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RECREATIONAL HUNTING SYSTEMS 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Ruling by President 
The PRESIDENT: I would like to clarify a situation that arose at the end of the debate on this motion. The 
Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina) took a point of order from Hon Nick Goiran and referred that to me. The 
Deputy President, the Acting Clerk and I have discussed the matter and we have agreed on a way forward. 
Looking to an answer on the situation, the house needs to refer to standing order 37 to look for guidance. 
Standing order 37 was amended to its current form on Wednesday, 30 November 2011, as a follow-up to the 
major review of standing orders in this place. If members refer to Hansard, they will see that it was eloquently 
described and put by the former Deputy President, Hon Matt Benson–Lidholm and agreed to by the house that 
standing order 37(2) be incorporated in that standing order. We have examined that standing order as it is and 
agree that there is some ambiguity in the words and the way it is put; in other words, 37(2) provides an 
exemption from 37(1). If members read the standing order, they will see that part 37(1) refers to general debates 
across the chamber’s business but part 37(2) provides an exemption for motions on notice.  

The intention was clear. The intention was to prevent a member or a group of members monopolising or 
diverting the debate away from the substantive content of the motion in a limited time frame, and that was the 
rationale behind the house deciding to change the standing order. On reflection, we may have used a 
sledgehammer to crack a nut. After some thought, this is my view. I do not consider it a very good practice, as it 
runs contrary to the general rules of debate on all other matters in this chamber and in general rules of debate in 
the community. However, if a literal interpretation of standing order 37 leads me to support the view of the 
Deputy President and uphold the point of order of Hon Nick Goiran, that would mean that Hon Sue Ellery was 
not entitled to speak on the amendment being moved to change the name of the committee.  

I will suggest a way forward so that the house can determine its own destiny in this matter. I suggest the Leader 
of the Opposition stand and seek leave to make a comment on the amendment, and if the house agrees, then we 
can proceed on that basis. This is obviously another matter that has emerged as a result of the major rewrite of 
the standing orders in 2010–11, and that was adopted during that period of the debate in 2011. It is similar to 
another matter the house will deal with later in today’s sitting. As I said, the house is the master of its own 
destiny. It may decide to consider this matter then, if it wishes to, or it may decide to refer the matter to the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for further discussion, inquiry and clarification.  

HON PETER COLLIER: I concur with the comments. I think the ambiguity is evident. I understand why the 
change was originally made, because the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges did not want a 
situation where a member spoke two or three times on a particular motion on notice. Having said that, that 
ambiguity does exist and inevitably it will be a topic of discussion for a future review—dare I say—of this 
instance. It is ironic that the house is dealing with this issue at a time it is moving further amendments to the 
standing orders. Having said that, and for the benefit of members, the government will support the Leader of the 
Opposition if she seeks leave to make further comments on this motion.  

Debate Resumed 

HON SUE ELLERY — by leave: I know members were on tenterhooks to hear what I wanted to say before 
Hon Nick Goiran pointed out the issue to do with standing orders. I had indicated that the terms of reference of 
the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs specifically relate to matters of policy and 
specifically policy related to matters to do with the environment whereas the terms of the reference for the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration are in fact around the system and the application of public 
administration. I have been a member of that committee, and that committee has not had a history of dealing 
with matters related to policy, but rather with whether the arms of government are appropriately dealing with a 
whole range of administrative matters. I have asked that the government, if the mover cannot, make clear the 
basis on which it draws the conclusion that the Standing Committee on Public Administration is the better 
committee over the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, which is a committee that looks 
specifically at policy related to the environment, when the motion before us is to acknowledge the use of 
recreational hunting systems and potential environmental contribution made in controlling pest animals on public 
lands together with the possible economic, cultural and recreational benefits to the community. Those are matters 
of policy that do not go to the current administration of a system of regulation in the state.  

Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson made the point that it is arguable that it does not fall within the ambit of the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration. I would take that a step further and say that when we read the 
terms of reference of that committee against the terms of reference of the Standing Committee on Environment 
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and Public Affairs, it is perfectly obvious that it fits quite comfortably within the terms of reference of the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. What might not be comfortable—I do not know this—
is that perhaps it is not convenient or that the members of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs do not want to deal with the matter. I understand that they have a range of other matters on foot and, as 
the committee that deals with petitions as well, there is always work for that committee to do. I can understand a 
particular committee not wanting to deal with a reference from the house, but we need to look at the terms of 
reference of both committees. Different committees have different terms of reference because we want them to 
focus on different areas. We do not want every single committee to look at exactly the same range and scope of 
matters. It that is the intent, we might as well not have separate committees.  

The point has already been made that the opposition does not support the referral to a committee in any event. It 
will not be supporting the amendment. No case has been put as to the reasons why this committee should be 
chosen over the other committee and it does not seem to fit neatly within the terms of reference of the Standing 
Committee on Public Administration at all.  

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [5.19 pm]: I am rising to speak to the amendment. I am not going to 
speak to the substance of the motion on the basis that I am yet to form an opinion either way on those matters. 
As Chair of the Standing Committee on Public Administration, if it happens and it is the will of the house that 
this matter is referred to that committee, I think it more appropriate that I not make any comment on the 
substantive matter. 

The PRESIDENT: Member, I am sorry to interrupt but I just point out that it actually does not work in reverse. 
You cannot reserve your right to speak on the substantive motion if you get up to speak on an amendment. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: No, Mr President, I am not reserving my right to speak on the substantive motion. I am just 
saying that I will not be touching on the substantive, as I do not think it is appropriate in terms of what may 
happen in the future. 

The PRESIDENT: Right. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: However, I do rise to give the reasons why I and the government believe that the motion 
should come for inquiry to the public administration committee. The cutest answer, I suppose, is that this house 
is the master of its own destiny. We have just seen a prime example of that with the ruling given just five 
minutes ago by the will of the house when we determined that the Leader of the Opposition could be heard 
further on this matter. That would be the short answer. However, in fairness to everyone, we need to look at two 
things. One is that I do not believe that portfolio-based committees are appropriate in this house. Again that is 
another matter for debate on another day when we would need to look at what happens under our standing orders 
and at what we have determined to be our standing committees. To me it seems that the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs should be renamed the “Public Affairs Committee”, as the environment is the 
only portfolio that is particularly mentioned in the title of any of our standing committees. 

Having said that, if this was purely an environmental issue to be looked at, there could be a fit for it to be with 
the environment committee. However, we need to look at the wording of the motion about acknowledging “the 
use in other states of regulated, licensed recreational hunting systems”; and the direction in paragraph (b) of the 
amendment to the motion that the Standing Committee on Public Administration “inquire into the benefits or 
otherwise of a similar system”. The motion therefore requires the public administration committee to look at the 
system of regulated or licensed recreational hunting systems that could be put in place. That would go across all 
agencies of the government and involve them in looking at the fees, costs and charges that might come along 
with the changes that would be necessary if a system such as this were to be put in place. For instance, the 
Deputy Leader of the Government in her contribution asked that the committee that does look at it look at the 
forms of licensing and regulated systems that already exist in other places and how that already happens and 
what we would do in relation to that. I think that there is a very good reason therefore for the motion being 
referred to the public administration committee. Quite frankly, the question would be: why does it not need to 
come to the public administration committee? We could also ask: what is not public administration about this 
matter? With that short contribution, that is one of the main reasons why the government says that we need to 
send this to the Standing Committee on Public Administration for its deliberation. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.23 pm]: I rise to speak against the amendment for reasons that have 
been outlined by my colleagues earlier. As a member of the Standing Committee on Public Administration, I 
have had a look at the terms of reference. I fail to see how the terms of reference of this motion as worded and 
moved in the house are applicable to the terms of reference of the public administration committee. I think that it 
is more in line with the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. That point has been made. 

I just say that, like Hon Nick Goiran when he made a point of order, I do not claim to be the fount of all 
knowledge on this matter and there is a lot for me to learn about committees. However, as I understand it, 
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Hon Rick Mazza has moved a motion in the house. Hon Rick Mazza has asked for support from the house for 
the motion. One side of the house has indicated that it will not support the motion. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Time has elapsed for this debate today, and the next instalment will be next week. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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