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STANDING ORDER NO 73, AMENDMENT 
Amendment to Question 

Resumed from 15 August on the following motion moved by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) - 

That Standing Order No 73 is amended by - 
(1) Repealing paragraphs (a) and (b) and substituting the following - 

(1) In the House, a member may speak - 

(a) to a question, including an amended question if the member has not 
spoken to the original question, for not more than 45 minutes; 

(b) to the question for adjournment of the House under SO 61 for not 
more than 10 minutes. 

(2) A member who has spoken to the original question may speak again to a 
proposed amendment for not more than 30 minutes. 

(3) A member may speak in reply for not more than 45 minutes. 

(4) In a Committee of the whole House a member may speak to a question any 
number of times for not more than 10 minutes on each call. 

(2) Redesignating paragraph (c) as subclause (5). 
(3) Adding the following subclause - 

(6) At the expiration of the time stated for each of the following debates the 
question is to be put and determined: 

Question      Max time 
Adjournment under SO 61    40 mins 

Special adjournment under SO 61(d)(ii)  20 mins 

SO’s suspension without notice - SO 433  60 mins 
On the question to the motion “that the amendments proposed to Standing Order No 73 be agreed to”, Hon 
Norman Moore moved -  

To delete all words after “be” and substitute the following - 
referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for consideration and report.   

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [4.10 pm]:  Members will recall that last Thursday, the Leader of 
the House moved a motion to amend Standing Order No 73.  For those who are interested, Standing Order No 73 
deals with the time limits of speeches.  The Leader of the House spoke for some time on the proposition and the 
Leader of the Opposition responded.  A fair amount of comment was made on why Standing Order No 73 should 
or should not be amended.  In his concluding comments, and in a very reasoned manner, the Leader of the 
Opposition moved that the proposed amendments be referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges for consideration and report.  At that stage I was given the call.  I indicated to members that whether 
or not they think the standing orders in this place are perfect, they are the bible for the management of this 
House.  Coupled with presidential rulings and the customs and practices of this House, the standing orders 
represent the rules under which this House is run.  I made the point that members of Parliament need to have 
confidence and faith in the standing orders and the interpretations that are given to them by the President from 
time to time, because once members of Parliament lose faith in the standing orders, the House itself will descend 
into chaos and the management of the House will be compromised.   

In the past, the usual practice has been that amendments to standing orders be referred to the former Standing 
Orders Committee, which is now known as the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  The purpose of referring 
amendments to that committee is to enable members of the committee and other members of this House who 
indicate an interest or who are invited to attend committee meetings to fully understand the proposed 
amendments and the implications that flow from those amendments.  As the President is the chairman of that 
committee, it has been the custom in the past to enable informal discussion so that all members, whether or not 
they be elected members of the committee, are given an opportunity to ask questions and seek responses.  They 
have been handled in a bipartisan way.  In the main, amendments to standing orders that have been agreed by the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee have generally been agreed to by the House without a great amount of time 
being spent on them.  The process of dealing with those amendments is that the President takes the Chair in 
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Committee and then allows members to speak to the proposed changes as though it is the committee stage of a 
Bill.  That allows members to ask or reconfirm questions they might have and the President, as chairman of the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee, to provide answers.  It also enables members of the committee to provide 
their views.  It is the usual case that those amendments are agreed to.  If any amendments to standing orders are 
agreed to by the House without great contention, the good faith that members have in their standing orders can 
be retained.   

It now seems that the Leader of the House believes that he should come into this place, move amendments to the 
standing orders and then hope that, by weight of numbers, those amendments will be carried.  The other day I 
pointed out that if we were to deal with that, it would cause members to seek greater interpretation of the 
standing orders, and that is a time-consuming procedure.  However, if members do not understand or do not have 
confidence in the way in which standing orders are formulated, they will require greater interpretation of the 
rules.   

It seems that there has been a decree from the Legislative Assembly indicating that some ministers in the 
Government in the Legislative Assembly believe that the standing orders of the Legislative Council should be 
changed.  They have not given any great reason that the standing orders should be changed, and it seems that 
they are to be changed for the convenience of the Government.  Members will recall that when the current 
Government was in opposition, the now Premier was very effusive on the importance of the Legislative Council 
as a House of Review, in which Bills and other matters can be scrutinised.  He also made it very clear that he 
believed that matters should not be rushed; they should be properly considered and then reports brought to the 
House for consideration.  From what we hear from certain government ministers in the Legislative Assembly, it 
seems that they have lost faith in the ministers in this House carrying out their assigned tasks.  The Legislative 
Assembly wants to direct the ministers in this House on the general management of the House.  That is a move 
that is destined to fail, because whether or not the current Labor Government wants to believe it, if there is not 
some comity between the Houses, both Houses will end up failing in the longer term.  

The Legislative Assembly - when I say “Legislative Assembly”, I mean some government members in the 
Legislative Assembly - seems to think that the amount of time for which members in this House can speak on 
Bills should be restricted.  Again, I contrast that situation.  When the current Premier was in opposition, he 
believed that members of the Opposition in this House should be able to debate fully and scrutinise very properly 
the legislation and other issues that come before this House.  I pose the question: why the change?  The answer is 
that the Government in the lower House wants to ram through its legislation, whether or not that legislation is 
competent.  It then wants it transmitted to this House and it wants this House to rubber-stamp what the 
Legislative Assembly has already agreed to.  It wants to destroy the capacity of this House to be a House of 
Review, in which legislation is scrutinised.  I do not believe that that is in the interests of the people of Western 
Australia.  It is a massive reversal of the Premier’s position when he was in opposition now that he is in 
government.  Clearly it is based on the premise that the Premier wants to silence the upper House.  He finds it an 
inconvenience.  He finds that it consumes time and, in the words I heard him say on radio this morning, delays 
the Government’s legislative program.  In fact, he referred to it as a reform program.  Why the change?  Why is 
it that, in opposition, the Premier wanted Bills properly scrutinised, but in government he wants them rammed 
through this place without any consideration? 

I should point out - certainly not to this House, because all members are aware, but to members of the lower 
House - that the composition of this House has changed dramatically in recent years.  There are now 13 Labor 
members, 12 Liberal members, five Greens (WA) members, three One Nation members and one National Party 
member.  In my rough calculation that makes five separate parties.  Within those parties, where it is permissible - 
and I know it is not permissible in the Labor Party - members can present views on various issues that they want 
to provide to this House so that they properly represent their constituents.  Again, that is proper.  The position 
has changed from the old days of the Liberal Party and the Labor Party being the only parties that had to be 
considered when it came to speaking times.  There are now five parties and, as a result, if every party determines 
that it will speak on an issue, it will take longer than it might have taken before. 

The proposed changes to Standing Order No 73 deal in the main with the fact that certain Bills come into this 
House - the Address-in-Reply is another matter - on which members are entitled to speak for 60 minutes; other 
Bills normally attract a 45-minute maximum speaking time.  The Leader of the House proposes that speaking 
time on all Bills and the Address-in-Reply be cut back to 45 minutes.  I think the Leader of the House has said 
that if a member cannot say it in 45 minutes, it is not worth saying.  That view is somewhat new to the Leader of 
the House, because I remember that when he sat in the seats now occupied by Hon Barry House and then the 
Leader of the House, he used the unlimited time that was available to him on the Bills that he was in charge of to 
give the House the benefit of his considerable experience on the issues involved.  Without wishing to flatter the 
Leader of the House, most members listened to what he was saying; they actually thought he had something of 
substance to say. 
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Hon Peter Foss:  I did groan before he started. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That was because the member knew he would take some time, but in the main there was 
substance in what he said.  No-one jumped up and said that the Leader of the House was speaking for too long.  
Members conceded that there was a need for things to be said. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We were often entertained as well. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  We were. 

Hon Kim Chance:  But you have to admit that I have consistently held this new view for 18 months now. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do not object to that, and I hope I can get to it in the limited time I have, because the 
position of the Leader of the House has changed a number of times in the past 18 months.  I agree that when the 
Labor Party came to government, he woke up soon after being appointed Leader of the House and said to 
himself, “Well, I certainly can’t have members talking the way we used to talk when Labor was in opposition.”  I 
believe he would have thought that and decided that he had to do something about it, but his position on time 
limits has changed.  The Leader of the House has had negotiations with a number of the parties in this House 
over the past 18 months.  He has had negotiations with the Leader of the Opposition.  Certain agreements struck 
with the Leader of the Opposition have been changed.  That is the point I am making when I support this 
amendment, because I believe it is proper that it go to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, so 
that the various issues can be raised in an informal way and there can be some resolution to the argument.  I 
could put a proposition to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges that there be unlimited time for 
all speakers, but I know that that would not win the day and would not be carried, so I will not bother, but some 
propositions could be put to improve the situation for all members in this House. 

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.  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. 

The Government cannot have it six ways.  It cannot have the Legislative Assembly pass pathetic legislation that 
is clearly full of holes, send it up here and expect it to be repaired, so to speak, and turned into reasonable 
legislation and then sent back within 24 hours.  We have a committee system to consider legislation. 

The question of productivity was raised, and it seemed that the Leader of the House was arguing that 
productivity in this place should be judged by the number of Bills that are passed in any one session.  I disagree 
entirely.  Productivity should be judged on the quality of the Bills that are passed by this House.  I go one step 
further.  Some years ago when I was first elected to the Legislative Assembly, Lang Hancock rang me and asked 
if I would see him.  I was a relatively young member in those days - about 37 or 38 years of age - so he probably 
thought there was still some hope for me, having just been elected.  He said to me, “I want to have a talk to you, 
because before you get caught by the processes of Parliament, before you fall into the trap of most other 
members, I want to say that if you spent the rest of your time in Parliament repealing legislation rather than 
enacting new legislation, you would be doing the people and industry a favour.”  As a relatively young member 
of Parliament, I believed he was absolutely right: we do not spend enough time repealing legislation.  Every day 
in this place we pass legislation.  What does it do?  It imposes more red tape on the people and industry generally 
in Western Australia.  We think we are doing a good job, when all we are doing is requiring additional public 
servants to be employed to manage and supervise the various rules that we have agreed to.   

One proposition I should also mention is that perhaps the Leader of the House, the minister or the member in 
charge of a Bill or the Leader of the Opposition should be given unlimited time in which to speak.  That is one of 
the propositions that I would put to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for its consideration.  It 
is a reasonable proposition.  The point I make is that if the Government wants to maintain faith in the standing 
orders, members need to understand what they are all about.  If people form the view that amendments are being 
rammed through, that will cause a greater amount of time to be spent having them interpreted.  The Leader of the 
House might indicate whether he will support the referral of this matter to the Procedure and Privileges 
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Committee.  If he agrees, I am prepared to encourage the House to get it to the committee as soon as possible so 
that it can be dealt with expeditiously and returned to this place with some sort of report and recommendation.   

Hon Kim Chance:  We will not be supporting the referral to the committee.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  When members seek an interpretation of the standing orders, I hope the Leader of the 
House will be able to offer a competent view of their meaning.  Members are entitled to look to the leader to do 
that.  The President’s job is simply to confirm an interpretation.  As long as the leader understands that more 
time is likely to be spent interpreting standing orders than is currently the case, that is his decision, not mine.   

Hon Kim Chance:  That is my view now.  It is possible I could be convinced to support the referral, but I would 
need some undertakings before I did that.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  What sort of undertakings?   

Hon Kim Chance:  I would want undertakings about the amount of debate involved when the report was 
presented to the House.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  In the past it has been limited.  The purpose of sending it to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee has been to invite other members to sit around the table and gain an understanding of the 
amendments.  In the past, that has alleviated the need for a great deal of time to be spent on debate when the 
report was introduced by the President as chairman of the committee.  

The Leader of the House has been a member of this place for a fair while.  I do not know whether he thinks he is 
an expert on the standing orders.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I am certainly not.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  He may not be an expert, but he has some knowledge of them because they have been in 
front of him for 12 or 14 years.  He has had reason to know them because of the positions he has held in this 
place as Leader of the Opposition and Leader of the House.  Other members in this place have been more 
recently elected and it has not been their job to study the standing orders at night to get a clear understanding of 
their meaning.  In fact, many of the more recently elected members approach the Leader of the House, the 
Leader of the Opposition, long-serving members or me - because I have some working knowledge of the 
standing orders - seeking an interpretation of a standing order.  I am generally able to convince a member that he 
may be misinterpreting something and should not waste the time of the House seeking a ruling of the President 
that could be provided informally.  That has happened in the past and it has saved the time of the House.   

Ramming the amendments through on the floor of this House without giving more recently elected members the 
opportunity to sit down, think about them and hear from others with a little more experience what they mean 
would defeat the objective.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I concede the logic of the argument.  However, I am not interested in engaging in a referral to 
the committee that will create an order of the day when we consider the committee’s report that will be used 
further to hold up the Government’s business.  If we had an agreed time - two or three hours - to discuss the 
committee’s report, that would be fine.   

Several members interjected.  

Hon Kim Chance:  In that case, I have a different view.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Leader of the House says he wants a commitment.  I am sure that that can be 
arranged, because there are five spokespersons for the respective parties in this House who can discuss these 
things with the Leader of the House.  To refuse to send it to the Procedure and Privileges Committee on the basis 
that he is not sure how long a debate might take in due course is totally illogical and defeats the purpose of what 
we are trying to achieve.  

Hon Kim Chance:  It was realism born of experience.  

Hon Peter Foss:  If you want to do it here, we will all stand up and speak for 45 minutes on this amendment and 
anything else that comes up.  However, if it were to come back from the committee, we would be able to speak 
for only 10 minutes and the debate would be concluded after an hour.  We would not make the same sort of 
speeches.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You have convinced me.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I have a certain reluctance in saying that, because I want to speak for 45 minutes on this issue. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Bring it on and we will support you; you have convinced me.   
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  Sending it to the Procedure and Privileges Committee will save the time of the House in 
the long run.  It does more than that; it will also retain the confidence and good faith in the standing orders that is 
necessary if we want this place to function in a reasonable manner.  If I thought that we could actually achieve 
our objective by agreeing to it in the form proposed by the Leader of the House, or even with some amendments, 
I would agree to the proposition now.  However, I genuinely believe that other members are seeking more 
information about the propositions the leader has advanced.   

When the leader moved the motion, he did not go into great detail about what the proposals would do.  He 
probably did not do that because he assumed that because he knew everyone else should know.   

Hon Kim Chance:  This motion, or something very similar, has been on the books for many months.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It has never been discussed.  That is the point.  In the end, I am interested in moving 
matters through this place, but in that process they must be subjected to proper scrutiny.  I am also interested in 
maintaining the standing orders in a workable form.  I have some understanding of what can happen once people 
lose faith in them.  I do not think there is any cop in that.   

The leader should send the issue to the Procedure and Privileges Committee and allow the President to invite as 
many members as are interested to attend the meetings.  I am not speaking for the President, but that will be a 
decision for him in due course, and it is a proposition that I will put to the committee anyway.  I believe that we 
will be able to come up with a reasonable compromise - it will not be a unanimous position.  However, in my 
view, it will be a fair and reasonable position, having regard for the requirements that the community places on 
us as members of Parliament to properly consider legislation and other issues that come before this House.  
Nothing is perfect, but it will be much better than ramming it through.  There is no need for me to speak forever 
on this proposition because, if the leader does not send this issue to the Procedure and Privileges Committee, he 
will be making a grave error.  He will waste the time of the House and, more than that, an obligation will fall on 
his shoulders, as the Leader of the House, to interpret standing orders properly when questions are raised.  It is 
not for the President to do that in the first instance; it is a minister’s duty to tell the House whether he believes 
and why he believes he is operating within the standing orders.  It is then up to the President, if there is a dispute, 
to make a ruling.   

I encourage members to support the referral of this matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  They will 
have an opportunity to attend the committee’s meetings and learn about the real effect of these amendments.  
They will also be able to put amendments - if they have any - to improve the proposition and come back here 
with a report in the most reasonable time frame possible.  When the matter comes to this House - if we have 
some sort of consensus within the Procedure and Privileges Committee - we will not have to spend hours 
debating it again.  In the past, as chairman of the committee, the President has given a general outline of what the 
committee has agreed to and made it very clear to the House that there has been full and proper discussion - the 
best that is possible in that forum.  In the past, the House has accepted that from the President, as Chairman of 
the Standing Orders Committee, because the House knows that the President - as is the case with any other 
Deputy President or Deputy Chairman - has an obligation and a responsibility to see that the standing orders are 
written in a way that can be reasonably understood by everyone in this place.  I urge members to support the 
amendment so that we can get on with the job of cleaning up this matter. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [4.41 pm]:  I am familiar with the content of this proposal to change the 
standing orders because, although it has been mentioned on a number of occasions by speakers from the 
Opposition that this is a new proposition, it is not a new proposition inasmuch as the amendment to the original 
standing order proposal, which was in my name, has been sitting around for over a year.  I also remind 
honourable members that I have spoken on this issue on a number of occasions.  It is not as if the issue about 
speaking times has not been aired.  Five parties are now represented in this Chamber, which has changed its 
make up in recent elections.  There is now a concerted effort for those parties to review the legislation and sort 
out existing problems, from the point of view of not only the parties but also those of the community, which is 
feeding into the electoral process.  Given the standard of drafting of some of the legislation - a matter on which I 
agree with the Opposition - that is an extremely useful process for the welfare and the wellbeing of the people of 
Western Australia.  However, it probably argues that now is the time to deal with some of the historical 
anomalies.   

People might assume that a party like the Greens also wants unlimited speaking time, but that is not its view.  
The original amendment dealt with a historical anomaly in that the National Party still had unlimited speaking 
time.  Now, other parties that are represented in the Legislative Council have more members but less speaking 
time.  Instead of the Greens insisting on more speaking time, our amendment initially dealt with what we 
believed were historical anomalies.  Quite frankly, the amendment has nothing to do with people not wanting to 
do the work.  The old saying goes “I would have written a shorter letter but I did not have the time.”  That means 
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that it is and should be possible to present an argument succinctly and to provide the main points.  However, that 
takes some organisation.  It is not that a more complex issue requires more time.  It takes time to organise one’s 
views so that they are presented succinctly.  There are not many conferences these days in which people are 
expected to sit around for an hour and a half listening to a speech, because that is longer than most people’s 
attention span.  At important conferences dealing with complex issues, speakers are asked to present their views 
succinctly and in less time rather than more.  That requires time and organisation of behalf of the people 
preparing and presenting the arguments. 

Both sides of the argument about whether this motion should be referred have been presented to the Greens 
(WA).  The proposal that all elected members should have equal speaking times is a relatively simple one 
compared with all of the standing order changes with which we normally deal.  Generally speaking, the answer 
is either yes or no.  Hon George Cash has said that there are shades of grey and other proposals might be put by 
way of a proposed amendment.  However, given that this proposal has been tabled for over a year, it is not a new 
proposal.  I know that because I have spoken on this issue on a number of occasions.  In the end, the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee will decide on whether all parties can have equal speaking times.  The complexity 
might come down to what other alternatives are put to the committee.  However, of all the kinds of standing 
orders changes we have seen pass through this place, this is relatively straightforward.   

I am not sure of the history behind changes to standing orders or whether all changes have always gone to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee.  Members can correct me if I am wrong, but I believe we have passed 
changes in this place by vote during the past year without their going to the committee.  I recall Hon Norman 
Moore mentioning that he had made an agreement with the Leader of the House on the standing order proposal 
that was previously on the books.  It is not that it was not going to be voted on; it is just that this is not an 
amendment with which the Opposition is currently agreeing.  I will go back a step.  It is true that leave was 
denied for the changes to that original standing order motion and yes, it was me who denied that leave, but I did 
that for a range of reasons, one being that I had the amendment on the books and it had not been considered.  The 
second reason was that, given this matter involved everyone in this Chamber, it appeared that there was an 
agreement between the Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition and nobody else was taken into 
consideration when it was made, which was not a good way to make changes to standing orders.  If we need to 
consider ways in which we can make changes to standing orders, that was not a good model on which to base 
those changes.  At least this matter will have had some debate now, and that is better than what was going to 
happen the last time.   

I am still listening to the debate.  I have heard the Leader of the House change his opinion a number of times on 
whether the reference to the committee is good a thing.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Not a number of changes.  I have gone from no to yes because I was convinced by Hon 
George Cash’s argument.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I am sorry, I stand corrected.  From the point of view of the Greens (WA), this is a 
relatively simple proposal that has been around for a considerable length of time.  Whatever happens, we would 
like the change dealt with expeditiously because it deals with a historical anomaly.  It is about the best and fairest 
way of dealing with legislation in this House, which is well overdue. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.48 pm]:  I have listened carefully to many of the comments on 
this matter.  During the last session, I remember speaking to the Leader of the Government and regretting that 
some of the speeches took as long as they did.  The comments I made to him then were that I thought that 
perhaps it would be far more efficient if some of the speaking times were reduced. 

I take this opportunity to thank Hon George Cash.  In times past when I have asked him for advice he has 
warmly and completely offered it.  I also thank the President and the Clerk of the House for the advice and help 
they gave new members during the last session of the House.   

The points raised by Hon George Cash in referring this issue to the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges are very sound.  There are more issues than I first envisaged when I spoke to the Leader of the House 
some months ago.  It will be to the benefit of the House to have the issues discussed fully by the committee.  I 
have been disturbed lately by some of the comments made in the other place about the commitment of the 
Legislative Council.  It would be beneficial for members to think very carefully about any improvements to the 
procedures of this House.  I support the issue being referred to the committee. 

Question (amendment to motion) put and passed. 

The PRESIDENT:  The amendment refers to a referral; therefore the principal proposed amendments stand 
referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
 


