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PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 
Seventh Report - Review of the Premier’s Statement Temporary Order and Other Matters Relating to Extended 

Session Parliaments 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [10.53 am]:  I present the seventh report of the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee, entitled “Review of the Premier’s Statement Temporary Order and Other Matters 
Relating to Extended Session Parliaments”. 
[See paper 2233.] 

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  The first matter considered in the seventh report is the Premier’s Statement temporary order, 
which is due to expire on 31 December 2006.  Urgent consideration must be given to whether the Premier’s 
Statement procedure should be retained by the Legislative Assembly and, if so, whether the temporary order 
should be renewed or whether the procedure should be made permanent by adopting new standing order 8A. 
The second report of the Procedure and Privileges Committee in 2005 recommended that a public affairs debate 
be held at the commencement of each calendar year following the opening of a new session of Parliament.  This 
debate would allow the government to announce on the first sitting day of the year its legislative program and 
planned activity for that year.  It was recommended that this would be followed by a general debate.  As part of 
the overall package, the committee also recommended that debate times for “any other member” listed under 
standing order 101 for the Address-in-Reply, budget debate and the proposed Premier’s Statement be amended 
for consistency to 20 minutes plus 10 minutes on the request of a member.  The committee reviewed the 
operation of the temporary order and all committee members reported positive feedback from members 
regarding the Premier’s Statement.  Accordingly, the committee recommends that new standing order 8A and 
changes to standing order 101, as trialled in the temporary order, be adopted by the Legislative Assembly this 
year. 
The second matter considered in the seventh report relates to the temporary order for the suspension of standing 
order 74 regarding disallowance motions, which is due to expire on 31 December 2006.  As recommended by the 
previous Procedure and Privileges Committee, the current Procedure and Privileges Committee agreed to 
undertake a review of the temporary order before it expired.  In its fourth report of 2003, the previous committee 
reported that extended sessions would enable a notice of motion to disallow subordinate legislation to remain on 
the notice paper for up to four years.  The previous committee proposed that the Interpretation Act 1984 be 
amended to provide for disallowance motions to be dealt with in a timely manner.  Four years is totally 
unacceptable.  This can be achieved by amending the Interpretation Act 1984 to provide for an automatic 
disallowance of subordinate legislation if a notice of motion is not debated within 15 sitting days after notice of 
the motion has been given.  This has several effects: it introduces a finite period for dealing with disallowance 
motions; effectively, it creates an obligation on the relevant minister in the Legislative Assembly to ensure that a 
disallowance motion is dealt with; and, it potentially increases the number of motions that can be moved in the 
Legislative Assembly because the Legislative Assembly procedure would be as effective as the present 
arrangement for disallowance motions in the Legislative Council.  However, it will be necessary to identify all 
the individual disallowance provisions presently in legislation, apart from the Interpretation Act 1984, to ensure 
that they are also dealt with appropriately.  The committee considers that the Department of the Attorney 
General is best placed to undertake this role, and that it would be convenient to provide to the house a schedule 
detailing the provisions and the amendments that will necessarily need to be made to bring them into accord with 
the spirit of the proposed changes. 
The previous Procedure and Privileges Committee also recognised that it would be necessary to ensure that 
notices of disallowance motions not be affected by standing order 74 for the reasons previously outlined; that is, 
the committee had serious doubts about the use of standing orders to modify procedures set out in legislation.  
Accordingly, the previous committee recommended that a temporary order to suspend standing order 74 in 
relation to disallowance motions be adopted.  Having further considered the matter, the current Procedure and 
Privileges Committee now proposes that the temporary order regarding standing order 74 be renewed for a 
further period until 31 December 2007.  The committee also strongly urges the Attorney General to expedite the 
legislative changes recommended by the previous Procedure and Privileges Committee in its fourth report of 
2003.  The current Procedure and Privileges Committee also recommends that those changes be adopted. 
The third matter considered in the seventh report relates to section 38(g) of the Constitution Acts Amendment 
Act 1899, which makes a member’s seat vacant if a member fails to attend the Legislative Assembly for an 
entire session without the permission of the Legislative Assembly.  In the case of a single session of Parliament, 
the period covered by section 38 is potentially extended from a period of approximately one year to four years.  
Plainly, it is unacceptable for a member to not attend the house for up to four years.  In keeping with the 
intention of the section, a period of one year should be specified.  The previous Procedure and Privileges 
Committee proposed that the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 be amended to redefine the period as 12 
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months instead of one entire session.  Having further considered the matter, the current Procedure and Privileges 
Committee agrees that it is unacceptable for a member to be absent from the Legislative Assembly for up to four 
years without losing his or her seat.  Therefore, we strongly urge the Attorney General to expedite the legislative 
changes recommended in the fourth report of the previous Procedure and Privileges Committee in 2003, and as 
recommended by the current Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [10.59 am]:  I might change my mind and vote against the last process!  
Having turned up to the Parliament this week, I think it is a good idea to be absent for four years!  It has hardly 
been an enlightened chamber this week. 

I will talk about only part of the process.  I have spoken to many members of Parliament about the Premier’s 
Statement, and I have not spoken to anybody who has criticised it.  Members find it useful.  Its purpose is to 
allow members to have a general debate in which they can raise issues of their own or issues of their electorate 
during the course of the year.  It has worked well because it has run across the full course of this parliamentary 
year.  I ask the Leader of the House: did we ever finish the debate; that is, did every member speak on the 
Premier’s Statement? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, but I understand that all members who wished to speak did so. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I congratulate the Leader of the House.  Members who wanted to speak early in the 
debate did so.  Those who wanted to speak later in the year did so.  It is a good process.  The Leader of the 
House brought the matter on from time to time during the year to suit members.  Members have appreciated the 
important process.  Even though it is the first time we have used the process, I suggest to the Premier and those 
who assist him that the type of statement given at the beginning of the year needs to be looked at.  It is an 
opportunity for the Premier of the day to bring forward a raft of thoughts and processes to be debated.  I do not 
think that the house is looking for a fireside chat in the way that the President of the United States speaks to his 
nation.  It would be good if some structure were brought into the Premier’s Statement to establish a tradition 
regarding how it is delivered.  As I said before, I have spoken to many members of the house and the process is 
strongly supported. 
 


