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PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE - FOURTH, SIXTH AND SEVENTH REPORTS 
Consideration of Recommendations - Motion 

On motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House), resolved -  
That the recommendations contained in the Procedure and Privileges Committee’s reports No 4 of 
2006, a “Minor Change to the Standing Orders (Members acknowledge the Chair)”, and No 6 of 2006, 
“Standing and Select Committees’ Terms of Reference and Report Dates - Standing Order 255”, and 
recommendations Nos 1, 2, 3 and 5 of the Procedure and Privileges Committee’s report No 7 of 2006, 
“Review of the Premier’s Statement Temporary Order and Other Matters Relating to Extended Session 
Parliaments” be considered in detail forthwith. 

Consideration in Detail 
The recommendations made by the Procedure and Privileges Committee were as follows - 

Changes to Standing Orders and a Temporary Order 
Schedule of amendments to the Standing Orders and the temporary order, as contained in the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee’s Reports No. 4 of 2006 on a Minor Change to the Standing 
Orders (Members acknowledge the Chair) and No. 6 of 2006 on the Standing and Select Committees’ 
Terms of Reference and Report Dates - Standing Order 255 and recommendations Nos 1, 2, 3 and 5 of 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee’s Report No. 7 of 2006 on the Review of the Premier’s 
Statement Temporary Order and Other Matters Relating to Extended Session Parliaments, is as 
follows -   
Minor Change to the Standing Orders Report No. 4 (2006) 
Recommendation  
That Standing Order 38 be deleted and the following Standing Order substituted - 

“ 
Members acknowledge the Chair 
38. (1) Members will acknowledge the Chair when entering and leaving the 
Chamber and will not pass between the Chair and any member who is speaking unless it is 
unavoidable, the Chair is acknowledged and the Chair has indicated its approval for the 
member to proceed. 
(2) Members will not pass between the Chair and the Table.     ”. 

Standing and Select Committees’ Terms of Reference and Report Dates - Standing Order 255 Report 
No. 6 (2006) 
Recommendation 1 
Standing Order 255 
That Standing Order 255 be deleted and the following Standing Order substituted in its place - 

“ 
 Terms of reference and report date 

255. (1) Whenever a standing committee receives or determines for itself a fresh or 
amended terms of reference, the committee will forward them to the Speaker of the Assembly, 
each standing and select committee of the Assembly and joint committee of the Assembly and 
Council.  The Speaker will announce them to the Assembly at the next opportunity and arrange 
for them to be placed on the notice boards of the Assembly. 

(2) If no reporting date is specified in - 
(a) a motion for the establishment of a select committee; or 
(b) terms of reference for a standing committee, 

the committee will report to the Assembly within 12 calendar months from the appointment or 
the date when the terms of reference is reported to the Assembly. 
(3) (a) The Assembly may vary that date; and  

(b) in relation to terms of reference set by a standing committee and where the 
Assembly has not set the report date, the standing committee may vary the 
report date as an amended terms of reference.     ”. 
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Recommendation 2 

Standing Order 287 
That suborder (4) of Standing Order 287 be deleted. 

Review of the Premier’s Statement Temporary Order and Other Matters Relating to Extended 
Session Parliaments Report No. 7 (2006) 

Recommendation No. 1 
That the following new Standing Order 8A be inserted - 

“ 

Premier’s Statement  
8A. (1) On the first sitting day of each calendar year, the Premier will make a 
statement to the Assembly outlining the Government’s legislative and other policy intentions 
for the next 12 months. 

(2) No Premier’s Statement is to be made when the first sitting day of a year is the first 
sitting day of a session of Parliament. 

(3) Following the Premier’s Statement a question will be proposed, That the Premier’s 
Statement be noted.   

No other business that is not of a formal or procedural nature will have priority until after 3 
sitting days (including the remainder of the first sitting day) have been dedicated exclusively to 
the debate on noting the Premier’s Statement.     ”. 

Recommendation 2 
That SO 101 be amended in the entry for “Address in Reply” by - 

(1) inserting in the Address in Reply heading after “Reply” the following - 

“ and Premier’s Statement     ”; and 

(2) deleting the time for “ Any other member  ” and substituting - 

“ *20 minutes     ”. 

(Note:  *  If the member so requests during or immediately upon expiry of a speech, 
the time for the speech will be extended by a further 10 minutes.) 

Recommendation 3 
That SO 101 be amended in the entry “ Principal appropriation bill ” by deleting “ Any other member 
….. 45 minutes ” and substituting - 

“ Any other member  …………*20 minutes     ”. 

(Note:  *  If the member so requests during or immediately upon expiry of a speech, the time 
for the speech will be extended by a further 10 minutes.) 

Recommendation 5 
That the following Temporary Order be adopted until 31 December 2007 - 

“ 
Temporary Order 
That until 31 December 2007 Standing Order 74 will not apply to any notice of disallowance 
motion given in accordance with section 42 of the Interpretation Act 1984.     ”. 

Minor Change to the Standing Orders Report No. 4 (2006) - 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 

 That the recommendation be adopted. 
A procedural difficulty arises as a result of the fitting out of this chamber over the summer recess.  Currently 
standing order 38 does not permit members to pass between the Speaker and a member who is on his or her feet 
addressing the house.  With the new arrangements there will be alleyways between the seats but members will no 
longer be able to move around in the area behind the seats.  This means that if a member is on his or her feet and 
speaking in the chamber, some members would not be able to leave their seats.  This motion provides an 
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effective mechanism whereby members would still have to acknowledge the Chair and, on being acknowledged, 
would be permitted to move in front of the person on his or her feet.  It is a very sensible and appropriate way to 
deal with the new seating arrangements.  Therefore, we agree with the recommendation of the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The opposition agrees with this recommendation.  It is a practical recommendation to 
accommodate the new layout of the chamber.  I hope that when the chamber is rearranged - it will be 
airconditioned, which will make a significant difference - we can make a combined effort to perhaps give greater 
adherence to the protocols and courtesies of this chamber.  None of us is perfect; I certainly admit to being less 
than perfect on occasions.  One of the important features of a Parliament is that people behave with propriety.  
The tradition of nodding to the Chair when entering and leaving the chamber is important.   

We could also do a lot better on dress standards in this chamber.  I do not say that as some leftover nineteenth 
century Victorian campaigner.  I think dress standards have fallen quite substantially in this chamber in recent 
times.  I recognise that when there is a late night debate or a long drawn-out session or it is hot, a more relaxed 
attitude is fine, but there are certain times in this Parliament - question time in particular, matters of public 
interest or the reading of ministerial statements at the beginning of the day - when members should make an 
effort to be as presentable as possible.  If we continue to allow those general standards of personal behaviour and 
appearance to decline, it is inevitable that the standing of this Parliament itself will decline.  It sounds trivial - it 
sounds like something my mother would have said to me - but I think it is important.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am on the Procedure and Privileges Committee, which recommended these 
changes.  I recognise your contribution, Mr Speaker.  I am concerned.  There is not a person in this chamber 
whom I do not like.  It is not an unpleasant place to be.  I am concerned that in the past few months people have 
been moving around the chamber without due consideration of the chamber process.  The process is not meant to 
be about making life more difficult for each other but about reminding ourselves that this is a Parliament.  Unless 
we uphold some of the traditions or processes, we will drop our standards.  This is a reminder to ourselves that 
even though we have our slight bingles and disagreements across the chamber, when sometimes members get 
annoyed and angry banter occurs, there are very few people in this chamber who really dislike each other.  It is 
important that we keep the process that enables us to have that political debate.  We are all politicians who want 
to get involved in that debate, but we need to accept the reality that this is a chamber of Parliament.  One of the 
options for the committee was to drop the process, because it will be difficult to move around with the new 
configuration of the chamber.  However, committee members, to a person, did not want to do that for the reasons 
I have just outlined.  As you well know, Mr Speaker, two or three people were moving around the chamber a few 
days ago when you were on your feet.  Some members seem to think that they are allowed with impunity to 
move to their seats while you are on your feet.  That is not the case.   

I congratulate the Leader of the House and the government for quickly bringing these recommendations to the 
chamber.  These recommendations are not about authority.  I can remember years ago being hauled before 
Howard Sattler when Mike Barnett was Speaker.  Howard Sattler asked why I would bow to Mike Barnett.  You 
know as well as anyone else in this chamber, Mr Speaker, that I do not bow to you personally even though I have 
no animosity towards you; I bow in recognition of the office of Speaker.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I bow to him. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Attorney General does, but he gets some clear benefits out of doing it.  I like to 
think that I have a good relationship with the Speaker even though I might cause him some irritation during 
question time and at some other times.  I would argue that is part of politics, not part of the function of what 
happens in this chamber.  It is good that the Leader of the House has picked this up, but I ask members to give 
due consideration to these matters.  These recommendations have been made and members will vote very 
shortly.  Let us keep to the rules.   

I want to spend a few moments on recommendation 2.  As a result of the pressures in this place as the weeks get 
busier and busier, the time allowed for members to speak is reduced.  That has happened in recent years.  
Members used to be allocated 45 minutes for their speeches on the Address-in-Reply. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are dealing with the next matter. 

Question put and passed. 

Standing and Select Committees’ Terms of Reference and Report Dates - Standing Order 255 Report No. 6 
(2006) - 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The next item is report 6.  I seek leave to take both recommendations as one question.   

Leave granted. 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 

That recommendations 1 and 2 be agreed to. 

The Procedure and Privileges Committee advises that there have been several instances in the past year or so of 
standing committees, when setting their terms of reference in accordance with standing order 287, either 
including an unreasonable report date or providing no report date at all.  The Procedure and Privileges 
Committee believes that although the current standing orders do not specifically require a portfolio standing 
committee to advise the house of its intended report date, it is not unreasonable to expect a committee created by 
the house to keep the house informed of the committee’s activities and its intended report date.  It seems a very 
sensible suggestion.  We think it should be adopted. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I agree.  When a committee changes or adds to its terms of reference, it is desirable that it 
be made known to the house and to the wider community by the Speaker.  This is a sensible reform.  I think that 
most of us share a concern that sometimes the terms of reference and reporting dates can extend.  There may 
sometimes be good reasons for that, but often there are no good reasons.  Maintaining the punctuality of 
committees is important.  That is best done through the Chair.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  For those people who read the notice paper, and I am not sure that everyone does, 
the reporting times of the committees are in the notice paper.  The reason the reporting times of committees are 
in the notice paper is so that members have an idea of what is happening in those committees.  An open date for 
reporting lessens the capacity for people to understand what is happening in those committees.  It is an important 
issue and one close to your heart, Mr Speaker.  I think the recommendation is correct.   

Question put and passed. 

Review of the Premier’s Statement Temporary Order and Other Matters Relating to Extended Session 
Parliaments Report No. 7 (2006) - 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I now move to the Procedure and Privileges Committee report 7.  There are four 
recommendations on the notice paper to be agreed to.  Recommendation 4 is not on the notice paper because it 
requires a legislative change.  I therefore seek leave to take recommendations 1, 2, 3 and 5 as one question.   

Leave granted. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move -  

That recommendations 1, 2, 3 and 5 be agreed to. 

The Premier’s Statement was trialled this year by way of a temporary order, which will expire at the end of this 
year.  The Procedure and Privileges Committee reviewed the operation of the temporary order.  All committee 
members reported positive feedback from members they consulted on the Premier’s Statement and the debate it 
enabled this house to engage in.  Accordingly, the committee proposes that new standing order 8A and changes 
to standing order 101, as trialled in the temporary order, be adopted.  The committee also proposes as part of the 
same package, and for consistency, that in the debate on the principal appropriation bill the time allocated to any 
other members be 30 minutes, with 20 minutes plus 10, which is the usual arrangement.  This would make time 
limits for any other members in this debate consistent with those in second reading debates.  That worked very 
well this year, and by accepting the recommendation we would just be establishing in the standing orders what 
we did by way of a temporary order.   

There is also a temporary order for the suspension of standing order 74 for disallowance motions until 31 
December 2006.  These matters were brought forward when the government made the decision that there was no 
constitutional requirement to prorogue the Parliament every year.  We are seeking to make sure that we will be 
able to deal with disallowance motions in the way we are currently until the matter is addressed through changes 
to the Interpretation Act.   

The last recommendation applies to the temporary order that has been in place this year.  We are continuing it as 
a temporary order for another year while we look to the legislative changes that might deal with it in a more 
substantial way. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The opposition also agrees with this change, but I want to express a slightly broader view.  
It has been my view for some time that in relation to the pomp and circumstance of this place, it is appropriate to 
have the Governor address the Parliaments and have a formal opening following a general election.  However, I 
think when that occurred on an annual basis it lost a lot of its impact.  That is something I advocated as a former 
Leader of the House.  I am glad that change subsequently came into being.   

I do not want to detract from what the member for Avon may be planning to say, but I agree with his 
interjection; it was a comment I was going to make.  There is perhaps a loss of opportunity for members on both 
sides of the house to simply make statements to address issues they consider to be important, whether they be of 
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a local electorate nature or whether they be of a policy nature.  Some of the vehicles used for making comments 
in this house have changed.  This is one example.  I think that some are less useful than they were when I first 
came into this place and are perhaps becoming redundant.  A Parliament needs to be contemporary.  We need to 
keep our traditions but be contemporary and allow members to do their job and to raise issues.   

Some of my colleagues might not agree with this, but I will make two observations about the Premier’s 
Statement.  Although I think that overall it is a successful format for the intervening years between general 
elections, I do not think it is desirable that it drag on as long as it has.  An effort should be made by the 
government of the day to make sure that the Premier’s Statement is dealt with quickly.  Have we finished with 
it? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We finish with it at the end of the year.  That sort of contradicts the purpose of it.  Maybe 
when looking at that in the future we might bear in mind that the quaint notion we have had in this house of 
amending an Address-in-Reply or a Premier’s Statement is not of much merit at all.  It has become a trivial 
exercise, and it has been one for a long time.  To express my view, perhaps not that of the opposition, I believe 
that the Premier’s Statement should involve a statement by the Premier, a response by the Leader of the 
Opposition and then a response by individual members of Parliament if they wish.  I do not think that an 
amendment that allows people to wander off into divergent debates does this Parliament any good.  If we need 
any proof of that, we need look only at the public reaction to the daylight saving debate in the upper house where 
the debate meandered away into obscurity and absurdity.  It was soundly rejected by the public.  The public saw 
that as people not doing their job and I think we need to be conscious of that type of issue in this house.  I think 
the amendments to the Address-in-Reply and the Premier’s Statement are becoming redundant and we should 
look at that.  Private members’ time is not what it used to be.  When I came into the Parliament in 1990 - a long 
time ago; perhaps too long ago, many might say - private members’ time was an important forum.  Regardless of 
who was in government, whether Labor or Liberal, the chamber was packed with people.  For various reasons, 
and it is not necessarily the quality of debate, private members’ time does not have the stature it used to have.  
The stature of matters of public interest has risen.  That has become the principal forum for private members.  
Again, I see some disturbing signs, and I am not being political in saying this, but the current government - 
perhaps also the previous government - is not giving importance to MPI debates.  We as a Parliament need to be 
present and participate in major issues of the Parliament, such as question time, MPIs and grievance debates.  
Grievance debates are successful and I think that is a format that members are queuing up to use.  Members on 
both sides of the house generally want to raise issues about their electorates. 
One suggestion that I think should be considered - perhaps some part of it can come out of private members’ 
time - is the genuine demand for members to be able to stand and make a speech on any subject they wish to, 
perhaps for a period of 10 to 15 minutes, but no longer, without necessarily any requirement on government to 
respond.  We have got into a type of mould in which if a member speaks, the government has to respond.  Why 
is that so?  Maybe it should form part of private members’ business and an hour should be set aside during which 
four members could each make a speech for 15 minutes on whatever topic they wanted to raise.  They could 
raise issues of policy or local issues, and develop an argument and present a case without any requirement for 
someone to respond.  If the government of the day chose to respond, it could do so in some other format.  I think 
that would give more spontaneity to this Parliament and a more contemporary currency to what we do. 

We need to look at those general formats and make sure they are contemporary and relevant rather than simply 
involve long, drawn-out meaningless debates. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Along the lines of what the member for Cottesloe has been saying, the pressure over 
the 20 years that I have been here has been to mould this chamber to suit the executive.  That has been the case 
for a long time.  We have changed things so that members’ speeches on the budget and the Address-in-Reply are 
now restricted to 30 minutes rather than 45 minutes as used to be the case.  I have always been keen about 
making sure that individual members have an opportunity to say what they need to say when they want to.  We 
saw an example of that today.  I think the speech by the member for Victoria Park an hour ago was as good a 
speech as I have heard in this chamber for some time. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Don’t you listen to mine? 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I was talking about good speeches!  The member for Fremantle is one of the better 
speakers in the house; I am not picking on him.  The member for Victoria Park needed to use the Public 
Accounts Committee forum to make an important statement.  That is fine, but he should have those 
opportunities, as should all members, on a fairly regular basis. 
Getting back to one of my pet topics, I have given notice of a motion to set up a parliamentary standards 
commissioner.  I know that many members opposite think that the member for Cottesloe, the member for 
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Churchlands and I are trying to bring in another police officer.  We are not trying to do that; we are trying to set 
up a process that will enable all members to be dealt with equally for a time. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  I think your proposition reflects very poorly on the opposition.  I would say that what you are 
proposing is exactly the role of Her Majesty’s opposition. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not have hours to debate this, but I suggest that if the member looks objectively 
at what has happened in this house in the past four weeks and the amount of time spent on question time, he will 
see that the opposition gets an opportunity to ask a question but a minister gets unlimited time to do whatever he 
or she likes.  The opposition is really restricted in this place.  I am not saying that as a direct criticism; it just 
happens to be the way Parliament is functioning.  I do not think the member for Yokine has been in opposition, 
but opposition members get very limited time to say what they want to say.  Also, opposition members are often 
basing their comments on a hunch.  When members sit opposite, they have the information; over here we do not 
have the information.  I do not think the member for Yokine is right. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I am not disagreeing with your premise.  I just think it is maybe a reflection on an opposition 
that needs to do a little more work. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right, but at any given time, whether we are talking about the Dockers or the 
Eagles or the Western Australian cricket team, there will be good administrations and poor administrations, 
strong oppositions and weak oppositions and strong governments and weak governments.  That is part of the 
process called life.  However, we need to make sure, Mr Speaker, and in your role as chairman of this committee 
you have a passion for this, that there is room in this chamber for a Parliament.  Executives have power; that is 
fine.  None of us in this chamber wants executives not to be executives, but we need to make sure that in all the 
passion of the politics that we live with, we keep room for a Parliament.  Matters such as the Premier’s 
Statement are important parts of the process.  Again, this is no criticism of the Premier, but I would like the 
Premier’s Statement to say that certain things will happen in the next 12 months so that there is an opportunity 
for the Leader of the Opposition to debate the matter.  This year’s Premier’s Statement was a bit of a motherhood 
statement, but it was the first one and it will develop over time.  It gives the rest of us who are not in the 
executive an opportunity to speak.   

I refer to the introduction of daylight saving.  I have a big picture of the member for Ballajura in my office with 
dart holes in it everywhere.  Everyone is enjoying filling the member full of holes!  The point I am making is we 
need a forum to do what the member has done as an Independent from the backbench. 

These are very good proposals.  I congratulate the Leader of the House for picking up on them.  I ask all 
members to think over the break about having some room for a Parliament.  This place has deteriorated over the 
years to the point at which the executive controls this chamber. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I did not realise that this matter was coming on for discussion today, but I would like to 
make a few observations.  I think the public believes that members of Parliament can stand in this place and talk 
on anything they like when they want to.  The public believes that if members want to raise an issue, they can 
just walk in here and do it.  They cannot. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  So aborting the trial was actually premeditated; it wasn’t a spur of the moment thing? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  What about the Narkle trial?  That nearly got aborted as well.  We will come back to that. 

The fact is members cannot just come in here and talk about something that they want to discuss, because they 
are not allocated the time.  As the member for Avon said, it is because this place is run by the executive.  That is 
why over the five years I have been here I have seen people stand and speak and not know who they are.  I did 
not even know which electorate they were from because they do not speak often.  When one is in government 
and a backbencher, one does not speak.  We hardly hear from them.  People have said to me that it must be 
terrible to be in opposition.  It has been glorious in a way because I have been able to stand and make what I 
think is a contribution and have the opportunity to debate, whereas government backbenchers have had to sit 
there and be quiet. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We will ensure you have that glorious opportunity for many years. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thank the minister.  I remember that his electorate is Nollamara! 

I think probably some members opposite have struggled with the fact that when they come in here as a member 
of the government, they have to sit there and shut up and watch incompetent people on the front bench perform.  
I came in and I have had opportunities, for which I am very grateful. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thank the minister.  I do not know what her problem is.  I do not know whether she takes 
nasty pills when she gets up in the morning.  She should try to be nice for once - Christmas is coming.   

I did not realise that members’ time in which to speak on the budget debate would be reduced from 45 minutes to 
30 minutes.  Is there a motion before the house to do that? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is what we had this year.  It is establishing this year’s temporary sessional order as a 
permanent standing order. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is a shame because it is one of the few times that members can talk about their 
electorates, particularly members of the government. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We are providing two opportunities for members to debate.  One of those opportunities has 
been reduced by 15 minutes.  Last year members had one opportunity to speak for 45 minutes.  In the future they 
will have two opportunities to speak for 30 minutes at a time. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I take that on board.  This place does not function as a Parliament.  A book by Martyn 
Webb refers to the way that this Parliament does not function as a democracy because it is controlled all the time 
by members of the executive.  Backbenchers have to shut up, the executive controls what happens and the 
opposition has limited time in which to raise matters. 

Last night when there were only a few members in the chamber, I thought that it would be good if more 
members sat in the chamber and listened to some of the speeches that were made.  Some members have a lot of 
knowledge.  I was interested in what the member for Capel had to say last night, but nobody else was in the 
chamber to listen to what he said.  Sometimes members waffle - some might say that I am waffling now.  The 
fact is that most members do not have to be present in the chamber and so members do not get a broad overview 
of what is happening in the state. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  Members listen to the debates from their offices. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Carine can have her say later. 

Last night members were speaking on a topic that I knew nothing about.  They were knowledgeable and 
informative.  Where were the members who are running the state?  I do not know whether, when these topics are 
being debated, members should be required to be here to listen to the debate to get a broad overview.  A member 
could be talking on a valuable topic on the regions, for instance, but there could be no other members present.  
Who knows where they might be?  They might be listening to the debate in their rooms, but they might be 
elsewhere.  I have observed that situation over time and I wanted to raise it in light of this motion. 

The SPEAKER:  I thank members for their suggestions.  I am fortunate to be the chair of the committee.  We 
will take up those issues in the new year. 

Question put and passed. 
 


