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PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 

Seventh Report — “Enhancing the Legislative Assembly’s Procedures” — Tabling 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [10.13 am]: I present for tabling the seventh report of the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee titled “Enhancing the Legislative Assembly’s Procedures”. 

[See paper 1816.] 

Ms L.L. BAKER: The Procedure and Privileges Committee of the fortieth Parliament has been considering 
a number of initiatives to improve the functioning of the Legislative Assembly. Some are geared towards providing 
enhanced opportunities for private members and members of the public to raise matters of concern about their 
electorates, or to go to government policy and administration improvements. Other initiatives aim at streamlining 
procedures in the chamber to make proceedings more efficient. Finally, and I think most importantly, some 
initiatives seek to make the chamber more inclusive and family-friendly as a workplace. 

At the end of last year the committee compiled a survey that listed the initiatives the committee had under 
consideration. The survey was distributed in the chamber on 29 November 2017 and received a strong response, 
with 50 members—that is, 85 per cent of members in this house—completing and returning the form. The survey 
had nine questions and some sub-questions and different opinions were invited. Seven questions received very 
strong “yes” responses, with 75 per cent or more respondents supporting change. Only one question was strongly 
rejected, and one question was evenly tied between “yes” and “no” responses. We are recommending a trial only 
of those proposals that received the 75 per cent overwhelming “yes” response. The changes required to bring in 
e-petitions and different procedures around managing petitions are very significant and would involve IT and 
staffing issues. The committee has decided to deal with the petition proposals in a subsequent report. 

I will now give a brief overview of the proposed changes for trial next year. Question 1 of the survey proposed 
that sitting Tuesdays commence at 12 noon and conclude at 7.00 pm, with no dinner break but with the government 
retaining the ability to have the house sit longer if required. The committee is persuaded by strong representations 
from Assembly members that scheduling sittings from noon to 7.00 pm on sitting Tuesdays would enable members 
to spend more time with their families, and that family-friendly hours may also encourage more young women and 
men with families to consider entering Parliament. The committee is also of the view that working late into the 
evening is unlikely to be the most productive or healthy way for members to carry out their important legislative 
roles and, whether members have families or not, it is very important to have a work–life balance. The committee 
is even more persuaded of the value of this recommendation, given that next year the Assembly will be sitting for 
24 weeks. 

Although scheduling sitting Tuesdays from noon to 7.00 pm would not shorten the overall average sitting Tuesday, 
the committee is aware that, on occasion, the government may need the house to sit for additional time to progress 
essential business. The committee is of the view that it is appropriate that the government should have that option. 
On such occasions, a dinner break would need to be scheduled from 6.00 pm until 7.00 pm. The committee further 
notes that the government also has the option of sitting late on the following day and that this may prove a more 
appropriate course, as it would provide additional notice to members and catering staff. 

Question 2 was also about family-oriented practices. It recommended that breastfeeding of babies be permitted in the 
chamber, or that breastfeeding mothers be able to lodge a proxy vote with the Whip. Both proposals in the survey 
received a strong positive response from members. One member commented that the inability to feed babies in the 
chamber was currently a barrier to young women entering Parliament. The committee is concerned that the second 
option of lodging proxy votes could be in breach of section 24 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899, 
which stipulates — 

… all questions which shall arise in the Legislative Assembly shall be decided by a majority of votes of 
the members present, … 

Accordingly, the committee recommends the first option: that the breastfeeding of babies be allowed in the 
chamber, but agrees with those members who commented on the survey that bottle-fed babies should also be 
included. Not only should bottle-fed babies receive the same consideration as breastfed babies, but bottle-feeding 
would also enable fathers who are members to engage more actively in parenting their children. 

Recommendation 3 is about streamlining debate. The survey recommended three changes: that the lead speaking 
time on bills and motions be reduced from 60 minutes to 45 minutes; that 10-minute extensions on second 
reading speeches and motions be done away with; and that all third reading speeches be reduced from 
30 minutes to 15 minutes. There was strong majority support in the house for lead speaking times on bills and 
motions to be reduced from 60 minutes to 45 minutes. The PPC considers that even 45 minutes is an ample 
allocation of time and the reduction should not prove a constraint to members when introducing and explaining 
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matters to this house. On the rare occasion when 45 minutes is considered inadequate, members can seek 
a 15-minute extension by leave of the house under standing order 102 or by suspending standing orders for 
a longer extension, if required. 

There was even stronger support in the house to trim third reading speeches from 30 minutes to 15 minutes. The 
committee is firmly of the view that given members currently have the capacity to speak to a bill for 30 minutes 
at the second reading stage, and will still have 25 minutes if the recommendations are accepted, and can make 
unlimited five-minute contributions during consideration in detail, there should not be a need for members to speak 
for a further 30 minutes at the third reading stage. The committee further notes that in some parliamentary 
jurisdictions such as New South Wales it is not open to the house to have a third reading debate if a bill has not 
undergone consideration in detail. The committee, however, accepts the suggestion made by one member on the 
survey form that lead speakers be permitted 30 minutes at the third reading stage. Considering that ministers often 
have to summarise and respond to members’ concerns and contributions, there is merit in this suggestion and, for 
balance, the lead opposition speaker should also have the opportunity to place on the record a full summary of the 
opposition’s position. 

With respect to part (b) of the question, eliminating ten-minute extensions, the committee accepts that there is 
strong opposition to removing the extension. We note, however, that a number of members suggested on the survey 
that a shorter extension would help to streamline the debate but still give the members time to wrap up. 
Accordingly, the committee recommends trialling five-minute extensions.  

Recommendation 4 deals with increasing members’ opportunities to speak in the chamber. The survey proposed 
that grievances and ministerial responses to grievances, which each have a time limit of up to seven minutes, be 
reduced by one minute each. Making this one-minute reduction to the current four grievances a week and responses 
will enable one additional grievance each week. The survey proposed that this extra grievance be given to the 
opposition. The PPC considers that reducing the grievance and response time to six minutes would provide ample 
time for a member to put their case to a minister. Over a parliamentary year, this very slight reduction provides 
20 additional opportunities for opposition members to raise a matter of importance with a minister.  

This recommendation also deals with enhancing members’ speaking opportunities in the chamber. The survey 
proposed that members’ statements be increased from 90 seconds to two minutes and that the number of members’ 
statements should be increased from six to ten a week. Members’ statements provide an opportunity for members 
to raise topics not normally accommodated by debate in the house—in particular, to raise matters of interest or 
importance to their electorates. This committee considers that 90 seconds is too short for a statement. The result is 
that members tend to rush them and, on occasion, the statements are delivered so quickly that they unintelligible! 
By contrast, brief ministerial statements, which have a three-minute time limit are seldom rushed. The committee 
would like to trial two-minute statements and see whether this assists members not only to make a more significant 
contribution to proceedings, but a more dignified one. The committee is keen to increase the total number of 
members’ statements, given to us. By adopting this proposal, members would be able to make an additional 
80 statements over a typical 20-week sitting year, which is a considerable number. 

In conclusion, the PPC considers that the amendments to the standing orders recommended in its report will assist 
in the more efficient passage of bills and motions in the house, and provide members with increased and enhanced 
opportunities to raise matters of concern to themselves and their constituents, and will help to make the chamber 
a healthier and friendlier place.  

The PPC recommends that its proposed changes to the standing orders be trialled during the 2019 sitting year, with 
members deciding at the end of the trial period whether they wish to make some or all of the changes permanent. 
The committee also recommends that a short member survey be undertaken at the midway point in the trial to 
check for improvements or additional changes that could potentially incorporated into the second half of such 
a trial.  

The PPC encourages this house to act in respect of these recommendations. As I said, various actions in the trial 
reflect the desire of more than 75 per cent of us in this house, and that includes regional members. The environment 
in which we tabled this report is one of unprecedented public scrutiny and concern, and it is not just about the 
behaviour of members and their ability to fairly and rationally represent our community, but about the 
family-friendly nature of Parliaments. In this house, gender representation is currently at an all-time high—
32 per cent of us are women in the WA Parliament, and overall it is 31.5 per cent. We also have more young MPs 
and more young MPs with babies and young families than ever before. This morning, the Premier recognised the 
seventy-fifth anniversary of the election of Dame Dorothy Mary Tangney to the Australian Senate, making it the 
first time a woman spoke in the federal Parliament. The evidence is clear: wishes, dreams and lip-service do not 
bring us any closer to gender parity. It takes genuine commitment and concrete action from our political parties to 
achieve this. The Premier went on to say that the obvious reality is that the culture of the party matters when 
recruiting candidates and it matters that women are recruited to winnable seats. Members, the culture of this 
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Parliament matters. It matters who sits here, and what matters most is that we have an environment and a workplace 
that is fair and equitable to all of us who come to this place. 

Finally, I commend the report to the Premier of Western Australia, the leaders of this house, to the respective 
leaders of the Liberal and National Parties and to all of us members in this house. 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [10.26 am]: I wish to make a brief statement about the report. Obviously, it is a really 
important report. As a member of the committee, I would just like to add my thoughts. Firstly, I would like to say 
that the member for Maylands gave a very comprehensive statement. I certainly support the changes proposed in 
the report. I think it is really important that we have the one-year trial period and that we have the opportunity to 
review things after six months, just to get feedback about whether a few things are not liked by some members. 
That will enable us to readjust. Probably the most important thing about this is that we need to adapt to the times. 
The world is changing. Almost every day we see different issues arising, and I think it is important we adapt to 
the times.  

Probably for me as a regional member, the most important thing is to take into account consideration of regional 
members. Obviously, the majority of regional members get back to Perth on a Monday night, but I think it is really 
important that we take into account that occasionally they also come up on Tuesday morning. In light of next 
year’s program, with us looking at going from 21 sitting weeks to 24, I think it is important that the 
Leader of the House takes into account that we do not flow on on a Tuesday night, extending the day again. We 
will have reallocated the start time to sit from 12 noon to 7.00 pm. I know there is a lot of legislation to get through, 
but there is also an increase in the number of sitting weeks. I think it is important that this is taken into account 
and we do not just say that we need to get a lot of legislation through, so we will have to go to midnight, as we did 
on Tuesday. I can see that the Premier is in agreement with that! It is important; it is a serious matter. We will need 
to increase our productivity. I think that is most the important thing. Part of that is not extending sitting really late 
on Tuesday night and then that flowing on into the week ahead. This is a concept we have introduced to hopefully 
take that into account.  

Another thing I want to emphasise—I think the member for Maylands also pointed it out—is that 32 per cent of 
members are women and some members have young families. We need to take all these things into account. I think 
this is quite a good compromise. Certainly, we have the opportunity whereby we can give feedback after 
six months of the trial and then we can look at it again at the end of the 12-month trial period. 

I would like to speak about a couple of other things, such as reducing some of the speaking times. I guess being 
a new member, maybe I was slightly oblivious when I first came in here about the length of time that people spoke 
and the likes of the 60-minute lead speaking time. I believe that if we cannot say it in 45 minutes, something is 
wrong. I think that is an important adaptation, and again we have that opportunity to look at it again after the trial 
period. But probably the most important thing is that a very large majority of our members responded to the survey 
and we have taken into account what those members have said. Really, all our recommendations have come about 
from at least a two-third majority of member responses. I think it is good that we have taken that into account. On 
that 45-minute limit, my statement is that sometimes less is more. That would make our speakers focus on what 
they are saying and make sure that they get their points across early in their speeches. 

The member for Maylands spoke about the extra opportunity for members to give two-minute statements, rather 
than 90-second statements. A really important aspect is for opposition members and members of the government, 
for that matter, to have more opportunity to speak. I note that the Speaker claims that he has the record for the 
most names that anyone has been able to get out in 90 seconds, which is an unenviable record. I think the trouble 
is—I have fallen into the trap—that we are trying to give recognition to a lot of people and a lot of names and that 
90 seconds just does not give us that opportunity. I think extending it for another 30 seconds is a good point. It 
will make it much better for Hansard reporters, I might add, because they would struggle to record some of the 
names at different times. I think that is a good movement. 

Also, I think the opportunity for an extra grievance is fantastic. Having made a grievance here this morning, I think 
it is a great opportunity to get a good honest response from a minister for something on behalf of our constituents. 
I very much agree with that. I think that we are moving into contemporary times. I am in agreement with the 
recommendations on breastfeeding and bottle-feeding. That is a sign of moving with the times. 

In summary, it is about us responding to modern-day times. All members had the chance to fill in the survey and 
it is great that the majority of members took that opportunity. It is a trial, so we have the chance to readapt as we 
go on. Finally, I thank Isla Macphail and also Kirsten and Scott as executive support for the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee, because they put in a lot of work to correlate all these responses. I congratulate them for 
the work that they have done in support of the committee. 
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