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STANDING ORDER NO 230 AMENDMENT AND NEW STANDING ORDER NO 230A 
Motion 

Resumed from 8 November on the following motion moved by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) -  

(1) Standing Order No 230 is amended by deleting paragraphs (c) and (d). 

(2) The following standing order is inserted after Standing Order No 230 - 

230A.    Uniform legislation 
(1) This order applies to a bill that - 

(a) ratifies or gives effect to a bilateral or multilateral intergovernmental 
agreement to which the Government of the State is a party; or 

(b) by reason of its subject matter, introduces a uniform scheme or uniform laws 
throughout the Commonwealth. 

(2) The second reading stage of a bill is not to be resumed where SO 230(a) applies, or 
commence where SO 230(b) applies, within 30 days of the date of the bill’s first 
reading or before it has been reported from a committee, whichever is the later. 

(3) Unless otherwise ordered, a bill when read a first time stands referred to the 
Legislation Committee. 

(4) The Legislation Committee, or other committee, receiving a bill under subclause (3) is 
to present its final report not later than 30 days of the day of the reference or such 
other period as may be ordered by the House. 

(5) The policy of a bill is not a matter for inquiry by a committee receiving it.   

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [10.40 pm]:  I will be short, because I listened to the Leader of 
the House when he moved the motion, and he convinced me of the merits of amending Standing Order No 230; 
that is, to delete Standing Order No 230(c) and (d) and replace it with new Standing Order No 230A.   

By way of background, it is important to note that the Standing Committee on Legislation tabled a report last 
Tuesday.  The report recommended that Standing Order No 230(c) and (d) be repealed and new Standing Order 
No 230A be substituted.  The Legislation Committee was of the view that in its present form the standing order 
put the committee in somewhat of a straightjacket; it did not allow any flexibility because the current standing 
order requires all Bills that ratify or give effect to a bilateral or multilateral intergovernmental agreement to 
which the Government or the State is a party or other subject matter that introduces a uniform scheme or uniform 
law throughout the Commonwealth to be referred only to the Legislation Committee.  I say “only” the 
Legislation Committee, irrespective of whether that is the correct committee having regard to the substance of a 
particular multilateral intergovernmental agreement or uniform law.  It is intended that new Standing Order No 
230A will enable those agreements or uniform laws to be referred to other than the Legislation Committee if that 
is the wish of the House.  That would be by a majority vote in the House.  However, I note that the 30-day period 
is to be retained; that is, a 30-day period must elapse after the Bill is introduced into the House and read a second 
time before any further debate on the second reading occurs.   

By way of history, it is worth noting that Standing Order 230 came into being when it was originally passed in 
October 1992.  At that stage of the game Standing Order No 230 provided for a 120-day period to elapse before 
a second reading could be resumed when Bills that gave effect to multilateral intergovernmental agreements or 
other subject matter that introduced uniform schemes were introduced into the House.  The original proposal was 
to enable an adequate period of time to scrutinise national legislative schemes that implemented uniform laws or 
gave effect to intergovernmental agreements.  The idea was to give a sufficient period of time to enable the State 
Parliament to scrutinise the process that was being proposed.  One of the problems with uniform laws and 
intergovernmental agreements is that often they have the effect of eroding state powers.  It is important to 
understand clearly and seek to know whether there are defects in any proposal to enable those defects to be 
identified and reported to the Parliament.   

The 120-day period was changed back to 30 days in 1995 when the House considered that 30 days was sufficient 
time for the identification of defects of those Bills to which I referred earlier.  From time to time the Parliament 
has extended that 30-day period.  On occasions, by suspending standing orders, the Parliament has suspended the 
operation of Standing Order No 230(c) and (d).  The Standing Committee on Legislation, as I have said, believes 
that there needs to be greater flexibility.  I agree with the committee.  If a particular Bill, which is the subject of a 
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Standing Order No 230(c) referral, is tabled and second read in the House, it is important that it be referred to the 
appropriate committee rather than specifically the Legislation Committee. 

I should just advise that the proposed new Standing Order No 230A will ensure that there is a 30-day period that 
is required to elapse after the second reading and prior to the second reading debate.  The proposed new Standing 
Order No 230A will offer some greater flexibility to the House in its referral process, and accordingly the 
Opposition supports the motion. 

The PRESIDENT:  Mention was made in the debate on this matter last week of reference to the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges, and proposed changes to standing orders.  Following that debate, I 
canvassed the members of the committee to give any member the opportunity to express concerns about the 
change of standing orders, as indicated here.  No concerns were communicated to me as the chairman of that 
committee.  That is perhaps relevant to the debate. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [10.47 pm]:  The Greens (WA) do not have a problem with this motion.  
We are perplexed because it seems we are in the process of clearing up the Notice Paper.  We are dealing with 
the second to last item on the Notice Paper, but sitting near the front of the Notice Paper is order of the day No 5, 
which amends the same section of the standing orders.  It is sitting there waxing, waning and looking very sad 
and wanting to be dealt with.  I hope that when the Government responds, we will be told when order of the day 
No 5 will be dealt with.  As I indicated in a previous speech today, the Government would have the support of 
the Greens when dealing with order of the day No 5.  We look forward to debating the motion.  I wonder why 
the House is clearing up items towards the end of the Notice Paper and not dealing with some of the earlier 
items. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.49 pm]:  I need to check a matter arising from 
the comments made by Hon Dee Margetts.  It is obviously a matter of some interest.  I referred to Standing 
Order No 127, to which I made a comment on the issue raised by Hon Dee Margetts.  Standing Order No 127, of 
course, provides that the Government will call the business as it meets the Government’s priorities.  At this 
stage, the order of the day referred to by Hon Dee Margetts is not one that meets the Government’s priorities.  
However, I had sought to clear this issue from the Notice Paper because it is a matter, notwithstanding its later 
introduction to the Notice Paper, that has been under consideration by the House for some time.  It started its life 
as a motion in the House and found its way into the orders of the day.  The matter has been discussed before in 
the House and has general agreement.  The second comment by Hon Dee Margetts is not one that we can apply 
necessarily to order of the day No 5.   

I thank honourable members for their support for order of the day No 115, which amends Standing Order No 
230.  Standing Order 230, of course, was put in this place for a purpose.  The changes contained in the 
amendment reflect a desire by the House to hone the purposes of Standing Order No 230 to better reflect the will 
of the House.  It provides for the hardline 30-day requirement to be modified according to the will of the House.  
If the House does not have that will, it will not occur and we will fall back to the default position that is provided 
in proposed clause (2) in the motion; that is, the requirement for a 30-day referral.  I thank honourable members 
for their support for the order of the day and I commend it to the House.  

Question put and passed. 
 


