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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 
Standing Orders Review — Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.50 pm]: I thank members for the opportunity to continue my 
remarks this afternoon on this important motion. Before we were interrupted by other important business, I was 
talking about the consideration that members ought to give to the time frames that are contained within this motion. 
I have talked about the 11 business days that is suggested as the time frame for the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges to report on the speaking time limits. The third limb of the motion seeks a report by 
10 August 2021. That is only the second sitting week after the winter recess. That is an extraordinarily short period 
of time to enable the procedure and privileges committee to do a proper inquiry and report into the standing orders 
of the Legislative Council. What might assist this matter would be either a narrowing of the focus, or an extension of 
the time. Those are the only two ways in which we can deal with this. If members are inclined to support this motion 
as it stands today, I would really encourage them to speak to this motion and put on the record which of the orders 
within the 240-odd standing orders they believe are deficient. That will assist the committee and its members to 
focus their approach, if they are to provide something of meaning and substance by 10 August 2021. 
I had the opportunity during the lunch recess to reflect on the comments made by the Leader of the House. As I said, 
I was away on urgent parliamentary business during her contribution. I think it is fair to say that the contribution 
of the Leader of the House and mover of the motion went largely to the speaking time limits. I was not able to identify 
that anything more specific was articulated about orders that ought to be more urgently considered than perhaps 
other orders. The date of 10 August presents some significant challenges to the ability of the committee to report 
to the house on this matter. 
The other thing to contemplate, members, is that the procedure and privileges committee is not resting on its laurels. 
I draw members’ attention to a document that is published by the Department of the Legislative Council annually. It 
is entitled Work of the Legislative Council. My version of this publication relates to the work of the Legislative Council 
in 2019; the 2020 version has not yet been published. This is a good document to enable members to reflect on the 
activity of this committee. At appendix 5 at page 39 of the report, members will find two graphs. One shows the 
number of standing committee meetings held in that calendar year, and the other shows the hours of meetings for 
standing committees in that calendar year. In 2019—I am sure this will be replicated to an even greater extent in 
2020—the procedure and privileges committee was by far the most active committee of the Legislative Council. 
There were obvious reasons for that. If members reflect on a number of reports over the last couple of years, they 
will get a greater understanding of the significant matters that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges 
faced throughout the fortieth Parliament and will continue to face in the forty-first Parliament. We do not know 
what the future holds with respect to those matters, and I will not canvass those in detail because, as members would 
be aware, the procedure and privileges committee has tabled a report that is due for consideration potentially on 
the next sitting Wednesday of the house. I encourage members to look at that report. It shows that the procedure and 
privileges committee has been very active. When we look at the history of that committee over the last five years, 
the committee has met, on average, between five and 15 times a year. By comparison, in 2019, the procedure and 
privileges committee met more than 50 times. When the then President tabled the sixty-first report of the committee 
in May 2021, the President’s tabling statement reflected that 83 meetings of that committee had been held between 
June 2019 and May 2021. That culminated in the sixty-first report, which is due to be considered by this chamber 
at our next opportunity to deal with consideration of committee reports. 
Members ought to reflect on the fact that this is not a committee that simply sits and waits for a referral from the 
house. The committee has had, and continues to have, a substantial workload. That factor ought to be considered 
by members when considering the substance of this motion and the committee’s ability to meet what I think are the 
unreasonable and impractical time frames contained in the motion. 
I want to talk about the way in which standing orders are changed. Those members who were in this place in the 
last Parliament will recall that a bit of an issue arose. Prior to the last election, when the Liberals and Nationals were 
in government, there was an issue around the gold royalty. A campaign was launched by the industry and communities 
that had been built around the gold industry to prevent an increase in the gold royalty. I think it is fair to say that 
at the end of that campaign and prior to the 2017 election, there was bipartisan support to not increase the gold royalty. 
I tabled a photograph in this place of a cross-party compilation of members standing on the steps of Parliament, 
all wearing yellow hard hats with their names across the front, and saying, “We stand united with the gold industry.” 
Following the change of government, the new Treasurer, Treasurer Wyatt, put up the gold royalty. That was 
disallowed by the Legislative Council. He put it up again, and it was disallowed again. There was a concern leading 
into the summer recess of 2017 that whilst the Parliament was in recess, the government would sneakily try that 
a third time. That motivated me to bring to the house a notice of motion for what was proposed to be a temporary 
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order to allow an absolute majority of members to recall the house to deal with that as a matter of urgency. I will 
not go into every detail, because I want to reflect on the debate that occurred on that day and not so much on the 
substance of what was being attempted. I think it is fair to say that on that day, I got quite a telling off from the 
Leader of the House. I will refer to Hansard of 29 November 2017. It was, if not the last sitting week, the second-last 
sitting week before we rose for the summer recess. At that point we were considering a motion to suspend standing 
orders, so we were not dealing with the substantive motion. This is what the Leader of the House had to say. 
She said — 

That is why we have the process that has been in place in this place for a long time, irrespective of who has 
had the numbers, and I will talk about the man who put that most eloquently on the record—Hon Norman 
Moore—in a minute. That is why we have had a position irrespective of who had the numbers in this 
place that we would have a very deliberate and considered process for making changes to the standing 
orders. Normally, making changes to the standing orders would contain two components, the first of which 
is consensus. From time to time, we have made temporary standing orders by motion of the house, but in 
my time, which has been 16 years, that has occurred only when consensus has been arrived at. 

That is the first quote that I refer to from the Leader of the House, Hon Sue Ellery, on 29 November 2017. She 
went on to say — 

Newer members will not recall this, but I will talk about two years of my life that I will never get back. 
I refer to the twenty-second report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges Subcommittee, 
“Review of the Standing Orders”, presented by Hon Barry House, MLC, chair, in October 2011. In 2009, 
the Legislative Council resolved that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges would be required 
to undertake a comprehensive review of the standing orders of the house with a view to modernising the 
procedures of the house. We undertook that. It took two years. As I said, that is two years I will never, ever 
get back—two years spent looking at every single standing order. I refer to a debate during the course of 
Parliament’s consideration of various changes, in Hansard of 20 August 2009, in which Hon Norman Moore 
said — 

Putting that to one side, there is no doubt that the standing orders need to be re-written. They are 
well and truly out of date. They need to reflect the modern requirements of a chamber of this nature. 
Therefore, I am hoping we can put in place some temporary orders between now and the end of 
this year that will enable the government to have more time to do its business and will avoid the 
old days when we had to sit beyond 10 o’clock to get our business passed. 

Hon Sue Ellery went on to say — 
What he was contemplating, in its structure, was not dissimilar to what we are being asked to consider 
now—that is, he was talking about a temporary change to the standing orders—but the way in which he 
did it was diametrically opposite to what we are being asked to do today. He went on to say — 

This set of standing orders can be changed only by an absolute majority of the house. At the 
moment that is a bit unusual, because the Liberal and National Parties do have an absolute majority. 
However, in the past it required the consensus of all parties before any change could be made. 
I have sought to reach consensus on these matters. If we cannot reach consensus, I do not intend 
to use the government’s numbers to impose a new set of sessional orders or temporary orders on 
the house; we will simply go back to operating under standing orders and I will have to take 
whatever action is necessary and available to me to make sure the government can get its legislative 
program through in a reasonably timely manner. 

Hon Sue Ellery returned to her speech, and said — 
He set out the principles he would apply in making changes even to temporary orders. If we could not get 
consensus, we would not proceed. Between the Liberal Party and the National Party, he had the numbers. 
He did not have to rely on the crossbenches or any other party. He had the numbers in government to 
achieve that himself, yet he chose not to. The reason he chose not to was out of respect for how we make 
the rules on how we do our business. Hon Norman Moore had a lot of interesting characteristics. I think 
perhaps once to his face and perhaps even once in the chamber I might have used the word “dinosaur” to 
refer to Hon Norman Moore. 

At that point, there was a flurry of colourful exchanges.  
In the last quote from the contribution of Hon Sue Ellery on 29 November 2017, she said — 

I do not see how anyone in my position, or, frankly, in the position of the Leader of the Opposition, could 
contemplate changing standing orders in this way—without consensus and without the government of the 
day even having the opportunity to read the proposition or the time to consider it. 
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These are relevant comments. Some might say that they pre-empt the outcome of what might be recommended to 
the house. What I thought was absent from the contribution of the Leader of the House earlier today was any 
reaffirmation of the remarks of 29 November 2017 about the consensus approach that the house has taken over a long, 
long period of time to amending standing orders in this place. When I first came here, I found that most frustrating: 
change is slow. I must say that even as a member of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, we 
would make recommendations to the house that would never again see the light of day. That was because of the 
convention, if you like, that the house has always taken a consensus approach to amending the law of the chamber. 
A member of my party, Hon Colin Holt, and the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs made 
a recommendation about accepting e-petitions—this is something that I actually believe in. But it just gathered dust 
because there was not a consensus position in supporting e-petitions in the Legislative Council at that time. But that 
may well change, and I hope it does; there are good reasons for it to do so. But I would be interested to know whether 
it is still the government’s view that changes to standing orders should be pursued only when there is a consensus 
position amongst the parties and members of the chamber. As frustrating as that can be for me, the government, 
the crossbenchers and others, I think that is the best way to amend standing orders in the interests of everybody. 
As I said earlier, if the motion passes in this form, it is easy to form a cynical view about how it appears that this 
review would need to be rushed to report and meet the time frame set out by the order that would be given to this 
committee. Perhaps a cynical view would be that the government has significant plans in the next four years and 
the last thing that it wants is any significant level of scrutiny and, in fact, that it wants standing orders that will better 
facilitate the passage of its agenda. That has not been articulated—I do not think—in the Leader of the House’s 
moving of this motion, but there is a clear emphasis on speaking times. Reflecting on the earlier remarks of the 
Leader of the House, I noticed that she drew criticism from both sides of the house about how speaking times have 
been used over time. I reflect on the thirty-ninth Parliament when I first came to this place. My first seat was over 
where Hon Jackie Jarvis now sits. I sat through many, many long days and nights, listening to every member of 
the then Labor opposition speak in the second reading debate on a bill and then on a motion to refer the bill to 
committee, and they used every minute of the time—some of them did it better than others! I think it was a precursor 
to audiobooks. It was quite an experience to sit there and have The West Australian read to me on a daily basis so 
that the member could get to their 45 minutes’ speaking time! 
On the issue of speaking times, some in this place have said that not having the clock running delivers a better 
outcome. Members usually get up, they often do not know how long they have spoken for, they say what they need 
to say and they sit down. Often it is said, and I tend to agree with this view, that if members have 10, 30 or 60 minutes, 
they tend to speak to the time that is remaining on the clock, so it would be interesting to see, to the extent that we 
could analyse any data that exists, whether that rings true or whether it is more productive to have constrained 
speaking times and have everyone speak within those constrained speaking times. How, then, would we structure 
a system that allowed for those debates? The Leader of the House put forward some arguments around other 
jurisdictions having shorter speaking times. I cast my mind back to the debate on the voluntary assisted dying 
legislation. If we all accept that we cannot say what we need to say in 30 minutes, that is not good enough. I think 
about the contributions that were made during that debate and other debates. Sometimes the argument around 
speaking times can be used as a tactic; but how do we design a system that also reflects that at appropriate points 
in time during debates on contentious and difficult matters and matters of conscience, members need the time that 
they need to contribute to the substance of the motion before the chair? Those are the challenges that the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges will need to grapple with should this motion pass. It will also need to 
reflect on the standing orders of other jurisdictions. As I said, I do not envy the 17 new members of this place, 
most of whom have delivered one untimed first speech to this place, who will be asked to make a considered 
contribution as a member of the committee or because they have had experience in dealing with a bill or some of 
the other business that has been transacted. Reflecting on the 2011 report and the length that it took to consider 
each and every one of the standing orders, and given the significant change in membership of this house, members 
would be far better served if the motion offered a more realistic reporting time frame. 
Those are my key points in asking the house to consider the substance and time frame of the motion. I say to members 
who support this motion in its current form that it greatly assists committees—whether in discharging a bill to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation or dealing with another referral—when members contribute to motions because 
those contributions help to guide them and their considerations. When the committee meets to say, “This is the time 
frame the house has given us. How on earth are you going to meet it? We need to narrow our focus and body of 
work”, committee members can go back to the contributions of members of the house who made the order that the 
committee do this investigation. If members think that matters ought to be canvassed or prioritised by the committee, 
I encourage them to rise and make a contribution. 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [3.12 pm]: It is with some disappointment that I am speaking 
on this issue. I am a new member—one of 17 new members in this place—and I am disappointed that I have barely 
had an opportunity to understand the standing orders and now I am being asked to make a decision on whether 
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they should be reformed. I value the integrity of this place very highly. I listened to Hon Kim Beazley, AC, Governor, 
give us a stern warning about our important role as members of this place in this democracy. Virtually the first 
item that we have to deal with is the fundamental rules by which this place operates, which I find disconcerting. It 
is not only disconcerting; I have a deep sense of scepticism about the motivations behind this so-called reform. 
I am particularly sceptical — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Honourable member, will you take an interjection? 
Hon Nick Goiran: He doesn’t need to take an interjection. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: No, I do not. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Order, members! Hon Neil Thomson, continue. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you. 
Stepping back for a moment, and without impugning the motivation of any member of this place, why has this reform 
been put forward? It reinforces, I suppose, my huge concern about the other reform that relates to this place, which 
was suddenly dropped into the sphere of policy, being the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. I stood 
alongside Hon Stephen Dawson at the polling booth. I respect Hon Stephen Dawson; we had long conversations 
as we stood in the heat in Broome, drinking copious quantities of water and trying to win votes as people walked 
through the door. I can assure members that the complete transformation of the way this place operates was not at 
the top of voters’ minds as they entered the polling booth. Many of the voters I spoke to said that they were there 
to support Mark McGowan. A lot of people said, “Mark McGowan has kept us safe.” In fact, Hon Mark McGowan 
from the other place presented himself as a very conservative figure, someone who might be referred to by some 
as “Daddy McGowan”, a paternal figure. I am quoting what I heard. That is what people were telling me; I am 
reporting to this place what people said. I think he was quite happy to be called “Daddy McGowan”. 
Hon Dan Caddy: By his kids—otherwise it’s a bit creepy. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: For me, it was very weird, but that is what I was told. 
The sentiment out there was “He’s keeping us safe” and “The instruments of democracy will continue”. I am 
paraphrasing because obviously people did not mention that when they came through the polling place. The 
mandate of the government, which is represented by members opposite, to completely change the basis on which 
we operate does not exist. I say that specifically in reference to electoral reform. I have colleagues from both sides 
of the parliamentary spectrum who are new members. Like me, Hon Wilson Tucker is a new member—I am sorry, 
Wilson—and when we saw this motion before Parliament, we suddenly had to scramble through what it is that the 
government is proposing to change because this matter is very broad. The Leader of the House moved — 

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

I love the way words are thrown into motions. The term “modernising” is very encompassing and can mean a lot 
of things. Members would have heard me say during my inaugural address that my background is in the public 
service. I entered the public service about the time Hon Alannah MacTiernan entered this house. There is somebody 
on the other side who has been around for a very long time. She understands the gravity of this place and the rules 
and procedures that govern this place. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I think I called for the house to be abolished, actually, when I started!  
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The minister is back here again. Clearly, it was obviously good enough to come back to 
after a very long road around — 
Hon Dan Caddy: A distinguished road.  
Hon NEIL THOMSON: It was a very long and distinguished road back to this place. Clearly, Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
enjoys this place and enjoys being part of this wonderful democracy that Western Australia is. 
The motion refers to modernising the procedures of the house. As a former senior public servant, I know that procedures 
are everything. Procedures are very important. Everything we do in this place is governed by procedures. The motion 
also refers to — 

reviewing and adopting best practice from other upper house chambers in Australian Parliaments, 
including the Australian Senate.  
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Before committing to this motion, I would very much like to know and understand those other procedures, but this 
motion was suddenly presented to us as the very first thing that we had to deal with as new members. There are 
17 new members in this place. I would have thought that the 13 new members on the other side would be feeling 
very, very nervous, like me. They may not want to express that nervousness but I thought they would feel very 
nervous because it is very challenging to come into this place as a new member and realise that the very rules that 
they have signed up to will be pulled from under them and changed by the very dominant government that is currently 
in place. That is a concern. I have seen the exact thing happen with electoral reform. Electoral reform will completely 
change the configuration of this place. 
Not only are we going to change the rules that govern this place, but we also intend to change the configuration of 
this place and remove regional representation. I can say that with confidence because I have already had conversations 
with members opposite, members who represent the regions. They are quite blithe about the idea that we might 
have one-third regional representation and two-thirds metropolitan representation. Does Hon Kyle McGinn want 
to retain 50 per cent regional representation? I ask that question rhetorically as part of my speech. It is a very important 
question. I know that the time will come when the truth will come out. The day will come in this place when a vote 
will be taken on representation in the regions. It currently stands at 50 per cent in the regions and 50 per cent in the 
metropolitan regions. That is very important because this is the house of review. We are going to reduce regional 
representation. The committee that has been established to carry out that review includes members who have already 
put out reports, which I have read, with options. We already know what the options are. All these options will see 
the reduction of regional representation in this place. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, I know that we are dealing with order of the day 11 regarding the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. I ask you to remain relevant. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am coming right back to that motion. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Please do. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am making a point about the standing orders. We cannot remove the issue of electoral 
reform and the standing orders because they work together. We have the composition of this place, and the standing 
orders that govern the conduct of this place. I was very pleased to hear that this motion was coming forward because 
I would see all the new members furtively reach down into their little cubbyholes and look at the standing orders. 
Hon Darren West is reading them now. I commend the honourable member for reading the standing orders. The 
proposed review will not just be about speaking times, as set out in the standing orders, as we heard from the 
Leader of the House earlier; it will be about all the standing orders. It will be unlimited. The speaking times issue 
was greatly laboured in earlier discussions, to make a point. Acting President, I wish to point to that issue of 
electoral reform. Just like the issue of the 98 votes was laboured upon as a pretext for reform—that was a complete 
furphy, by the way, because that is a separate issue relating to representation—the Leader of the House presented 
the issue of speaking times as the major issue that needs to be addressed. Speaking times only comes under standing 
order 21. I am getting to know the standing orders. This is a very good lesson on the standing orders for new members. 
I trust that over the next few days, in the gap between now and when this place next sits, I will spend time trying 
to understand the standing orders. As I said before, as a former public servant and someone who has had a role in 
that other part of government called the executive—I will have a lot more to say about that—which plays a vital 
part of our tripartite democracy, we have the legislature, and I can never say that word properly — 
Hon Nick Goiran: I think you did a good job. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I did not do too badly. I thank the member. We have the legislature, the judiciary and the 
executive. As someone who has spent nearly 30 years in the executive, I can only stress the gravity of standing orders 
and procedures. As I said, they govern everything we do. I have to circle back to this point because I am very 
concerned and have a great deal of scepticism about this review being so urgent that we have to deal with the issue 
of speaking times and provide an interim report on recommendations by 22 June. Maybe, and I am only surmising, 
a report has already been prepared. Maybe someone has prepared the recommendations. I do not know. An interim 
report needs to be provided by 22 June in order to deal with a matter, which is limited. Of more importance to me is 
that this other report needs to be presented to the house no later than 10 August 2021. While the 17 new members of this 
place are finding their feet and understanding how this place operates, suddenly a report requiring careful consideration 
of the very rules that govern our operations needs to be dropped on the table by 10 August. I want to reiterate my deep 
concern, my feeling of anxiety even, about this issue. I signed up and was preselected when I put my hand up to represent 
the Mining and Pastoral Region. By the way, members, it was not an aspiration of mine to be in Parliament; I was very 
content doing the things I was doing, but a series of events led to the point that I was preselected. I am very proud to 
represent the Mining and Pastoral Region, the people of the bush, who are now feeling betrayed by the McGowan 
government because of the sudden agenda that the Premier completely denied on many occasions. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Order! Member, I remind you of relevance. 
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: I will get back to the issue about these rules. We are saying, “We are changing the 
fundamental rules of the way we are going to operate.” That fills me with great anxiety and great concern because 
I am wondering why. I need to understand these standing orders, like the other 17 new members, so that we can 
make a valid contribution. 
I have one last point before passing on to others in this place who want to talk. I refer to the integrity that we bring 
to this place. I believe that it would be reasonable for things to be done in a more measured way. If specific changes 
need to be made, I think they should be identified and there should be some discussion about that. I do not deny 
that there is always scope for amendment, but we should take a cautious approach. It is through caution and care 
that we can ensure that when so many big things need to be decided, we can do that in a measured way. I believe 
that is in keeping with the whole ethos of this place. The ethos of the house of review is caution and care. 
HON JAMES HAYWARD (South West) [3.32 pm]: This house has 17 new members and there are 240 standing 
orders. Most of us would fail a test in 11 days if tested on the contents of the standing orders. I do not think there 
is any question about that. Some members who have been here a lot longer than I have would also probably fail 
some tests on it because there is a lot of stuff to get across in those standing orders. 
I want to pick up on a few points that have already been stated about how important these standing orders are. 
They are what drives this place. They determine how the business of the day will be run. Unless the opposition is 
able to provide the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges with a magic wand, I cannot see how it possibly 
could do a good job in the amount of time that would be available to it. Reviewing standing orders is actually 
a good idea, just as modernising standing orders is a great idea. I fully support that. I am sure that others on this 
side of the chamber support it, but it cannot be done in a rush. 
When a tradesman builds something, we are given options: quick, cheap or quality. A bathroom cabinet can be made 
quickly or cheaply, or it can be done properly. I think we all understand that when it comes to our standing orders, 
the things that drive this very place, we need to have a quality job. We have to have a bit of self-respect. I do not 
know whether other members have kids who are old enough that they might come home with a tattoo! The last 
thing we want our kid to do is to come home with a tattoo that they got while out partying that night and they wake 
up the next morning and say, “Hey, mum and dad; look at my new tattoo!” 
Hon Lorna Harper interjected. 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Does the honourable member have one that she got in a hurry? I have got a couple, 
too, hiding away! 
Where I am going with this is that it is about the quality of the workmanship. We do not want something that will 
be permanent. We would not want that for our kids, so why would we want it for this house? If this motion is not 
passed today—given the time, it may not be—it cannot be dealt with, of course, until we come back. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Really! 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I do not know; I am just asking. I am brand new here. I am happy for the interjection. 
Does the Leader of the House think we will be dealing with this today; that it will be voted on and dealt with today? 
If it is not, I understand it will not come back until we sit next, which is in a couple more weeks. That reduces our 
11 days down to only a handful of days. 
I think we all realise that it is not realistic to achieve that. Again talking about children, we would never set our kids up 
to fail. We do not give people jobs when we know that they cannot do it properly—it is unfair. Why would we do that? 
I do not think it is right for us to rush this through, although I support a review. I also respect the government’s right to 
lead these changes and to seek to bring about the changes it sees fit to manage its business over the next four years. I am 
respectful of that motivation. I am respectful of the position that the government holds, but we have to do it properly. 

We get what we pay for in life. If I were to give everybody $2 000 to buy a car, they would get a $2 000 car. The 
$2 000 car would probably run, although they may not want to put their family in it and they probably would not 
want to drive to Sydney in it! Some people will do it and it will go well, but the reality is that we all know a $2 000 car 
is cheap; it is not going to work as well as something that you pay good money for. When it comes to the quality 
of the future of this house, I think it needs to be a quality job and not one that is rushed through. 

A couple of speakers today have already touched on their concern about upcoming electoral reform legislation. If 
I could be quite frank, the fear is that the emphasis on time management is really a strategy to shut down regional 
members and the opposition from having their say on that particular issue. I am just being frank; that is exactly where 
the motivation is coming from on this side of the chamber. We have concerns about the government using new 
standing orders, after rushing them through, to silence the opposition during debate. I am certainly happy for the 
government to put its position about what might be the driver or the real need to get this done so quickly, but, honestly, 
we should be doing it properly. I certainly support the intent, but the time frames are unrealistic. 
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I discovered in the men’s rooms in this building—I knew I would get some attention there!—there are shoe polishing 
boxes on the wall. I do not know; have other people discovered these things? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: We have them in the women’s as well. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I was not game enough to ask! 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I got them put in! 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Thank you, honourable member. That is very much appreciated. 
The point I am making is that most of us are brand new members. We are still learning. I understand that we are 
not on the committee that would be dealing with this—I understand that; the people on the committee are very 
experienced—but the reality is that the other 17 of us here who will have to deal with those recommendations when 
they come back have a lot to learn. I have just discovered shoe polish, and I am pretty excited about that! I am sure 
there are plenty of other things for us to learn along the way. I encourage members to support the motion to set 
a realistic time frame so we can do a good job for the house and the people of Western Australia and we can all 
continue on our way. 

HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [3.39 pm]: I rise to speak quickly on this item and bring the 
local government perspective on standing orders, timeliness and the like. I am generally in support of this motion. 
I think there is value in looking at this. These are very long standing orders compared with what I am used to, but 
reviewing them will focus on best practice from other houses around Australian Parliaments, including the Senate, 
and that makes a lot of sense to me. 

The focus, of course, will be looking at speaking limits. I reflected on my 16 years in local government, where 
speaking limits are much more constrained. At the City of Fremantle, 10 minutes was the maximum anyone could 
speak for, and I found that within 10 minutes we could generally get our points across pretty well. Over lunch, 
Hon Peter Foster indicated that the limit was only five minutes in his local government. I am certainly not suggesting 
we should go anywhere near that extreme. This will always be a balance between hearing a range of voices versus 
how long people can speak for. Making sure we hear from a range of people in this chamber is one of the key things 
that can come through this. There is benefit in making people be relatively concise, whether speeches are 45 minutes 
or one-hour long. I am pretty sure I am not going to get anywhere close to the 43 minutes I have left, because I do 
not think that, generally speaking, we need those times. 

I will also make the point that when there is unlimited speaking time in this chamber, as in second reading debates 
and the like, I am yet to see anyone change their minds. There is certainly much more value in confining speaking 
times, noting that we really change our minds and come to a consensus, which is a really important point in this 
chamber, in committee, but it has not happened in second and third reading debates so far. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I can tell you that lot of people changed their minds on the surrogacy bill after it came back 
from committee. 

Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: That is a really interesting point. It happened when it came back from committee; 
I think that is the key point. It came from a committee, not from speeches in second and third reading debates. 

The other point I would like to make is that we are all in this house to get some stuff done. One of the things I am 
really keen to do is get things through. I am pretty confident that all of us in this house would like to see things 
done well. There is always a balance here, but we also need to make sure that we are not the block. Thinking again 
about my local government experience, I am used to dealing with lots of items each week and getting them passed 
and moved off the agenda. One of my interesting learning experiences here has been realising that things move 
much more slowly in a place like this, and there is good reason for that. It is because we need to consider things and 
do them well. Again, I am not sure the balance is right in doing that. There is a lot we need to do in the years ahead 
and I hope that when this review of the standing orders comes back we do that. 

The other reason I support this is that it is a review. We are not making a decision. It is just asking what best practice 
is. We will see what comes back and make a decision when that information comes back to us. On that basis, I am 
inclined to support the recommendation before us. 

HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [3.43 pm]: I am one of those new people, of course. I would 
like to take a bit of a different tangent. Having heard all the discussions here, I quite agree with the member’s 
points of view, but I agree with many points of view. From my point of view, and I expressed this behind the 
chair yesterday, my role at this moment is to listen and learn. I am too new to have much of an opinion on what 
goes on here, but I can certainly listen and learn. There is something else beyond that. In the discussion we have 
been having today, I think one thing we need to be focusing on is recognising or remembering that each one of 
us has a title, which perhaps I do not feel I deserve. I am called the dishonourable Brian Walker by my friends, 
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which is possibly well deserved! We are honourable members, and with that comes the obligation to remember 
that we owe a duty of integrity and honesty in all that we do at all times. To impugn or suspect the other side, 
whichever side that is, of doing the opposite I think reflects badly on ourselves. We need to assume that other 
members have a valid point of view expressed honestly and with integrity. When we do this, the level of our 
discourse will rise rather than being brought down, as in the public eye, to one of babbling, bawling children on 
the playground. 

I am also an old-fashioned person. I suspect I am one of the few people who still use a fountain pen on a regular basis. 
I detest ballpoint pens and similar things. I am not a modernist, so the idea of things being modern is not necessarily 
something I appreciate, because that which is brought down to us from the past has merit. Is that merit still valid 
today? Do we still want to use a semaphore when we have pretty good internet? We need to ask: Is the need for 
a modernisation there and shall we compare that with what we have? What are we going to lose? 

I think a review is a fine thing, and I intend to support this motion, but I point out that I will also be expecting to 
examine very closely what is being said such that we can then understand whether we are moving into a better 
state and whether we are going to be improving. If we are going to have shorter sessions—I fully approve of that—
I am reminded of the words of Mark Twain who said in a letter to a correspondent, “I apologise for the long letter; 
I did not have time to write a short one.” The intent behind that is that if we are going to say something that has 
value and merit, we are going to think about it. Logorrhoea is not something I appreciate. When I am sitting with 
my patients in clinic, if I were to babble on and on when I could have said the same thing in one sentence, my patients 
would find someone else very quickly. Once we focus on the words and give them the importance they deserve, 
we can say the same thing in shorter terms. That also means that if we are going to cut our times to a sensible limit, 
it also makes sense that we can also speak more than once, because points will be brought up that need to be 
addressed. This one-speech limit per session may need to be reviewed. I ask that this be considered if we are going 
to review the standing orders. 
That is all I am going to say. I know nothing. What do I know? I am a beginner. I commend this to the house. 
HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [3.47 pm]: I rise to speak on item 11 of the orders of the day, 
“Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges—Review of the Standing Orders”. This is my first contribution 
in this sort of debate, so be gentle! Like others, I think there is much that is worthy in the items in this motion. It 
is, of course, appropriate that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges reviews our standing orders 
occasionally. That is entirely appropriate. 
I was surprised to hear the Leader of the House earlier talk about a sense of urgency when it comes to this issue 
and the priority it has been given today. I will be heading home to the Agricultural Region on the weekend, and 
I will be asked by family and friends what I have been up to in my first couple of weeks in the Parliament. I will 
tell them about our sense of urgency, and they will obviously be keen to know whether that is about a planning 
approval being sped up or applying for a permit for something, and, sadly, I will not be able to tell them that that 
is the case. I will tell them it is about a standing order on how long we can talk for. I was surprised by the discussion 
about a sense of urgency. 
Following on with that theme, I asked a question in this place earlier this week of the Minister for Energy and the 
parliamentary secretary responded, giving himself a massive pat on the back regarding the victims of cyclone 
Seroja and how long it is taking to put the power back on. Well done to Darren West on his efforts in the area.  
Several members interjected. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Hon Darren West, I apologise. There is no mention of a sense of urgency; in fact, there 
is some chance that this review of the standing orders will be completed before every single home in Northampton 
will have its power back on. I am sure those people will be interested in our priorities in this place as well. 
I have spent some time in local government and I am aware of what it is like to deal with state governments and 
the processes and the sense of urgency that applies to planning approvals and planning scheme amendments. It 
can take longer than a lifetime. Again, to anticipate that we can do a proper review of—Hon Nick Goiran, is it 
241 standing orders? 
Hon Nick Goiran: It is 243, I think. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: To anticipate that we can review 243 standing orders in a couple of weeks I think is quite 
laughable. Good luck to Hon Dan Caddy who, like me, is a new member. I believe he is on that committee. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Sorry, 241. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: It is 241. Hon Dan Caddy is a new member on that committee. He will have done what 
I have done with the standing orders—that is, flick quickly through them, get a headache and move on. I wish him 
the very best in reviewing this process. 
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Members, I do not intend to make a long contribution; I know lots of other people do. My advice would be to hasten 
slowly. I spoke in my inaugural speech about the importance of the Parliament and all the things that go behind it, 
including our standing orders. Being a conservative individual, I think that change should be considered soberly 
and slowly so that we get a good result. I am not sure why we are doing this in such a hurry. An interim result by 
22 June and the full result by 10 August just seems a rush. In my brief time here, we do not appear to be in much 
of a rush on anything else in this place. Thank you. 
HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [3.51 pm]: I make just a small contribution to this debate. Yesterday, 
I thought that the average attention span of humans sat at 15 to 20 minutes. I have done some googling. It is now 
speculated that our attention span sits at eight seconds, which is less than that of a goldfish. I do not know whether 
that is useful to know, but maybe it is. Thank you. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [3.52 pm]: I was not going to contribute to this debate, if I am 
honest. I have been stirred into making a comment. I was going to make a comment on the extension of time, because 
I think it is an insult to this house to think that we can ask the Standing Committee on Procedures and Privileges 
to go out there and in 11 days come up with an interim report on changing the standing orders. That, to me, smacks 
of nepotism. What we will actually get is a predetermined outcome. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, exactly. Now the government is saying, “We want to condense everything so we 
can railroad through our legislation. It’s our way or the highway. We’re going to do it, and it’s going to be done 
anyway. We don’t need three months; we know what the outcome is going to be, anyway.” That is the optics of 
this motion. I am really sorry that the Leader of the House moved the motion in this form. I have been in that seat. 
I know what it is like to try to get legislation through. I had an absolute majority as well, and I did not yell and scream. 
We had to put up with the antics of the mob who are now on the other side. We had to sit here day after day debating 
new legislation, innocuous bills, while every single opposition member stood up and made a contribution, and then 
when the last member had made a contribution, they moved to refer the bills to committee each time, and then they 
would all have another go. This self-righteous attitude that somehow the Tories are terrible people who have held 
up legislation for the last four years has absolutely no foundation. Let us not forget that in the last Parliament, we 
had nine members. We need—we do not need a calculator for this—18 members to win a vote. We had nine. What 
we had to do, and what I did, as Leader of the Opposition, as I said the other day in another contribution, was like 
herding goldfish, but I did it every single day. I went around trying to work with the government, the crossbench 
and the Greens to facilitate better legislation. 
I have more respect for this place than just to say, “Come on, guys, we’re just going to put it up to the government. 
Let’s just oppose it.” I would never do that, ever. For the government to come in and try this on is a stunt. I am 
really disappointed that the government would do this in this fashion. With all due respect, I do not have a problem—
I apologise to my guys, because we have not talked about this at great length—with some sort of assessment or 
analysis of the standing orders. If the government wants to have an appraisal of the standing orders, go for it. If 
we can improve the standing orders—some valid points have been raised by councillors and other jurisdictions—
have a look at them and talk about it. We could have chatted about it in the party room and worked out, ideally 
behind the chair, between the leaders of the parties what would facilitate a good outcome. If we had done that, we 
would have dealt with this motion by lunchtime. That is the way it should have been dealt with—not the “our way 
or the highway” approach that we have here. 
Does the government honestly want the privileges committee to respond with an interim report on 22 June? It has 
to be joking. That is absolutely insulting and shows the contempt the government has for this chamber. It shows 
absolute contempt for the government to say that we are going to change our standing orders. I am not going to hold 
them up like Hon Pierre Yang did, but I will say that the standing orders are sacrosanct. They are there for a reason. 
They have been constructed over years and years of experience. Successive governments that have come and gone 
have contributed to ensuring that the standing orders are better and improved. If there is a necessity to amend them 
to make them even better, let us do it properly. Let us not do it because the Labor Party was delivered a thumping 
majority on 13 March and has decided that everyone in front of it will just be napalmed. Those guys have the subtlety 
of a flamethrower: “It’s our way or the highway.” For goodness sake, I beg you, I plead with your inner respect 
for this house: stop this nonsense. It started before we had even started. This is absolutely unacceptable. 
I should have known, Madam Acting President (Hon Jackie Jarvis); sorry, Acting President. I have to get used to 
it—old habits. I have been through this before so many times. It is really frustrating because I have tried, as 
Leader of the House and as Leader of the Opposition, to work with either the opposition or the government. That 
is what we try to do all the time. We try to do it in a measured fashion. What happened, of course, as I said, is that 
it became blatantly obvious after the last election that things were not going to be quite as rosy for the government, 
even though it had a thumping majority in the other place. In Western Australia, as far as I know, we have 
a bicameral system of government. It is one of the checks and balances that we have in our system of government. 
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Our electoral system is one of the checks and balances. We give the people of regional Western Australia a little 
more representation in this house because regional electorates are so huge; that is another check and balance. How 
can we possibly suggest that someone on a station in the Kimberley gets the same representation as someone who 
lives in Wembley Downs? We cannot. That is another check and balance—an electoral system that reflects the 
geographical structure of our great state. As I said, Parliament has the lower house, the Legislative Assembly, which 
is the so-called people’s house, and the upper house, the house of review. That is what this place is; it is the house 
of review. 
The last Parliament provides a perfect example of that. Bills came to the house of review. They were frequently sent 
off to the Standing Committee on Legislation for a look, and then those bills would come back, more often than not 
with unanimous recommendations, I might say, on ways to improve the legislation. In numerous bills, the committee 
found areas that were fundamentally flawed and would make the bills inoperable. The perfect example was the 
surrogacy bill. It was faulty. Everyone lambasted Hon Nick Goiran for talking ad infinitum about it, but if the 
government had got off its high horse and listened, and looked at the report, we would not have gone through that. 
Everyone here is on a committee. Most members would have already had their first meeting. The committee 
environment is very collegiate, not tribal. When legislation is sent off to a legislation committee, people want to 
actually improve the legislation. I tell members what, I would be really surprised if the Standing Committee on 
Legislation earns its extra bucks this term. I will be fascinated to know how many bills are going to be shunted off 
to the legislation committee. It will not happen because of the government’s “it’s our way or the highway” attitude. 
We are doing this not to be tribal; we are doing this to be reasonable. 
After the last election, as I said, the numbers were precariously close; it was 18–all. One member became the 
President, so that made it 18–17. I have been through this before. I know that this is a sensitive issue for the members 
opposite, but they wanted one of our guys—I mean men—to take on the presidency. By convention, the President 
comes from the majority party, but they were prepared to do that because they could not countenance the notion 
that really bugged them that they would actually have to negotiate through the Parliament. I do not know what it 
is in the red blood over there. Is that not a terrible thing that we actually have to listen to the upper house, the house 
of review? It would be so much easier to bulldoze the legislation through. Would it not be wonderful if we could 
do just that? That is exactly what this government is trying to do now, and it really frustrates me. Members know 
that if this interim report, which is, quite frankly, an insult, comes back, all our speeches will be curtailed. They will 
not mind if some modifications have been made to the standing orders, but they have already worked out what they 
want. That interim report will come back into this place and our speeches will be constrained. When a really complex 
piece of legislation comes into this place, and government members might not be happy with it but they will have 
to agree to it, our speaking time on it will be constrained. We might be really interrogating a bill forensically and 
effectively, when all of a sudden we will have to stop because of the changes to the standing orders. That is what will 
happen. The checks and balances that currently exist, and have existed and worked effectively for years, are about 
to be shredded. We have the conventions of the chamber and the standing orders. The conventions can be shifted 
and changed no matter what. We had exactly the same thing happen with the gold tax. Members opposite did not 
have a mandate for the gold tax after the last election, so we did not support it; that is only fair. When the vote came 
for that gold tax, the Leader of the House cancelled pairs because the numbers were close. Straightaway, again it 
was a case of the government saying, “We can’t get our own way.” The government did not listen to the will of 
the house and it cancelled pairs. 
As I said, after that we had another convention of the house, which worked very effectively up until the end of last 
year. The leaders of the parties would talk behind the chair to facilitate legislation to get through by the end of the 
session. That worked really well. Some bills were complex and would take a little longer, but others could be 
passed through the house by constraining debate. That worked so well until the end of last year when, yet again, the 
rules changed. The government is changing the rules just because it wants to crash through with the legislation. It 
is treating this place with contempt. The upper house is going to become irrelevant under this government the way it 
is going. I ask the government, as individual members, to consider that. As I said, when I gave my Address-in-Reply 
speech the other day, this place is going to be here a lot longer than government members. If they change the 
standing orders yet again to facilitate one particular party, they must remember that the worm always turns. When 
it turns again and things have changed, they should remember that right now was when they planted the seeds of 
destruction around what this place stands for. 
Last year, we did the usual thing with legislation. We got a letter from the government that asked us to identify 
which of those pieces of legislation the government wanted to get through by the end of the year that we would 
agree to get through. That is what it said. I mentioned this in my Address-in-Reply speech the other day. It gave 
us a letter that said that it wanted to work out which pieces of legislation we could agree to get through. It had 
18 bills on it. They were not earth-shattering bills, but the 18 bills were the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020; the 
Work Health and Safety Bill 2019; the Road Traffic Amendment (Immobilisation, Towing and Detention of 
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Vehicles) Bill 2020; the Environmental Protection Amendment Bill 2020; the Industrial Relations Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2020; the Criminal Law (Unlawful Consorting) Bill 2020; the Children and Community Services 
Amendment Bill 2019; the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020; the Swan Valley Planning Bill 2020; 
the Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Amendment (Change of Name) Bill 2018; the Mutual Recognition 
(Western Australia) Bill 2020; the Ticket Scalping Bill 2018; the Legal Profession Uniform Law Application 
(Levy) Bill 2020; the Criminal Law Amendment (Uncertain Dates) Bill 2019; the Agricultural Produce Commission 
Amendment Bill 2019; the Animal Welfare and Trespass Legislation Amendment Bill 2020; and then it added the draft 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Bill 2020 and the National Disability Insurance Scheme (Worker Screening) Bill 2020. 
The Leader of the House sent a list of those bills to all the leaders and said, “Which pieces of legislation can you 
facilitate?” I sent a letter back and the government asked whether we could sit an extra week. I said, “We’ll sit an 
extra week if you tell us what bills you actually want to get through.” That is the way it has always been. Members 
need to understand that 18 bills was an ambit claim. It was not just the Liberals; it was the other six parties as well. 
It was an ambit claim. It came down to the second last week and in the last week I asked and asked and asked. 
I have all the emails. With the leaders of the other parties, we sat out there in our leadership meeting and discussed 
this. I said, “Can we please have a list of the bills that you want passed?” We never got it. Then on the last Tuesday 
of the scheduled sitting week, the government tapped the mat and said that it was out of there. We got through a couple 
of minor bills, and the government got out of here. As I said, every single time the Premier, the Attorney General or 
whoever is asked about a bill, they say, “The Liberals wouldn’t sit longer” or “The Liberals wouldn’t have facilitated 
that through.” That is rubbish. It is manifestly wrong. That includes the bill that we have been dealing with in this 
chamber this week. It was not on that list. I want to make that perfectly clear, everyone. We would always have facilitated 
the passage of legislation if the government had given us a final list. That is what we would have done. We always did 
it, all the way through, and I challenge the government to identify an area where we did not, because we always did. 
If members like, I can table the emails; I can bring them in and table them. I have them all there and I have the 
government responses. I can tell members now that this is exactly what happened. I sent successive emails to the 
government asking and requesting it to give us a final list and it was not forthcoming. It was as simple as that. 
That is another convention. It does not have to happen; it is just what happens when we work together collegiately, 
cooperatively and collectively with the government. We get a good outcome. We would easily have done it, but the 
government knew that we were on a hiding to nothing in the election. It knew that it was going to win handsomely 
and probably win both houses of Parliament, so it did not really matter. The government would win. Then it would 
come in and get the legislation through. That is what bothers me with this motion. Not only has the government won 
and won convincingly, but also now it wants to curtail the role of the Legislative Council. To me, it is unfathomable. 
Members opposite really cannot understand the role or respect the role of the Legislative Council. 
Another example of it was after the election, when negotiations were continuing with regard to the committees. 
I was quite willing to go on any committee I liked. I suggested that I might like to go on the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations, potentially as chair. The reason I did that was because when we were on 
that side of the chamber, we had a similar discussion with Hon Sue Ellery. I said, “What about Hon Rick Mazza?”, 
who had just come into Parliament, because it has to be a non-government member. She did not like that at all. 
She suggested the then member Hon Ken Travers, and I said fair enough. Quite frankly, I saw it as an opportunity 
for the government to, number one, show some goodwill, but at the same time identify the fact that the government 
does not just have carte blanche in decision-making. It is a check and balance. I did it out of respect for the chamber; 
that is why I did it. This time, of course, we were told in no uncertain terms that I could not be chair. Hon Nick Goiran 
then moved his motion to establish a standing committee. I was ready to talk on that — 
Hon Nick Goiran: A select committee. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: A select committee, sorry. 
I felt a bit uncomfortable with it, I have to be honest, but at the same time I would have been very supportive of it 
and I would have spoken on it. That is because it would have been just one tiny, solitary, little check and balance. 
For a government that has a massive majority in the lower house and a massive majority in the upper house, does 
it not think that the optics of having just one committee that is widely perceived as being quite a powerful committee 
not in its control might have been—just perhaps—a positive thing for the government, for the Parliament and for 
the people of Western Australia? But, no. It is not in the government’s DNA. Its default position is “our way or 
the highway” straightaway, yet again. 
I am pleased to say that once again, through the art of negotiation that occurred with the leaders, reason came to 
the forefront. As a direct result of that, I am chair of the estimates committee, a position I am very grateful for, and 
I thank the house for its confidence—we met as a committee for the first time yesterday, and I think it will be 
a very, very good committee—and the select committee motion was withdrawn. That is what happens when we 
negotiate behind the chair. We work things through. We do not put a motion on the notice paper that says we are 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 3 June 2021] 

 p1249a-1259a 
Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Neil Thomson; Hon James Hayward; Hon Brad Pettitt; Hon Brian Walker; Hon Steve 

Martin; Hon Sophia Moermond; Hon Peter Collier 

 [12] 

going to change the standing orders and the interim report has to be in at five minutes to midnight, which is about 
11 sitting days or something or other. That shows absolute contempt for this chamber, yet again. 
You guys won. We understand. The people of Western Australia understand. But I honestly do not think the people 
of Western Australia want the government to have unfettered power that is total and absolute control over everything. 
I honestly do not think that. Without a shadow of a doubt, the government did a very good job with regard to the 
COVID pandemic. The Premier did a very good job. As I said the other day in my Address-in-Reply contribution, 
it was most definitely a “Thanks, Mark” election, without a shadow of a doubt. I acknowledge that. But that does 
not mean that the government should have unfettered power, and particularly unfettered power for four years. 
The standing orders exist. They probably do need a bit of refinement. I have to be honest that as a long-term member 
of this chamber as a minister, shadow minister, Leader of the House and Leader of the Opposition, I think I have 
a bit of experience I would have liked the opportunity to have some input into those changes—I really would 
have—and I would have value-added. I can guarantee members that I will never, ever, ever sacrifice the integrity of 
the Parliament because of my party. It will not happen. Members will find that on the estimates committee. What 
I am saying here is that I am not being unreasonable. How can members opposite come in and say it does not 
matter? As members opposite know, ultimately when I shut up and we finish this debate, they are going to win. 
They are going to curtail the hours and do whatever they want to do, and that is fine. But it really is bigger than 
that. I really, really hope that members opposite can see beyond their own egos. I hope beyond hope that they can 
see beyond the fact that they have this thumping majority and they think that gives them the imprimatur for total 
control of both houses. As I said our, our bicameral system of government is a wonderful system. It has existed 
for over 800 years across multiple jurisdictions. It works very effectively. It evolves and changes with generations 
and jurisdictions. But it does not evolve and change in one jurisdiction in 11 days, or three months, until August, 
at the will of one party that happens to dominate the Parliament at one particular period of time. 
Can I just say to the members opposite: you have made up your minds. From all accounts, there is no appetite on the 
other side to extend these reporting times. I really wish they would. I implore members opposite to have some reason 
on this. They are going to win, but they need to understand what they are voting for now. They are asking this chamber 
and the people of Western Australia to give an imprimatur to a change in our standing orders in a matter of weeks. 
That is totally and absolutely unreasonable. It goes against the very vestige of what this place is and the conventions 
of this chamber. Please, members opposite, allow more time for us to consider changes to the standing orders. 
Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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