the alliance opposition will definitely do that, regardless of the outcome of today. 
In closing, I indicate that my preference would be for the house to agree with the minority recommendation and 
allow further time for this to be considered. Nevertheless, I have every confidence that, regardless of the outcome 
today, the McGowan government can expect full scrutiny of all its legislation. 
HON DAN CADDY (North Metropolitan) [4.11 pm]: I really do not know where to start. I have in my hand 
a consensus-agreed amendment—it has been circulated—to a recommendation of a committee report that has 
a minority report attached to it. These are, indeed, strange times. It is not lost on me, either, that the failure of the 
committee to reach consensus over two weeks stands in stark contrast with the ability of this house to reach a very 
quick agreement on an amendment within a couple of hours. That is disappointing. 
Hon Nick Goiran pointed out that the committee was acting on a motion of the house. The motion on 3 July was 
a vote of the house, and the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges is a subcommittee of the house. The 
motion had several parts to it. I will not speak to all of them; Hon Kyle McGinn went through them in some detail, 
but I will speak to some of them and I will speak to the report as a whole, including the minority report attached to it. 
I go back to contributions made by members on 3 June. Several members spoke at length about the time frame that was 
put on the initial interim report, and it is an interim report. As outlined at paragraph 1.1 of the report in front of us, the 
committee was charged with reviewing standing orders with a view to modernisation of procedures through a review of 
other upper houses in Australia. That is it, in a sentence; this was the task that this committee was charged to do. 
Further to that, the motion from the house asked for an interim report on speaking time limits, and the committee 
was given a short time frame, but that was one small component of a much larger review for the committee to provide 
a recommendation on. The committee had two weeks, as has been discussed, to look at this element. What happened? 
I will tell you what happened. The honourable Chicken Littles on that side of the chamber lost their collective minds. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I have listened to the member in silence, but I do not think the reference “honourable 
Chicken Littles” is appropriate for this house, and I ask the Deputy President to rule on it. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Noting the time, and given that other members want to be heard on this point of 
order, I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells.  
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  
[Continued on page 1898.] 
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Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm  
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