
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 12 September 2012] 

 p5639b-5640a 
Hon Nick Goiran; Chair; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Jon Ford; Hon Ed Dermer 

 [1] 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Twenty-eighth Report —  
“Proceeds of crime and unexplained wealth: A role for the Corruption and Crime Commission?” 

Resumed from 28 June. 

Point of Order 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Mr Chair, I want to foreshadow that I propose to move that consideration of this 
committee report be deferred to the next opportunity, but before I do that I need to raise a point of order. I do not 
know whether that is customary, but I need to do it nevertheless, because your ruling on this matter will assist 
me to determine whether I move to defer consideration of the matter or we continue to debate it. The point of 
order is in respect to the requirement for a ministerial response. At page i of the twenty-eighth report of the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, entitled “Ministerial response”, it states — 

In accordance with Standing Order 277(1) of the Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly, the Joint 
Standing Committee … directs that the Attorney General report to the Assembly as to the action, if any, 
proposed to be taken by the Government with respect to the recommendations of the Committee, within 
not more than three months, … 

This particular report was tabled in the Legislative Council on 28 June 2012 but was laid on the table of the 
Legislative Assembly on 7 August 2012. It directs the Attorney General, but of course the Attorney General is 
no longer a member of the Legislative Assembly; he is now a member of the Legislative Council. Mr Chair, the 
reason I need your ruling on this is that standing order 277(1) of the Assembly refers to the possibility of a 
direction being made to a minister in the Assembly and a response being required within three months. I just 
need to know from you, Mr Chair, whether it is the case that this place is awaiting the ministerial response 
because the committee has asked for a response from the Attorney General, who was at the time a member of the 
Assembly. The Attorney General is no longer in the Assembly. The Attorney General is in this house. According 
to the Assembly standing order, we cannot direct a member other than one from the Assembly. I need to know 
whether we are going to get a ministerial response on this; otherwise, there is no point in deferring consideration 
of the matter.  
The CHAIR: Giving consideration to the member’s request in relation to the deferral of the consideration of that 
particular committee report, either way, whether it is 28 June—I did not note the date in August the member 
mentioned—and given the fact that on either occasion that three-month period has not expired at this time, I 
think the member is quite within his right to seek the postponement of the consideration of this committee report. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It is my view that the Committee of the Whole can consider reports ahead of the 
government’s response. It is not necessary for the committee to await the government’s response. I make this 
point because one of the reasons for having consideration of committee reports is that members of a committee 
have a chance to talk about it in the house and inform the world of what has been happening in that committee 
and why it has come up with a particular report. It is not necessary, in my view, for us to postpone any 
consideration of committee reports until such time as the government has responded. However, it is not beyond 
the capacity of the house to postpone the consideration of a report until the government’s response is provided, 
but that is for the committee to decide. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In relation to the point of order, two matters require clarification. Firstly, what I failed to 
advise you earlier, Mr Chair, is that the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has 
received a piece of correspondence from the current Attorney General indicating that this matter might be best 
directed to the Premier. The difficulty, Mr Chair, is that there is no indication as to whether or not that means a 
response will be forthcoming in this matter. I do not believe the committee intends to redraft its report and table 
it again indicating that a response should come from the Premier. An indicative answer probably needs to be 
provided to the Committee of the Whole about whether or not a response is forthcoming.  

The second matter is that, naturally, as you can imagine, Mr Chair, I always agree wholeheartedly with my good 
friend the Leader of the House, including on this occasion. It certainly is possible for committee reports to be 
considered without a response from the government. However, in this case it is important that we receive a 
response from the government because this particular report goes to the very heart of the debate that is currently 
taking place as to what the role of the Corruption and Crime Commission should be. If it is to have an expanded 
role, should it be a narrow one or a very broad role? I think that we would struggle to meaningfully consider the 
report without at least knowing whether a response is forthcoming. 

Hon JON FORD: I have been listening to the debate and I agree with the Leader of the House. If it is important 
for Hon Nick Goiran to postpone the consideration of the report, he should just move to postpone it and give his 
reasons to the Committee of the Whole and the committee will make a decision. I do not believe there is a point 
of order. I agree with the Leader of the House. It is up to the committee to decide whether it supports the 
argument put by the member to postpone the consideration of the report. 
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Hon ED DERMER: It appears that we have opened up quite an interesting subject. I do not know whether this 
is the appropriate format to debate it, but based on the consideration of other reports, it appears to me that the 
objective of changing the standing orders to actually shorten and restrict the number of speakers on each report 
has achieved its objective in bringing forward the consideration of reports in a timely manner. In fact, I suggest 
that it may have overachieved its purpose quite often when reports have come up for consideration prior to the 
government’s response being received. The Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for a future 
recommendation may wish to suggest extending the 10 minutes to a longer time and perhaps allowing two 
debates to occur on each report—one prior to and one after the government’s response. I am just putting these 
suggestions now that the subject has been raised. 

The CHAIR: Giving consideration to the issue, I certainly do not believe there is a point of order. I think that 
the decision should be made in the Committee of the Whole, as we are right now, to either defer the 
consideration of the report or not. I think that should perhaps be predicated on the comments that the Chairman 
of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission makes. The only other point I would 
add to my commentary is that in the absence of the Attorney General being in the chamber, that may well give 
some weight to the member’s particular request that this report be postponed, but I give the member the call to 
comment. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Taking your cue, Mr Chair, I move — 

That consideration of the twenty-eighth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission be postponed to the next sitting of the Council. 

Question put and passed. 
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