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TREASURER�S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2009 
Standing Orders Suspension � Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral � Leader of the House) [11.07 am] � without notice: I 
move �  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as would enable order of the day 64, Treasurer�s 
Advance Authorisation Bill 2009, to be taken forthwith. 

The standing orders require that certain orders of the day be taken ahead of others; for example, disallowance 
motions and the Address-in-Reply. I understand that there is an intention to take the business of the house out of 
the government�s hands today to deal with some disallowance motions. As I understand the standing orders, that 
would require an amendment to the motion that I normally move to deal with certain orders of the day ahead of 
others. I am concerned that if we were to go down that path and the opposition and its supporters decide that we 
will deal with disallowances ahead of the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill, we might not complete the 
Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill today because I have no idea how long a disallowance motion might or 
might not take.  

It is the intention of the government that the house adjourn at 5.00 pm this afternoon. What I am proposing 
through this motion is that we proceed to the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill forthwith and that it be 
dealt with. If there is time after that when I move the next motion, which relates to the Address-in-Reply, and 
those people are of a view that they wish to amend that particular motion to deal with disallowances, then so be 
it. We would then deal with the disallowance motions if the numbers are there for that to happen. I would be 
very concerned, as I said earlier, if we were unable to deal with the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill 
today because the day�s debates were taken up with disallowance motions, which do not need to be dealt with 
today at all; however, I believe there are some members who feel that is what we should be doing. This motion 
basically proposes that we move forthwith to order of the day 64, the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill. 
Once that is dealt with, I will then move a motion for certain orders of the day to be taken after order of the day 
28. If the opposition is of a mind to bring on debate about disallowances, it would have an opportunity to amend 
that motion and require the house to deal with those disallowance motions. I might add that taking the business 
out of the government�s hands is a very rare occurrence. I suggest to the opposition that it contemplate how often 
it might want to do that.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan � Leader of the Opposition) [11.10 am]: I have not been 
consulted about this suspension motion. There was ample opportunity for me to be consulted. I understand that a 
member of the Greens is interested in dealing with a disallowance motion. I indicated to him that he would have 
the Labor Party�s support for that, contingent on the commitment that I gave the Leader of the House that we 
will ensure that the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill is passed today. To give effect to my commitment to 
the Leader of the House, I stated to him in writing that we would be prepared to give up motions and 
consideration of committee reports. On each day�yesterday and again today�he has moved a suspension in 
order to give effect to that, I have agreed to it because that was part of the offer and that was part of our 
discussion. In order to ensure that we could deal with the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill, I suggested a 
range of matters be dealt with, not limited to those two. It is entirely doable by way of negotiation for the house 
to deal with both a debate on a disallowance motion and the Treasurer�s authorisation bill today. The members of 
the Greens (WA) and any Independents who have a view about the disallowance motion know that the 
Australian Labor Party�s position is that we will not conduct any debate today in a way that compromises our 
ability to deal with the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation bill. They know that and the government knows that 
because � 

Hon Norman Moore: The government doesn�t know anything at all. You haven�t spoken to me about this at all. 
I have met all the obligations I had to you.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I listened to the Leader of the House. The ALP will not be moving a motion to deal with 
the disallowance motion. When I was talking to the Greens, who I understand will be moving that motion, I said 
to Hon Paul Llewellyn yesterday, although I am sure he would have done it anyway, that he should make sure he 
speaks to the Leader of the House so that he understands that this will not compromise the Labor Party�s 
commitment and any commitment he might have to deal with the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill. I 
checked with Hon Paul Llewellyn last night to make sure that he had done that. I was not paid the courtesy of 
being consulted about this suspension. This is not something I do lightly because I agree with the Leader of the 
House that it ought be the government�s prerogative to change the order of the business of the house but in this 
circumstance it is entirely possible to debate the disallowance motion and complete the debate on the Treasurer�s 
Advance Authorisation Bill today. For those reasons, we will be opposing the suspension.  
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HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [11.13 am]: I oppose the suspension of standing orders to debate the 
Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill until we have debated the disallowance motion relating to genetically 
modified crops and this year�s canola trial. I have asked Hon Paul Llewellyn to ask that this matter be dealt with 
sooner rather than later because after today, the house adjourns for three weeks. For those members who may not 
be aware, these commercial trials of canola may well go ahead during that three-week break while there is a 
disallowance motion hanging over the house, which could ultimately force those commercial trials to be 
unlawful or illegal. That could mean that they may have to be sprayed out or destroyed after farmers have gone 
to the effort of planting those crops. That is why I want the issue dealt with today. There is no reason we cannot 
complete the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill later today. If the debate continues all day on the 
Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill, as it has for two days now, I do not think there will be a strong intent by 
a number of members to deal with this disallowance motion before the three-week break. It is vital that we deal 
with that motion today.  

I can count the numbers. I have known for some time that the disallowance will succeed, whether we vote for it 
today or in three weeks� time. Maybe the debate will change that vote and it will fail. If that happens, I will 
accept that. As I said, I can count, and I think the disallowance will go ahead. If the disallowance occurs, it ought 
to happen today, not in three weeks� time when it will be an absolute disaster for the farmers involved and for 
the government, which supports these commercial trials this year. I wrote to the Minister for Agriculture about 
this issue over a week ago. I have also written to the Premier.  

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I do not think this is a debate about the merits or otherwise of genetically modified 
crops. This is about the suspension of standing orders to deal with the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill. I 
suspect that the gentleman is completely out of order with respect to the matters he is talking about.  

The PRESIDENT: Hon Anthony Fels was giving reasons why he is of the view that the motion moved by the 
Leader of the House should be opposed. He was just beginning to stray a little from that proposition.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: I was not intending to stray. I was trying to make the point that the government ought 
to have been aware that this could have happened today and I am not trying to disrupt the government�s 
program. I am trying to stick with what I understand to be the order of business as per today�s notice paper and 
not suspend standing orders to move on with the next piece of legislation, which the government might want to 
do and we can still do that any time. I suggest that we do not suspend standing orders to change the order of the 
notice paper. We should stick to what is on the notice paper until we have dealt with order of the day 49, the 
disallowance motion relating to genetically modified crops. I do not care if we go through everything else before 
we get to that.  

Hon Norman Moore: Do you want to deal with the City of Armadale one, too? 

Hon ANTHONY FELS: That is not important to me. I am happy to suspend other standing orders and get 
straight on to order of the day 49. If we do that, we might deal with it faster than we are spending on the debate 
about whether we should suspend standing orders.  

HON SIMON O�BRIEN (South Metropolitan � Minister for Transport) [11.17 am]: The salient point that 
Hon Anthony Fels made was in his very last line; that is, how much time we spend on these matters of 
procedure. I had a sense of deja vu when the Leader of the Opposition just got up. I was thinking of the time 
when I first arrived in this place and Hon Tom Stephens was the Leader of the Opposition. That was what was 
known by some as the good old days. One problem with the good old days is that we had an opposition that was 
constantly determined to take the business of the house out of the government�s hands. That is what we are 
seeing today. Despite all the bleating from the opposition about it wanting us to cave in and bring on the 
Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill, it is contriving to stop that actually happening. I hope we do not do 
what we used to do in the good old days and spend the next six hours bickering over the motion moved by the 
Leader of the House.  

Members, including members on the crossbenches, need to understand that we cannot guarantee how long a 
disallowance motion will run for. I do not believe that any undertakings have been given. If Australian Labor 
Party members think it is better for them to pander to what three cross-benchers want to do, if they think that is 
in their interest, they should bear in mind that they are cutting themselves back from the opportunity to debate 
the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill, which they seem to want to debate at very great length. If that bill is 
not dealt with by 5 o�clock tonight, because of delays in dealing with various disallowance motions now instead 
of when they would normally be dealt with, on their heads be it.  

Hon Kim Chance: You know you did exactly the same thing last year and we accepted it.  
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The PRESIDENT: Order! We are spending a lot of time dealing with a procedural motion and interjections at 
this stage of the debate will only prolong the debate.  

Hon SIMON O�BRIEN: In conclusion, it is simply a matter that the proposal of the Leader of the House and 
the government is that we deal with the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill, which is important to everyone. 
The time that that debate will conclude depends very much on the capacity of the opposition to talk at length 
about it. If members opposite want to then deal with another motion, we can move on to it today, if it is the will 
of the house to do that, at the conclusion of the debate on the Treasurer�s Advance Authorisation Bill. It seems 
perfectly reasonable.  

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [11.21 am]: I will be brief. The clear fact of the matter is that the 
government has the entire agenda in its hands. It can determine how long members will speak on any motion or 
matter before the house. The clear facts are that we negotiated to suspend motions yesterday and committee 
reports and motions today. There is more than enough time to do deal with the business that needs to be dealt 
with. The Leader of the House knows that. 

Hon Norman Moore: In the order you choose.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Interjections at this stage of the day are not helpful. There will be plenty of 
opportunities for members to interject as the day unfolds.  

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN: Disallowance motions take precedence in the order of business for very good 
reason. In the past a disallowance motion might have been moved on a particular day and then languished on the 
notice paper for weeks, if not months. The disallowance procedure works very well.  

I support Hon Anthony Fels� argument that the moment to make a decision on the GM disallowance is now. The 
government can hide behind a load of procedural matters but in actual fact it is completely in control of the 
entire agenda and we guarantee that we will not waste the time of the house. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result � 
Ayes (13) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Brian Ellis Hon Barry House Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O�Brien  

 

Noes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Anthony Fels Hon Batong Pham Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Shelley Eaton Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ken Travers  

 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Barbara Scott Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm 
 Hon Helen Morton Hon Adele Farina 
 Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Carolyn Burton 
 

Question thus negatived. 
 


