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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES — STANDING ORDERS REVIEW 

Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [7.41 pm]: I move —  

(1) That the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be required to undertake a 
comprehensive review of the standing orders of the house with a view to modernising the 
procedures of the house.  

(2) The committee is to report to the house not later than 2 March 2010. 

Members might be aware that when we debated the sessional orders a week or two ago, I indicated it was my 
view that the proposed sessional orders should be referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges to consider in the context of the existing standing orders and to try to come up with a new set of 
standing orders by early next year, and for those new standing orders to be put in place for next year’s sittings. 
As the house is now aware, we did not proceed to sessional orders so we continue under the standing orders; 
however, I still believe very strongly that the time has come for the standing orders of this house to be brought 
into the twenty-first century and, indeed, in respect of some, to be brought into the twentieth century.  

This is an opportunity for the house to say to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges that we want 
it to sit down and do the work that is necessary to redraft our standing orders. It will not be an easy task as a lot 
of work needs to be done. But I know that, in the past, Laurie Marquet and, now, the new Clerk have given a lot 
of thought to what needs to be changed. A lot of the standing orders are obsolete and can be easily gotten rid of, 
but the arguments will be to a large extent about the way the house functions, the time frames of the house’s 
operations and how we go about doing our business; and some of the fundamentals of standing orders will 
obviously be retained. I am keen for this motion to be agreed to and for the house to require the committee to 
begin the task. With a proposed reporting date of 2 March, not a lot of time is attached to this. I understand, 
however, that if it takes longer than that, it will, but I really hope that we can regard this as being something that 
has a degree of urgency if we want this house to have a set of standing orders that delivers not just what the 
government wants, but indeed what the opposition wants and, even more important than that, what individual 
members want. We need to try to have a house that does the job of review that it is set up to do and, at the same 
time, gives the government enough time to have its legislative program considered and gives the opposition and 
other members enough time to promote the causes that they wish to deal with in this house as well.  

It is an interesting task, and I think that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges is the appropriate 
committee to do this. There have been some suggestions about cooption to this committee so that the leaders of 
the various parties are involved. I am happy for that to happen, but I am not sure whether I want to make that 
part of the motion; however, that is for the house to decide. Without making any comment on that, other than to 
say that I think the leaders of the parties need to be involved if not during the process of its deliberations, then to 
give their advice at the end of the process, I do not have a particular view one way or the other on that. But I 
would like to get this process started and, if nothing else in this term of Parliament, we will have a new set of 
standing orders for the Legislative Council.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [7.45 pm]: The opposition will be 
supporting the motion. The Leader of the House certainly flagged early on in our conversations how he might 
address both potential sessional orders and standing orders, and that this might be the path that he took to refer 
the broad, expansive review of all of the standing orders to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
I do not take issue with that. It was a bit disappointing that we were not able to engage in more discussion 
between when we had our initial meetings back in May and when the sessional orders appeared on the notice 
paper before us for debate.  

It is more than time for us to look at our standing orders and to modernise them. It is quite a radical thing for this 
house to consider an expansive review of its standing orders. Perhaps it would be unkind if I said that it was 
surprising that this motion was moved by Hon Norman Moore because he is not known for his radical action —  

Hon Norman Moore: I am a serious radical greenie! Didn’t you know! I am warm and fuzzy.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: — unless, of course, members read The West Australian and have no sense of irony.  

Hon Norman Moore: I have a serious sense of irony. A lot of my friends did not and they asked, “What’s 
wrong with you? Have you joined the Greens?”  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I have always thought the Leader of the House was an eco-terrorist!  

Hon Simon O’Brien: We had to restrain him from running down to City Beach to save that whale!  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will bet the minister did!  
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I commend the Leader of the House for moving this motion, because it is long overdue. I know from some of our 
conversations that there are some questions to be determined about the structure of the standing orders and 
whether the bits that we use most should be at the end of the document. I do not get particularly excited about 
that kind of debate, but I am excited about the opportunity to properly address standing orders about how we use 
the house to ensure that we deal with matters expeditiously, in particular. It is a nonsense that a ministerial 
statement or a committee report can sit on our notice paper for years before we get to debate them. Obviously, 
they were tabled in a timely manner for the purposes of either the content of the ministerial statement or the 
committee report, and it seems unfortunate that we have not been able to find a way before now to think about 
how we might discuss those things in a more timely fashion.  

Of course, in considering our standing orders we will address the issue of sitting hours, family-friendly notions 
and all the rest of it, and I encourage that kind of debate.  

The Leader of the House referred to certain people being co-opted, and I had raised this in our conversations 
behind the chair.  

Amendment to Motion 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I note that the Leader of the House said that he did not want to include it in the motion, but 
I do, and I move — 

After line 3 — To insert — 

(2) That the Leader of the House, the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Giz Watson and 
Hon Wendy Duncan be co-opted members.  

In speaking to the amendment, I indicate that I think it is important that those people are engaged in the 
conversation. I do not want us to find ourselves in the position, when we come back in March—hopefully at the 
beginning of March—in which the leaders look at the results of the work that has been conducted and say that 
they do not like this, that or the other, and we effectively start the process of negotiation once again. We need to 
have their buy-in from the beginning of this exercise, and that will ensure that the results of the report are those 
that are genuinely able to be acted on as quickly as possible once the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges concludes its work. For the purposes of that review only, I am seeking to ensure that all the leaders are 
there. It may be that particularly the Leader of the House, given that he is a minister of the state, is not able to 
participate in every meeting. I understand that, but it is important that we have buy-in from the beginning and do 
not put this aside and not think about the results until March and then effectively start again, perhaps cherry-
picking the bits that appeal and those that do not. It is critical that all of us are engaged, and that is what my 
amendment seeks to canvass. I am aware that there was a proposition—I do not know whether it is formally 
before the house or is done informally—that the leader of the Greens, Hon Giz Watson — 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I said the wrong word in “leader”. I meant to say the person at the front of the collective at 
this moment!  

Someone has told me that there is a proposition before us, which may already have been acted upon, that Hon 
Giz Watson be co-opted onto the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for its ongoing purposes. If 
that is the case, I can amend my amendment. The point of the amendment is that the respective leaders buy into 
this process from the beginning so that by the time the work is completed there will be no need to restart the 
negotiations, perhaps with someone who was not engaged in them from the outset. I am happy to support the 
motion. I look forward to the outcome and to a genuine engagement with members about how to make the rules 
by which we conduct ourselves a bit more up to date. I hope that the house will support my amendment to ensure 
that the leaders are formally represented in those conversations by being co-opted onto the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges for the purposes of this review. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [7.50 pm]: The Greens (WA) are very keen to support this 
referral. It is sufficient to say that it is timely to review our standing orders. That has been talked about for the 
entire 12 years that I have been a member. I am also very happy to participate in this process in whatever 
capacity is open to the collective that is the Greens. Collectives do not have a front; they are circular. It is a bit 
hard to define the front of a circle! Nevertheless, a review of the standing orders has been mooted for a while. 
Having been on the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for some time, I make the point that it is 
frustrating when the committee does its work and it takes quite a while for its work to be implemented in the 
house—sometimes it does not even get implemented. 

I concur with the comments of the Leader of the Opposition that it would be useful to involve representatives 
from each party in the process. I do not mind whether that is done by way of supporting the amendment to the 
motion or whether it is done informally, as long as there is an agreement about how it will be done. 
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Hon Norman Moore: I will go along with the amendment. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Hopefully that will provide an opportunity for consensus. Therefore, the adoption of any 
recommendations of the standing committee could, at least theoretically, be done efficiently once the report has 
been tabled. I look forward to this inquiry, as long as we do not spend too much of the summer recess doing it. 

Hon Liz Behjat: There is nothing more important. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: There are a few things more important, but maybe the member has not been here long 
enough! 

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Mining and Pastoral — Parliamentary Secretary) [7.53 pm]: The National Party 
also supports this motion and the Leader of the Opposition’s amendment to it. My understanding of the standing 
orders is not as good as that of other leaders in the house, but I believe that there is certainly room to amend and 
modify the standing orders and I look forward to taking part in those deliberations. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [7.53 pm]: I am happy to support 
the amendment. Originally, I believed that it was probably time for the Leader of the House to butt out of this 
matter and allow some of the more progressive members to get involved in the review of the standing orders. 
However, there is probably some benefit in involving in the review of the standing orders someone who has 
witnessed them operate in various incarnations for 32 years. I am happy to be involved. The Leader of the 
Opposition is correct in saying that we will have to work out the party positions about these matters ahead of 
making a final determination of what the standing orders might contain. 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. Those members who sit in opposition will eventually sit on the government 
benches, so let us get it right in the first place. 

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. That is why I did not proceed with the motion to 
introduce sessional orders, even though in retrospect I believe that they might have been passed if I had tried to 
move them again. If one party does not want them, it is not something that I intend to impose upon the house. 
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. We will accept the 
amendment and I thank members for their support for the motion. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended, Resumed 

Question put and passed.  
 


