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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The President (Hon John Cowdell) in the Chair. 

Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Standing Order No 73, Time Limits on Speeches - Fifth 
Report 

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  In view of the fact that we are now beginning an hour earlier, will the President 
indicate to me at what time this session will conclude?  Will it conclude at 12 o’clock or - 
The PRESIDENT:  No, it will run for an hour. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As the Deputy Chairman of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges and 
the person who presented the report to the House, I move - 

That the recommendations of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, Report No 5, be 
adopted and agreed to. 

I will make some general comments about this matter.  Members will be aware that Standing Order No 73 deals 
with the time limit on speeches.  For a long period in the Legislative Council, unlimited speaking time was 
granted to any member on any subject.  However, over the years that has been narrowed significantly, and today, 
in the main, members are granted 60 minutes on some motions and Bills, but for other motions and Bills, 45 
minutes is granted.  There is, however, in Standing Order No 73 an exception that allows a minister or member 
in charge of the business comprising the subject matter of the debate, or the Leader of the Opposition or the 
Leader of the National Party of Australia, or any member speaking on behalf of the said leaders, an opportunity 
to have unlimited time.  That has been the situation since 1989 - I think that is when that change was made to the 
standing orders. 

At that stage of the game, it was always assumed that the Leader of the Opposition, as the Leader of Her 
Majesty’s Opposition in this place, should be afforded the courtesy of unlimited speaking time on all major 
debates in this place.  When I say that, I am referring to major motions and Bills that were before the House.  
That did nothing more than to replicate the position of the ministers who were in charge of Bills, or other 
members who were in charge of motions, because they too had unlimited time.  It was thought at the time that 
the Leader of Her Majesty’s Opposition had a responsibility, on behalf of the Opposition, to respond to the 
propositions that were put forward by government ministers in the main in respect of motions and Bills.  At that 
time, there were more members of the National Party than there are today.  I must say that the Liberal Party, as 
the official Opposition in those days, was not in coalition with the National Party in 1989; that occurred when we 
came to government in 1993.  However, it was agreed in 1989 that the Leader of the National Party should also 
enjoy unlimited speaking time for motions and Bills with which he wished to deal. 
For the past 12 years or so, I believe the system of speaking times in this place has worked reasonably well.  
However, on very few occasions there has been what might be described as an abuse of the standing orders; that 
is, an abuse of the privilege of unlimited speaking time that has been afforded to the Leader of the Opposition.  I 
speak in particular of the debate on the native title issues between 1993 and 2001.  There were a number of 
Leaders of the Opposition in that period, but Hon Tom Stephens is the Leader of the Opposition to whom I refer.  
He spoke for hour after hour, and, it seemed to me, day after day, on issues related to native title.  He argued at 
the time that he had a particular interest in that subject and that he should be able to get across and have recorded 
his views, notwithstanding that some members of the Chamber believed that there had been significant repetition 
hour after hour and, indeed, day after day.  Hon Tom Stephens decided that he wanted to give an extended view 
on other Bills as well.  The current Leader of the House, Hon Kim Chance, was not only a Leader of the 
Opposition during that time but also a member who did a considerable amount of research on the subjects in 
which he was involved in the House, and from time to time he also gave the House -  

Hon Kim Chance:  The benefit. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  - the extended version of his knowledge in the form of speeches and, as he has just 
interjected, the benefit of his knowledge on those matters. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  That was about the dairy industry. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The dairy industry, yes, but the fisheries department was another area about which Hon 
Kim Chance was concerned at the time. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  He cast a wide net. 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  He cast an extremely wide net and caught very little at the time.  On coming into 
government, I thought that perhaps he would take up those various issues that he had failed to catch, so to speak, 
in opposition.  However, as the Leader of the Opposition has said, how things change when members move from 
one side of the House to the other!  Those very serious matters about which we heard so much, and at great 
length, when the Labor Party was in opposition seemed to fade into insignificance when it became the 
Government. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Only because I fixed them, as minister. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Kim Chance has just interjected and said, “Only because I fixed them”.  I recognise 
that he is also the Minister for Fisheries.  I should say that in recent weeks I have read some of the speeches 
about the Department of Fisheries.  Today, it still has that obscene amount of power, to which Hon Kim Chance 
referred in a number of his speeches, that it had when he was in opposition. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, but it uses it more wisely now. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Perhaps that is the justification one might expect from a minister whose responsibility it 
is, not to defend his department, but certainly to speak in support of it when it proposes various issues, assuming 
they are within the policy of the Government.  The point I am making is that any abuse of the speaking times in 
this place in the past 12 years has very much been by members of the Labor Party.  It seems passing strange that 
we should want to change the system now, because since the current Opposition has been in opposition, to my 
knowledge there has been no abuse by an individual speaking for an unwarranted amount of time.  I know that in 
itself is a subjective statement.  It seems to me that some members of the Government might think that if an 
opposition member spoke for three minutes, it would be too much on a particular subject.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Only because of the content. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is obviously the view of the Minister for Racing and Gaming.  I am confident that it 
was said with tongue in cheek, because I am also confident that the minister has read the Commission on 
Government’s report and the reports of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and 
Other Matters that came down in 1992, and that he would recognise, as I recognise, the responsibilities of this 
place in its scrutiny of government legislation.   

We can go into some of those matters in a moment, but I make the point that the royal commission in 1992 and 
the Commission on Government some years later made it very clear that they believed that a functioning 
committee system in the Legislative Council was critical; that is, an effective and efficient committee system, 
well resourced and able to look into matters that are raised in this Parliament.  Those committees exist today.  
Clearly, there are no limits on speaking times in the standing committees of the Parliament.  That assists those 
members who want to delve into intricate technical matters that are quite properly part of the research and 
inquiry of members of Parliament if they are to make informed decisions on matters that come before the House.   

The proposition before us today is that Standing Order No 73 be amended.  I will speak generally because I do 
not want to have to read the whole amendment.  The proposed amendment will restrict members’ speaking times 
to 45 minutes on motions and Bills.  Members who have spoken to the original question can speak on a proposed 
amendment for not more than 30 minutes.  A member may speak in reply for not more than 45 minutes.  It is 
proposed that the Leader of the National Party no longer have an unlimited speaking time available to him.  I 
note that Hon Murray Criddle as the Leader of the National Party in this House has already advised me that he 
does not support that issue.  I raised the matter at the last Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges 
meeting on his behalf so that the committee was aware of his position because he was attending another 
parliamentary committee at that time.  Notwithstanding the opposition of the Leader of the National Party, the 
committee did not agree to unlimited time for the Leader of the National Party.   
Hon Murray Criddle:  As a general rule. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  Hon Murray Criddle was quite right in expressing his view that the Leader of the 
National Party should have unlimited time.  To have unlimited time does not mean that members are required to 
exercise it and to speak for one and a half hours.  One of the points I should have made was that when members 
of this House had unlimited times, they spoke for as long as they had to without any reference to the clock.  
Generally, they got up, said their bit and sat down.  If they had a considerable amount of information that they 
wanted to provide to the Chamber, that may in some cases have taken a little longer.  Certainly, members did not 
speak for hour after hour, although a former member for Karrinyup spoke for seven or eight hours on one 
particular occasion. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  A couple of members in this House have exceeded that time. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes, but I make the point that, as a result of this amendment, the Leader of the National 
Party would not get unlimited time.  The proposal is that the Leader of the Opposition will have unlimited time 
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but that the Leader of the Opposition can nominate another member of the Opposition as the person in charge of 
a particular motion or Bill, and that person would be given the unlimited time in lieu of the time of the Leader of 
the Opposition.   

Some other changes need to be brought to the attention of members.  Standing Order No 61(d)(ii) deals with 
special adjournments of the Legislative Council.  At the moment, no time limit is fixed against that particular 
matter.  It has not really become an issue in the past because special adjournments are moved on only very rare 
occasions and usually not for political reasons; they are moved to enable particular matters to occur prior to the 
ordinary adjournment being moved.  It is proposed that the time for debate on the special adjournment under 
Standing Order No 61(d)(ii) be reduced to 20 minutes.  Members would have an unlimited time for debate on 
standing orders suspension without notice, which occurs under Standing Order No 433, although it is intended 
that the whole debate be restricted to 120 minutes.  Given that the House has five separate parties, that would 
afford members of a party a maximum of 20 minutes’ speaking time, with a little bit left over for any member 
who is lucky on the particular day. 

The recommendations before us propose that there be a significant change in the time limits available to 
members.  As I understand it, the limiting of members’ speaking time was in the first place proposed by the 
Greens (WA), who will no doubt speak for themselves in due course.  I believe they were of the view that in 
their present form, speaking times were open to abuse.  They believe that everyone, with no exceptions, should 
be restricted to a set amount of time.  I realise that other Parliaments have limited times, particularly the Senate 
and the House of Representatives, which have larger numbers of members than we have.  That is directly related 
to the huge number of members in those Chambers and the need to restrict times to enable people to speak.  That 
is not the case in the Legislative Council.  The history of this place clearly indicates that there has been very 
limited abuse of speaking times over many, many years.   

When the Greens first raised this matter, I understand that the Government came to some agreement with them.  
A motion was put on the Notice Paper but very little happened with it.  The official Opposition entered into some 
discussions with the Government to ask why there should be changes.  As I understand it, an amended 
proposition was put forward.  That did not proceed very far when the Government changed its mind again and 
went back to the original Greens’ position.  My understanding is that the Leader of the Opposition met with the 
Leader of the House on a number of occasions and the Leader of the House seemed prepared to relax the Greens’ 
position.  However, we then found that particular agreement did not stand.  One day when we came into this 
place, we found on the Notice Paper a motion that reverted to the Greens’ original position. 

The matter was discussed in the Legislative Council as part of the committee report debate in the first instance, 
and it was agreed that it should be referred back to the committee for consideration.  The committee considered 
this about four weeks ago and, although it was not unanimously supported by the committee, it was agreed by a 
majority that this recommendation should be put to the House.  I say that it was not agreed by a majority 
because, although I am moving the motion today as the deputy chairman of the committee, I do not agree 
wholeheartedly with the recommendations that are before us.  However, I am prepared to recognise that there is 
a need for some change, but probably not for the reasons that have been advanced by the Greens (WA).  That is 
my position.  I would like both the Leader of the Opposition and the member of the Opposition in charge of the 
Bill to have unlimited time on those matters.  However, if that cannot be achieved, the recommendation as it 
stands is very much a fall-back position that I support.   

I do not believe that there is a lot more that I need say, except that one of the reasons the member in charge of a 
Bill may need in excess of 45 minutes in which to put his case from time to time is that, as the official 
Opposition, we have a responsibility under the Westminster system to question the issues raised by the 
Government.  Although in this Chamber the Greens, One Nation and the National Party also have 
responsibilities in relation to the issues that are raised - obviously as members of Parliament and of political 
parties, they are obliged to comment on the matters that are raised by the Government and indeed by members 
generally in this House - they do not have the absolute responsibility that is very much that of the official 
Opposition.  That is confirmed in the procedures of this House in so much as that even during question time 
every day, the leader of the official Opposition is given the first question and as many questions as he may desire 
after that because he is the principal person in the official Opposition in this Parliament.  The practice of this 
place is to ensure that other members get an opportunity to ask questions.  The current President has a routine or 
a schedule - as indeed did the two previous Presidents - that he works through for questions without notice to 
ensure that the leaders of the respective parties are given the first opportunity to ask questions after the Leader of 
the Opposition and the second principal member of the Opposition has had an opportunity to ask one or two 
questions.  I raise that by way of some background.  It is not a perfect position.  However, I recognise that if the 
Greens (WA) decide, with the Government, to revert to a situation in which members in this place are given no 
more than five or 10 minutes to speak on any issue, because of the tyranny of numbers in this place we would 
end up with that situation.  I do not think this position is perfect.  However, under the circumstances, it is 
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something that can be agreed to as a second-best situation.  With those comments, I support the 
recommendations as set out in report No 5 of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

President’s Ruling 

The PRESIDENT:  Before I give the Leader of the House the call, the Leader of the Opposition raised a point of 
order with me and I have had a close look at Standing Order No 61A.  The black letter of the standing order in 
that regard is that the consideration of committee reports has precedence on each Thursday over other orders of 
the day until 1.00 pm.  In the normal commencement at 11.00 am on a Thursday, that would take it from 12.00 
noon to 1.00 pm.  Because we commenced at 10.00 am today, the standing order effectively requires two hours 
to be spent considering committee reports.  I indicate that if the Leader of the House or anyone else wants an 
adjustment to the traditional hour of consideration, we will need to report progress, seek leave to sit again at a 
later stage of this day’s sitting and adopt the report.  Then the motion that we consider committee reports only 
until 12.00 noon can be moved and we can go back into committee; that is if members want to it to be the 
traditional hour.  Otherwise, I indicate to members that by virtue of Standing Order No 61A, debate will continue 
until one o’clock.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Thank you, Mr President, for that explanation.  Indeed, it saves me now making the same 
explanation.  For the reasons that the President has outlined, it is my intention to move that we report progress 
and seek leave to sit again at a later stage of this day’s sitting.  For the guidance of members, the motion that I 
will move when we go back into the whole House format will be to conclude the order dealing with the 
consideration of committee reports at 12.12 pm, which I think is one hour from the time we started.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It is not set down as a one-hour debate.  It is the consideration of reports until one o’clock. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes; that is why it will be necessary for me to move the suspension of standing orders. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I know that, but the standing order does not provide for one hour for this particular 
proposal.  The standing order provides that it terminates at one o’clock regardless of when it started.  It may well 
start at half past 12, as it did last week.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, I understand that. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members.  Members can specify a time.  The time might be 12.12 pm, which would 
make it an hour.  It might be 12 o’clock, in which case it would be less than hour.  That is for the mover to 
consider.  

Progress 

On motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), resolved - 

That the Committee report progress and seek leave to sit again at a later stage of this day’s sitting.   

[Continued on next page.] 

Standing Orders Suspension 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [11.38 am]:  I move -  

That so much of standing orders be suspended to enable consideration of committee reports to be 
continue until 12.12 pm.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [11.38 am]:  I do not support this 
motion totally.  Standing Order No 61A(1) states -  

Subject to SO’s 153, 155 and paragraph (3) of this order, orders of the day that are, or involve 
consideration of, reports of committees, including joint committees, have precedence on each Thursday 
over other orders of the day until 1.00pm.   

That standing order has a time for conclusion.  It does not say that it is one hour; it simply says that it takes 
precedence over other orders of the day until 1.00 pm.  That particularly period could be 10 minutes, an hour and 
a half or two hours.  Last week, for example, the period set aside for motions, for which we now have one hour, 
did not commence until about 11.20 am because a number of ministerial statements took up the first 20 minutes.  
Last Thursday, therefore, motions began at about 11.20 am.  Motions now go for one hour, because we amended 
the standing orders so that they do not terminate after an hour of the House’s sitting.  Motions last week, 
therefore, went until 12.20 pm.  From 12.20 pm to one o’clock we considered committee reports, pursuant to 
standing orders. 

We as a House must consider this matter.  The Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges might look at 
this matter and consider whether the arrangements now in place are satisfactory, bearing in mind the changes we 
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made on motions.  When motions terminated after one hour under the former standing orders, there was an hour 
to consider committee reports; that does not apply now.   

I do not support the motion moved by the Leader of the House to make the time 12.12 pm, or whatever it was.  It 
should be 12 o’clock to fit in with the spirit of the existing standing order, which says one o’clock.  We are 
debating this matter now only because we have agreed with the Government to sit an extra hour on Thursday 
morning to facilitate the Government’s legislative program.  If we were to continue now with the consideration 
of committee reports beyond 12 o’clock and into that extra hour, we would defeat the Government’s purpose, 
albeit on this occasion by only 12 minutes.  However, it could have been significantly greater than that, 
depending on how the times are arranged. 

To be consistent, I will move that the motion be amended to read “12 noon”.  That will make the situation 
consistent in respect of the existing standing order.  I also suggest that the Leader of the House amend the 
sessional order that is in place for the sitting hours to the end of this year so that we do not have to do this every 
week, as I suspect that this situation will arise every Thursday.  The sessional order should then be changed from 
one o’clock to 12 o’clock from now on, which would sort out that problem. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I move -  

That “12.12 pm” be deleted and “12 noon” be substituted. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  The Leader of the House has moved that so much of standing 
orders be suspended as would enable report No 5 of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to be 
concluded at 12.12 pm, to which the Leader of the Opposition has now moved to substitute “12 noon” for 
“12.12 pm”. 

The proposed amendment is the first question that must be put.  The point must be made that this is a motion to 
suspend standing orders.  Under Standing Order No 61A(1) it would have been possible to nominate any time, if 
the suspension of standing orders were agreed to.  I will put only that question, which will need to be carried by 
18 members of the House.  The question is that the amendment proposed by the Leader of the Opposition be 
agreed to. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [11.44 am]:  I have not had a chance to confer with all my colleagues, 
but I do not feel inclined to support the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition, partly because, by 
moving it, he is simply wasting part of this time and partly because the issue of speaking times is extremely 
important.  All that this amendment will do is limit the discussion about reasonable management in the House.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  This is an interesting situation.  I will put the question that the amendment moved 
by the Leader of the Opposition that 12 noon be the nominated time be agreed to. 

Amendment put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion (Standing Orders Suspension) Resumed 

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Committee 

The President (Hon John Cowdell) in the Chair. 

Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges - Standing Order No 73, Time Limits on Speeches - Fifth 
Report 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting on the following motion by Hon George Cash - 

That the recommendations of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, Report No 5, be 
adopted and agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT:  Given the recently concluded debate, it may be appropriate that the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges consider at its Tuesday meeting a recommendation for an enactment forthwith to make 
the standing order applicable to one full hour.  In that way we will not get into any trouble and the one full hour 
will be secured rather than, as pointed out by the Leader of the Opposition, its being concertinaed down to 
40 minutes or 20 minutes or its blowing out to two hours.  The House can then address the matter by way of 
amendment to standing orders.  I will bring that matter before the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges on Tuesday and, hopefully, the committee will make a recommendation to that effect. 
We are once again considering the motion moved by Hon George Cash; that is, that the recommendations in the 
fifth report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be adopted and agreed to. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank Hon George Cash for his very capable explanation of the fifth report of the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges and indicate that the Government will support the 
recommendations of the committee. 
I will contain my comments briefly on this occasion because I am in the unusual situation of having spoken on a 
substantive motion and having an opportunity to speak on the amendment.  Of course, the way in which it has 
occurred is that I am actually speaking to a committee report. 
I concur with Hon George Cash’s comments, although probably not for the same reasons.  He made the point 
that this was a compromise recommendation.  The compromise has been a fraught process.  The proposed 
amendments to Standing Order No 73 have been lying around the place almost as long as the Animal Welfare 
Bill.  I have been unwilling to pursue it because I found myself having to negotiate a path between two principal 
positions, neither of which were held by the Government and between which the Government was trying to 
navigate its way. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That is an amazing admission. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Neither position reflected the Government’s preferred position. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Which is?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We do not need to go into that, because I have already indicated that we will be 
supporting the compromise position, and I do not see much point in arguing for any of the alternatives.  I 
recommend to honourable members that we all adopt the compromise position that is reflected in the committee 
report.  I made the point that I did simply to indicate that none of us is of the view that this is our preferred 
position; nonetheless, it attempts to meet the range of views held by honourable members.  I am happy to admit 
that there has been some movement by the Government in that, by trying to form a position where a compromise 
could be reached, it has moved from one position to another.  I do not have any problem conceding that.  
However, I am thankful to the Leader of the Opposition, whose initiative it was to send this matter back to the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges.  That has resulted in an acceptable compromise.  As I said, it 
does not make everyone happy, but the standing orders are a living thing; and, if there were any will by the 
House to move to a different position at some later time, obviously the standing orders could be amended 
accordingly, hopefully through the same process; that is, by referral to the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges. 

I assure the Chamber of the Government’s support for the recommendations contained in the committee’s fifth 
report. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I find myself in a very difficult position, because since I have been in this place I 
have consistently argued that there should be no time limits.  The House worked better, from the point of view of 
the amount of time it took to deliberate on business, when there were no time limits.  As Hon George Cash has 
said, the decision was made in 1989 to bring in time limits, but that followed a three-year period of a sessional 
order which, I regret to say, was supported by the Labor Government at the time and the National Party. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  We make our decisions at the time. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I think a wrong one was made at that time.  The National Party actually made two 
wrong decisions at that time; the rest were all right. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I do not think I was around then. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, the honourable member was not.  I am not in any way blaming Hon Murray 
Criddle for that.  I remember two very significant debates where I found myself on the other side of the vote 
from Hon Eric Charlton, who was sitting where Hon Murray Criddle is now.  One related to the question of 
speaking times.  This might seem very quaint to people who have been in the Senate, but prior to 1989 - or prior 
to the sessional order in 1986 - in the Legislative Council members rose to their feet and spoke on issues for as 
long as they needed to, to get across their point.  Invariably the amount of time was 10 minutes, 15 minutes, 20 
minutes or two hours - very rarely - but generally a lot less than 40 minutes, because there was no need to fill in 
the time that was available, as people now feel.  When we went to 45 minutes, everybody knew they had 45 
minutes, so they prepared a 45-minute speech.  Ironically, now, with time limits, people speak for longer than 
they did without time limits.  I can remember a couple of filibusters when Hon Roy Claughton, who was sitting 
in the seat next to me, spoke all night on the nutritional value of bread and milk.  He wanted the House to be still 
sitting and not dealing with the Bill until the Industrial Relations Commission of Western Australia made a 
decision about some legislation which said that bread and milk were products that should be exempt from any 
union activity, or something of that nature.  At that time, I think there was a bread or milk strike on.  That was an 
extremely rare situation, and was quite a clever parliamentary tactic.  At the same time, we learnt a lot about the 
nutritional value of bread and milk, which in itself was not a bad thing.  But in those days time was rarely, if 
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ever, abused in the sense that people got up and spoke just for the sake of speaking.  People got up and spoke for 
the time required for them to get their message across, and then they sat down.  However, time limits were 
introduced and now members can speak for 45 minutes only, except for certain people who get unlimited time; 
so everybody now speaks for 45 minutes.  It has become the norm.  That has taken more time of the House. 

As Hon George Cash has said, we have provided that the Leader of the House and the minister in charge of 
legislation, the Leader of the Opposition and/or the Opposition person handling a Bill and the Leader of the 
National Party have unlimited time.  Again, that privilege has, in my view, not been abused on a regular basis.  
On the one hand, it may have been abused - if I could call it that - by some leaders who spoke for very long 
periods on controversial legislation; but, on the other hand, that did not stop those Bills from being dealt with; it 
might have taken longer, but it did not stop them from being dealt with. 

If the intention of this report and the recommendations for change are to speed up the processes of the House, it 
will not have that effect.  The reason the House does not progress as quickly as some would like is not unlimited 
speaking times allowed for certain members; it is the nature of legislation and the desire of members to talk on it.  
We could have two scenarios.  If the Leader of the Opposition’s party wants to delay a Bill, instead of having 
one speaker speak for eight hours, he could have eight speakers speak for one hour or 12 speakers speak for 45 
minutes, but the effect would be the same. 

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am talking about what the honourable member is wanting to do.  The Greens have 
come in here for some reason, all fired up by Hon Dee Margetts, fresh from the Senate, saying that we have to be 
a bit like the Senate. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I would not say “fresh”. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I was trying to be complimentary.  The problem is that the honourable member has 
not forgotten enough about the Senate yet - that might have helped a bit.  Occasionally I watch the federal 
Parliament on television and I find it absolutely appalling.  If that is the best that the national Parliament can do 
to debate issues, we ought to get a different version, because everything is done by prepared speeches, put 
together by the parliamentary library or the host of supporters that senators get.  The senators have a time limit; 
they read out their speeches, they sit down and then they have a vote. The Senate is not a serious debating 
Chamber.  On most occasions, if a cannon were fired in the place nobody would be hit, except for the President 
or the Clerk, or the one member who happens to be on each side of the House.  One thing about this Chamber is 
that we actually come in here and listen to each other. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  They are listening at the end of a television connection. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Or watching Treasure Island or Pleasure Island, or whatever it is called. 

Hon Kim Chance:  What is it called? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Treasure Island.  It is a different program. 

I find that totally appalling.  When Brian Burke was Premier, these microphones turned up and the cameras 
eventually appeared, all because the Premier of the day decided members should be able to sit in their offices, do 
their work and watch or listen to what is happening in the House.  Brian Burke introduced the loudspeakers; 
cameras were a later invention for this Chamber.  The notion that members can sit in their offices and be part of 
the parliamentary process is ridiculous.  I do not want this Chamber to become a stereotype organisation like the 
Senate, where everybody is given set periods, speakers are organised well in advance, the time is set at which the 
votes will be taken and the number of Bills to be voted on is scheduled at a certain time at the end of the week.  
That is an unhealthy House of Parliament.  I would like to return to some procedures of the past - conservatives 
like to go back in time - because there was a time in the history of this House when it worked better than it does 
now in the context - 

Hon Dee Margetts:  That was the era of the gentleman’s club when less legislation was passed and there was no 
real potential for making changes to many issues.  It is different now; we have moved on. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to suspension of standing orders. 
 


