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ESTIMATES COMMITTEE 
Appointment - Motion 

Committee 
Resumed from 21 June.  The President (Hon J.A. Cowdell) in the Chair. 

Progress was reported after the following motion moved by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House) had been 
partly considered - 

(1) The following standing order is inserted - 

 313. Consideration of Annual Estimates 
1 A committee of the whole (the “Estimates Committee”) is appointed to consider the 

Annual Estimates of Expenditure and related documents (the “Budget Papers”) 
which, on being tabled, stand referred to the Estimates Committee accordingly. 

2 The Chairman of Committees, acting with the advice of the committee established 
under SO 125A, is to determine - 

(a) the Votes in the Budget Papers to be considered and the order in which they 
will be considered; 

(b) for each Vote, the day and time for its consideration; 

(c) the final date for lodging questions on notice (if any) relating to each Vote; 
and 

(d) cause a copy of that determination to be given to each member, each 
minister, and the chief executive officers of the departments or other State 
instrumentalities whose operations are wholly or partly funded from the 
Votes determined under paragraph (a). 

3 Any variation or cancellation of a determination is to be made, if practicable, in 
accordance with the requirements of subclause 2.  

4 The Chairman of Committees is the Chairman of the Estimates Committee and has 
those powers necessary or incidental to the maintenance of the orderly conduct of its 
proceedings. 

5 When considering a Vote - 
(a) there is no question to be resolved; 

(b) members may ask oral questions of the appropriate minister in the Council 
and, with the minister’s consent but subject nonetheless to SO 331, of any 
person appearing with that minister. 

6 The Estimates Committee is not to require the attendance of a person by name or 
office unless the person is authorized or required by law to perform a function with a 
public purpose and there is no capacity for a minister - 

(a) to give directions as to the manner or occasion when the function is to be 
performed, or  

(b) to alter or nullify an effect resulting from a performance of the function. 

7 Not later than 1 sitting day after the day on which the question for the second reading 
of a bill appropriating the Consolidated Fund for the ordinary annual services of the 
Government is first put, the Estimates Committee may report on any matter arising 
from its consideration of the Budget Papers. 

8 Standing order 234 does not apply to a bill that appropriates the Consolidated Fund in 
accordance with the Budget Papers if, when it is read a second time, no notice has 
been given of a motion for a purpose permitted under section 46 of the Constitution 
Acts Amendment Act 1899, and in such a case the question for the third reading is to 
be put immediately. 

9 The House stands adjourned over each day that is subject to a determination under 
subclause 2(b). 
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10 Despite subclause 9, if satisfied by the Leader of the House that a matter requires the 
immediate attention of the House, the President may recall the House to sit on such a 
day at a specified time, and any proceedings of the Estimates Committee on that day 
are suspended for the duration of the sitting. 

11 The business to be transacted on a day provided for in subclause 10 is that determined 
by the Leader of the House and need not be confined to consideration of the matter 
for which the House is recalled. 

(2) Standing order 49(c) is repealed. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Members will no doubt recall my remarks of 21 June when I commenced my 
contribution.  In summary, I was expressing some observations about the likely impact and some of the practical 
considerations of exchanging the former system of a separate standing committee conducting estimates hearings 
with the current proposal, which is that the estimates committee be a Committee of the Whole House.  I 
mentioned some practical difficulties that may arise.  I did not in any way try to pour cold water on the proposal, 
but I wanted to point out that there could be some practical difficulties with quorums and other functional 
matters.  Members would do well to consider those matters before agreeing to make these changes.  With that in 
mind, I was glad to see the appearance on the supplementary notice paper of a proposal by Hon Peter Foss to 
move, in effect, that the new standing order, if and when it is adopted, be a sessional order.  That is a prudent 
course, and no doubt he will move that in due course.   

The only other matter I will mention at this time, and which concerns me greatly, is that when we consider the 
budget, we ensure that the opportunity for a committee stage is not lost if the House wishes to avail itself of that 
opportunity when it considers the Bill.  The committee will consider the tabled papers, and it will do that by way 
of the traditional - or near enough to traditional - estimates hearings.  That is fine when some direct scrutiny is 
applied to individual votes, which are selected and invited to join us for a direct examination.  Of course, it 
precludes the many other departments and agencies that rely on the budget for funding.  We can look at only a 
dozen or 15 agencies in any detail.  However, we may wish to scrutinise many others when the time comes to 
consider the Bill.  We would be ill-advised to do away with those measures which, to the present, have allowed 
us to ensure we have the option of a committee stage after the second reading.  I look forward to the Committee 
of the Whole making recommendations that take account of that view.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  Mr President, as you alluded to, I have a number of amendments in my name.  Therefore, I 
move -  

Clause (1), line 1 - To insert before “The following” the words “For the remainder of this session”. 

The reason for suggesting this amendment is that there has been some indication that perhaps we are just 
following what we have done in the past; in fact, the motion contains some substantial alterations from what was 
previously the case.  Hon Simon O’Brien pointed out some of those changes.  The most important is that the 
estimates committee is a Committee of the Whole, in which all members are members of the committee, as 
opposed to a standing committee, in which others come along by way of invitation.  The chair will be the 
Chairman of Committees as opposed to the chairman of the standing committee.  The deputy chairmen will be 
the Deputy Chairmen of Committees as opposed to the members of the standing committee.  That is a pity 
because it is good to have members of that committee actively involved in the consideration of the estimates.  
After all, that is what they are involved with for the rest of the year.  A lot can be said for their being actively 
involved.  Some major changes have been suggested, which indicate that we should proceed carefully.  The 
quorum issue, mentioned by Hon Simon O’Brien, is true.  We have had some problems with quorums anyway 
when the Chamber was not the Committee of the Whole.   

I will go through some of the issues in the motion.  The Chairman of Committees will decide which votes in the 
budget papers are to be considered.  The Chairman of Committees is a member of the Opposition, but there is no 
guarantee that the Chairman of Committees will be a member of the Opposition.  Something is slightly wrong 
with the concept that a person who is not guaranteed to be a member of the Opposition could chose which votes 
are to be considered.  However, there is some protection in that because it is done on the advice of the 
management committee, but it is still only advice; the final decision rests with the Chairman of Committees.  
This year the Chairman of Committees is a member of the Opposition, but that is not guaranteed for the future.   

The point made in paragraph 4 is that the Chairman of Committees is the chairman of the estimates committee.  
It follows, although it is not stated in the motion, that the Deputy Chairmen of Committees will be the deputy 
chairmen of the estimates committee.  Mr President, you can probably clarify that issue for us by ruling on it, but 
I think that will be the consequence of that provision.   
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Paragraph 5 is correct - there is no question to be resolved.  It is quite correct for the minister to decide whether 
people should answer the questions.  The practice in this Chamber has been that questions can be directed to 
chief executive officers, and that has been quite effective.  It is certainly better than the whisper-and-speak 
method used in other places.   

Paragraph 6 provides that we do not require the attendance of a person by name or office unless that person is an 
independent officer.  I have proposed another amendment to that paragraph to ensure the minister has 
appropriate people present to answer the questions.  That matter is not in contention.  In the first few years of the 
estimates committee, a few CEOs thought we were not important enough to turn up to the committee.  I would 
hate members to take the view suggested in paragraph 6; that is, that they are not necessary.  I hope all ministers 
ensure those people receive the correct instructions.   

I do not have a problem with paragraph 7, which assumes that it will be a reasonable period.  There have been 
occasions when budgets have been rushed through.  Paragraph 7 would be totally impossible to achieve if the 
budget came in and the other House was guillotined and it ended up here.  I assume that that will not happen.  
Under those circumstances, paragraph 7 will be okay.   

I have a concern with paragraph 8 and I have suggested that it be removed.  It will remove the committee stage 
when the appropriation Bill comes before the House.  It is true that even though there has been the possibility of 
a committee stage, if the estimates hearings are adequate, a committee stage will not be required.  However, a 
vote may not be dealt with because it did not get through, that answers were not sufficient or that people ran out 
of time. I do not believe it will be abused.  However, it would be extraordinary if one of the most important Bills 
to come before the Parliament - the appropriations Bill - was not subjected to at least the possibility of a 
committee stage.  The Chamber has shown itself to be reasonable.  I remember some time ago when members 
had a couple of questions to ask in the committee stage about a vote.  Members will only ask questions if they 
want to.  We must be given the opportunity to ask questions about the budget estimates.  Alternatively, to get 
around that, we could see members giving notice to move to reduce every vote by $1, which would be a 
nonsense.  Members might do that to ensure that the Bill gets to a committee stage.  We could make that happen 
but rather than have nonsense like that, let us allow it to happen.  I believe the Government will find that 
members will do what they have done in the past and ask questions. 

I do not have a problem with paragraph 9.  Hon George Cash indicated his concerns about paragraphs 10 and 11.  
I will not add anything to what he said about them.  He clearly indicated why they are neither necessary nor 
desirable.  I intended to move the deletion of clause (2) of the motion.  However, I note the proposed amendment 
of Hon Dee Margetts on the supplementary notice paper.  Rather than move the deletion of clause (2), which 
would have halted the repeal of Standing Order No 49(c), I am happy to support the regime in Hon Dee 
Margetts’ amendment.  The motion as it currently stands is unsatisfactory.  However, assuming that the Liberal 
Party votes with the Greens (WA), a satisfactory alternative will be available and I am happy to support that as a 
better way of dealing with the matter.  That will give the Government control over the three weeks of debate, 
which is adequate, and is probably a bit more control than it has currently.  The Government has its priorities, 
and I do not see any problem with that alternative.  For those reasons, I moved the amendment standing in my 
name on the supplementary notice paper. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I will make some general comments on paragraph 1 and give some general directions 
about the way in which the Greens (WA) will deal with the proposed new Standing Order No 313.  This standing 
order will create a difference between the way in which the Chamber will deal with budgets and the way in 
which it dealt with them previously.  Although I have dealt with six federal budgets, this is my first state budget.  
My colleagues have had experience with state budgets.  However, this is a new Government and this matter is 
important.  It is extremely important that any changes to the standing orders be considered carefully.  I agree 
with the concept of examining the changes to see whether they will work.  If they need amendments, we will be 
free to make those amendments.  If they do not work, we are free to revert to the way the system operated in the 
past or make amendments to that system.  That is a good approach to take. 

Hon Peter Foss indicated the Liberal Party’s proposed amendments.  My colleagues and I agree there is merit in 
the way these amendments have been addressed; that is, to carefully examine the role of the Legislative Council 
to ensure that members have an opportunity for proper input into these processes and that members do not find 
that they are artificially gagged from having that input. 

It is unclear when the budget papers will become available and whether the Chamber will be sitting on the day 
they are tabled.  Perhaps this will become clear in the fullness, or perhaps the shortness, of time.  There are 
issues in relation to members receiving competent advice to enable the Committee of the Whole to make 
decisions or ask questions and have time to get the answers to those questions.  If we at this stage give ourselves 
too many restrictions about what we know in advance will be the problems associated with these Bills, it may 
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not be the best process for getting the information that the community needs to know and we must ask on its 
behalf. 

The concept of writing into standing orders that an estimates hearing in a Committee of the Whole may be had at 
the whim of the President - “whim” may be too strong a word - could be problematical.  In general, the Greens 
support the Liberal Party’s amendments.  I am grateful to Hon Peter Foss for indicating his support for my 
amendment which means that whether the budget is tabled on a sitting day - I hope it is - some recognition will 
be given to the fact that this is a House of Review and a House in which real amendments to legislation are 
made.  I hope that when the budget is tabled, the House will be sitting on that day and we will be able to respond 
to it.  My amendment is a reasonable compromise to put a limitation on that committee.  I will give notice that I 
will move that amendment.  However, I believe the amendments put forward amount to a reasonable 
compromise on what are major changes to the process from what has occurred in the past.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I ask the President to bear with me for a moment.  I found the broader comments on the 
amendments - 

The PRESIDENT:  I will show the Leader of the House the same indulgence that I have shown the previous two 
speakers with regard to making comments on a range of paragraphs. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank you, Mr President.  I found the comments made by other members, although 
straying a little past the matter for debate, instructive and helpful.  It may even save us a little time if we know 
from where we are coming at the beginning. 

An important question about the date of the budget was raised by Hon Dee Margetts.  She also asked whether the 
Chamber would be sitting on that day, given that it may be in a week when the Assembly is sitting and the 
Council is not.  I am awaiting confirmation of one fact.  However, it is my intention, whatever date is chosen for 
the release of the budget, to ensure the House is recalled for that day, if it happens to be a day on which it is not 
scheduled to sit.  I discussed this matter with the President earlier today and I intended advising the House this 
evening about it on moving the adjournment debate.  I intend to recall the House for that day only and not for the 
whole of that week.  However, I hope to be more explicit a little later in the evening.   

The Government opposes the amendment moved by Hon Peter Foss, nominally 3/1 on the supplementary notice 
paper, to make this a sessional rather than a permanent order.  The amendment is not opposed with any great 
passion.  I understand the point that Hon Peter Foss and other members have made.  I oppose it on the basis that I 
do not believe a standing order of this nature is suited as a sessional order.  When we make standing orders, we 
should make them with a degree of permanence and confidence.  This Government has indicated its willingness 
to open up the standing orders for debate to ensure that they meet the expectations of the House and that they 
work to the advantage of Parliament generally.  For that reason - this is not said with great passion - I would 
prefer that the House defeated the first amendment by Hon Peter Foss.   

The Government will also oppose the second amendment because it is a little insulting that the Government has 
to be told that it will have the chief executive officer present during that vote.  Hon Peter Foss made the 
comment that early in the estimates process, when the system was first developing, there were occasions when 
CEOs were not present.  During the time I have been a member of Parliament, it has been usual for CEOs to be 
here.  There must be a very good reason for a CEO not being here.  There is no room in this amendment to allow 
for the possibility, for example, of a CEO being ill.  Something as simple as the influenza outbreak, which is 
currently decimating our officers, is not allowed for in this amendment.  

Hon Peter Foss:  There will be an acting CEO.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The amendment refers to the CEO.  

Hon Peter Foss:  There are acting chief executive officers.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I suppose so, but when a CEO is away from work for only a day or two, it is not usual to 
appoint an acting CEO.  A person may act as the CEO on that occasion just as if a CEO were required to be at a 
ministerial council meeting or a standing committee of the ministerial council at the same time on a matter of 
great urgency.  Admittedly, it would have to be urgent to keep the CEO at another place while the budget 
estimates were being conducted.  However, I can think of occasions on which there might be a matter so urgent 
as to require the CEO’s attendance in another place.  These examples do not seem to have been taken into 
account.  However, I will not debate this matter at any great length.   

The Government will probably be inclined to support Hon Peter Foss’s third and fourth amendments but it will 
not support the amendment by Hon Dee Margetts.  The Government would prefer to support an amendment 
similar to the one forecast by Hon Peter Foss to remove the second part.  I pass on that information; I will not 
stray any further.  The Government will not support the first amendment.  
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do not intend to stray widely, although I note that in Hansard on Tuesday, 19 June, 
when this matter first came before the Council, the President stated -  

I will put subclauses individually, but at this stage members may make general comments.  There will 
be an opportunity to move amendments, if any.   

They were the original instructions that the President provided to the House.   

I do not agree with the comments made by the Leader of the House about proposed amendment 1 to make 
paragraph 1 a sessional order.  This is the first time that we will establish an Estimates Committee in this form; 
consequently, it is in the interests of the House to make it a sessional order.  That does not mean to say that after 
12 months and provided members were happy with the conduct of the first estimates committee it would not 
quickly be turned into a standing order.   

There is no hidden agenda.  When Hon Peter Foss proposed the amendment after talking it over with my 
colleagues, I agreed that it should have been made a sessional order.  That was the only way I could get my 
colleagues to agree to the establishment of this committee in the proposed form.  It is a substantial change from 
the way in which the Council has dealt with budgets in the past. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That argument could almost convince me.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  There is no hidden agenda.  We want the new committee established.  Members have 
suggested that perhaps the functions of this committee should be referred to one of the already established 
standing committees.  I oppose that, and the Opposition will not go down that path.  We are keen for this 
committee to be established and to test it.  I hope that in 12 months we are able to report to the House that the 
committee has worked in the manner in which the House believed it should have.  I hope the Government will 
reconsider its opposition to the form of this being made a sessional order because the sooner we can get on with 
it, the better.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Paragraph 1 put and passed. 

Paragraph 2 - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will be brief.  Suffice to say that a number of members have approached me seeking 
some indication as to just how much notice will be given to members on the departments that are proposed to be 
considered by the Estimates Committee this year.  I have taken it upon myself to apply as much notice as is 
practicably possible.   

Once this committee is established, it is critical that the business management committee recognise its 
establishment and consider the various departments that it believes should be discussed at this budget session.  
As a result of those considerations, there may be some interaction to ensure that all members are sent a survey 
form, so to speak, inviting their comment on which particular department they would wish to be examined this 
year.  That may assist the management committee to determine the actual departments to be examined in due 
course.  

Paragraph put and passed. 

Paragraphs 3 to 5 put and passed.  

Paragraph 6 - 
Hon PETER FOSS:  I move - 

Paragraph 6 - To insert at the end of subparagraph (b) the following - 

However, the Minister who is responsible for, or is a representative for the Minister 
responsible for, a particular Vote shall ensure that at the consideration of that Vote he or she is 
accompanied by the Chief Executive Officer of the Department of State that will administer 
that Vote and such other officers as are necessary to provide adequate information to the 
Committee considering the operations of that Department and its past and proposed 
expenditure. 

For the purposes of clarification, I make it quite clear that the term “chief executive officer” means any person 
who, for the time being, is appropriately administering a department.  I have not drafted this amendment as 
though it were the Income Tax Assessment Act, and I do not think that we should draft the standing orders of 
this House as though they were.  The situation could arise in which the chief executive officer became ill or was 
somewhere else.  It is important for the minister to make certain that the person he regards as being in charge of 

 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 8 August 2001] 

 p2175b-2187a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Kim Chance; President; Hon George Cash; Hon 

Norman Moore 

 [6] 

a department is present.  We had a situation in which a couple of chief executive officers thought it was not 
important to attend; I think they have got over that point.   

If a person does not turn up, the committee cannot summon him and ask him where the devil he is.  It has been 
made quite clear that these officers cannot be summoned.  The only way we can ensure that they will be there is 
by including it in the standing order.  It is important that they be present.  It was unfortunate in the early days 
that chief executive officers did not realise that they had an important responsibility to give information to 
Parliament.  There are still a few chief executive officers who regard it as a bit of a bind.  Under this amendment 
the minister must ensure that the appropriate person or persons attend, and not allow poor excuses to be made for 
absence from the committees if it is not considered appropriate.  The minister must ensure that they turn up and 
are accompanied appropriately.  If they are ill, that will be an acceptable reason for non-attendance.  I do not 
think that has to be written into the standing orders of this House as though it were the Income Tax Assessment 
Act and it would be taken to the High Court.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I understand the point Hon Peter Foss has made, but I think it is insulting.  The question is 
dealt with very well in the current standing orders and operated well during the time of the previous 
Government.  There were no difficulties ensuring that chief executive officers attended.  Why now, under a 
Labor Government, is there an insistence that chief executive officers must attend?  I find it insulting.  It has not 
been an issue.  The minister’s own position would be weakened if that were the case.  If a minister were to turn 
up without his chief executive officer, under the existing standing orders, the minister would be placed in an 
invidious position.  He is unlikely to do that.   

Let me take it a step further.  I have made a pedantic point about the insistence in the standing orders that the 
chief executive officer attend and about no provision being made for a chief executive officer’s deputy.  
Notwithstanding the point made by Hon Peter Foss, the first thing I ever learnt about the process of public 
meetings and matters that go on the record was that the last person who has any say in the interpretation of the 
written word once it is resolved is the proponent of the motion.  The proponent of the motion has no ownership 
of the motion once it is adopted by another group.  It belongs to the group, not the proponent.  The proponent has 
no greater say in the interpretation of the words than any other member of the group.  That applies as much in 
parliamentary standing orders as in the local tennis club.  The words do not refer to the chief executive officer or 
his or her deputy at the time; they refer to the chief executive officer.  If the chief executive officer is ill, the 
minister will be at the committee but effectively will be in breach of the standing orders as a result of the 
pedantic deficiency of the wording of the amendment.  The amendment is not necessary.  There is sufficient 
weight upon a minister to ensure that a minister will do the right thing and have the chief executive officer 
attend.  In the past eight years such an amendment has not been needed.  Why do we need it now?  I did not get 
passionate about the last amendment and I will not get passionate about the others, but I think this amendment is 
insulting and demonstrably unnecessary, because we have not needed it in the past eight years.  I find it insulting 
that, as soon as there is a Labor Government, there is an insistence that chief executive officers attend.  The 
Government opposes this amendment and will divide the House on it, if necessary. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  These budget papers are being handled differently from the way they have been 
handled in other years. I need clarification from the Leader of the House on whether, in normal estimates 
hearings, chief executive officers or other competent officers are able to answer in their own right.  I need 
clarification on whether that is the case for the Committee of the Whole House.  For such committees, the 
responsible minister normally answers with advice from his or her advisers.  I assume that in normal estimates 
committees, chief executive officers can answer in their own right questions directed to them. 

Hon Kim Chance:  When a question such as that arises, it is subject to standing orders. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It would be a good point to clarify. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is covered by Standing Order No 331. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  If it would make the Leader of the House feel more at ease, I would be happy to move 
an amendment to allow a chief executive officer’s deputy to stand in for a chief executive officer if he or she is 
unavailable.  We do not want estimates hearings to be cancelled because of an outbreak of influenza in a 
particular department.  We must remember that a number of departments have changed and merged.  It is less 
clear who is speaking for what and for whom.  Some people are concerned that a number of senior officers 
within departments have left since the change of government.  There have been changes.  This year is not the 
same as every other year.  It is not unreasonable that the House obtain clarification.  It may not be well founded, 
but there is a danger that the process of asking direct questions of departmental officers who make decisions on a 
day-to-day basis may be watered down.  If advice could be provided on this, it would be very useful. 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  I was hoping for a short debate on this but I have been provoked by the Leader of the House 
and I will explain the amendment to him.  It has nothing to do with the Labor Government or not trusting the 
Government; it is because the Government inserted paragraph 6.  The Government should look at its own 
motion.  Until now, this House has always insisted on the attendance of chief executive officers and other 
people.  The standing committee has insisted on it but the Government left it out.  I have not added something 
new, the Government left out something that was already there. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Which standing order requires the attendance? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  There is no requirement in the standing orders; it was insisted upon by the committee.  Read 
paragraph 6!   

As a committee it previously had the right to summons witnesses.  It could compel the attendance of chief 
executive officers, and it did.  It would tell CEOs that they were expected to be there.  The minister has taken 
away that power in paragraph 6 by saying that the estimates committee is not to require the attendance of a 
person by name or office unless by doing that the minister has deprived the committee of the power that it had.  
The minister accuses me of changing things -  

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon Kim Chance:  Read the rest. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Peter Foss will address the Chair. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The change has been made by the minister.  The Leader of the House is the one who 
suggested the change from the previous system.  It states that the committee cannot require the attendance of a 
person by name or office unless the person is authorised or required by law to perform a function with a public 
purpose and there is no capacity for a minister to (a) and (b).  The minister does not even know his own 
amendment.  He has moved a change which takes away from the committee the power to compel the attendance 
of an ordinary CEO.  He has made that change, not me.  Despite standing up in this House and saying that all he 
is doing is putting in place a standing order which allows the same situation to occur as occurred before, the 
minister has actually put in a change to the standing order which prevents it.  All I did was put forward an 
amendment that allowed the previous situation to continue.  I even honoured the minister's persistence that it not 
be by way of summons.  I thought, “Fair enough, you do not want them being summoned; you obviously want it 
done at the responsibility of the minister.”  I put in what has been the practice of this House for the past 10 years 
at least.  The minister is the one who is changing things.  It is not insulting. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Of course it’s insulting. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have a very simple solution -  

Hon Kim Chance:  How many CEOs were summoned -  

The PRESIDENT: Order!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Listen to me.  I have a solution.  If the minister is going to be so bloody-minded about this 
thing - 

Hon Kim Chance:  You got out of the wrong side of the bed.  Are you on grumpy pills again? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon PETER FOSS:  You are the one - 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is an insult. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Listen to my suggestion, then.  My suggestion is that we delete paragraph 6 altogether, then 
we go back to the situation we had before.  I do not think anybody will be summoned.  Why on earth paragraph 6 
is in there I do not know.  Why has the minister put paragraph 6 in to say that the committee is not allowed to 
summon CEOs?  When has it summoned CEOs?  I think it is insulting. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You have answered your own question. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  The minister is the one who is insulting.  He is saying that this committee, if not restrained 
by standing orders, will be summoning CEOs.  Why does the minister need to stop this committee from doing 
whatever it wants to do?  Why does the minister want paragraph 6?  He does not know what paragraph 6 is there 
for.  Why have paragraph 6 at all?  If he does not want to change the situation, if he does not want to draw 
special attention to everybody, just take paragraph 6 out. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  We are happy to do that. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  All I tried to do with my amendment was not insult the minister, but get back to the 
situation that was previously there as a result of his stupid amendment to paragraph 6.  What does he want 
paragraph 6 for anyway?  He put it in there.  He has said that if we do not restrain this committee, it will be 
summoning every man and his dog.  When have they summoned them in the past 10 years?  The committee has 
been able to issue an instruction saying that it expects CEOs to be there and if they are not it will deal with them 
- and since then the CEOs have turned up.  The minister has remarked that they have been there.  The reason is 
that we made certain that they did turn up; for the first two years they did not.  The committee has to have some 
power to enforce attendance.  It is not exercised; the committee is just left with the power to do it.  The minister 
by way of paragraph 6 has disentitled the committee from enforcing CEOs to attend.  I do not know why he has 
put that paragraph in.  I suspect he does not know why it is in, either.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I imagine it was designed as part of this set of standing orders amendments. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not know who designed it.  Nobody here seems to know anything about it.  Nobody 
knows where it came from.  I was actually being polite in assuming that somehow the minister thought that there 
was some constitutional difference between those CEOs who were independent of ministers and those CEOs 
who were not.  I think there is.  In the case of CEOs who are independent of ministers, they should be summoned 
in their own name; in the case of CEOs who are responsible to ministers, the minister should make sure they turn 
up, but there should not be a situation where the committee has no control whatsoever.  I thought it was silly to 
put in paragraph 6.  It was a stupid clause, but I at least allowed for the minister to have some reason for putting 
it in and I tried to fathom what his constitutional reason was for doing it, but, frankly, I think paragraph 6 is a 
stupid clause.  It started on this ridiculous sidetrack of being insulting to the Labor Government.  Blow the Labor 
Government!  I did it not because of a Labor Government; I did it because I respect the Parliament.  A 
parliamentary committee should have the power to make sure that those people who do not do as they are told 
are made to do as they are told.  The minister, in paragraph 6, has stopped the committee from doing that.  Why 
do we not agree and take paragraph 6 out? 

The PRESIDENT:  Does the member therefore seek leave to withdraw his amendment on the basis that he will 
then oppose paragraph 6? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Provided that I have the Government’s assurance that it will go along with that.   

Hon Kim Chance:  We will support that. 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Just for the record, not even for the information of the Chamber, paragraph 6 originally, 
as I understood and read it, was to enable a very few people who held public office in this State to attend the 
Parliament, and they are people who the minister cannot direct because of their positions.  We spoke about this 
on Tuesday, 19 June 2001.  I made the point that paragraph 6 - 

. . .  relates to certain persons generally named by office. 

They are people occupying statutory positions, such as the Auditor General, the Ombudsman and the 
Information Commissioner; . . .  

I went on to say - 

. . .  the Executive Director of Public Health when carrying out certain of his functions is not someone 
to whom the relevant minister can give instructions. 

That is where it originated from.  I take the point made by Hon Peter Foss, and if it suits the Chamber we can 
withdraw.  We can delete paragraph 6, but by deleting paragraph 6 let us understand that a number of people 
cannot therefore be called.  However, I also make the point that in the past this place has not found any need to 
issue summonses to compel people to attend the estimates committee hearings.  They have come in good faith 
and, on operational matters, have given answers in good faith.  We all recognise that it is not for a public servant 
to give answers about matters of policy, but if we are going to withdraw paragraph 6, I want it understood what 
paragraph 6 was originally intended to do - to enable certain people who the minister cannot direct when 
carrying out certain functions to attend this place. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  If that is the intent of the paragraph, it has been badly drafted.  It is a disentitling rather than 
an entitling paragraph, and we must have an entitlement somewhere else.  If it was to do that it should state -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 8 August 2001] 

 p2175b-2187a 
Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Kim Chance; President; Hon George Cash; Hon 

Norman Moore 

 [9] 

The Estimates Committee may require the attendance of a person by name or office where the person is 
authorised or required by law to perform a function with a public purpose and there is no capacity for a 
minister . . .  

I do not think even that is necessary, because I believe the committee has power to call for witnesses, anyway. 

Hon George Cash:  You raised that point on 19 June by saying it was around the wrong way. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, I think it is around the wrong way, because it is a disentitling rather than an entitling 
clause.  One could say that the committee may send for persons, papers and records, which is the usual thing.  I 
do not know that we need this paragraph.  It is neither a select committee nor a standing committee, so perhaps it 
does need to have the power to send for persons, papers and records.  If that is what we want, we should say that 
rather than get into this business.  The committee should be the master of its own destiny.  I do not particularly 
want to go into minor details about who we do or do not call.  That is a matter for practice, but I do not want a 
standing order that apparently removes a power of the committee - which it used to have as a standing committee 
- to send for persons, papers and records.  We changed from having a standing committee deal with it, with other 
people attending; previously, as a standing committee it had all the powers of a standing committee under that 
power.  Perhaps that is one reason a sessional order is needed.  Perhaps the estimates committee should be 
subject to the relevant chapter of the standing orders that deals with standing committees.   

Hon Kim Chance:  But do you now understand why paragraph 6 is there? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, I do not.  I do not think that it does what is intended.  I said that when it was first 
raised.  It is the reverse.  It is not an entitling paragraph, but a disentitling paragraph. 

Hon Kim Chance:  But it is a recognition.  However, it may be clumsy. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I accept the constitutional difference between those people who are subject to ministers and 
those who are not.  That is why I drafted the amendment the way I did.  I did not try to include that the 
committee may send for anyone.  I accepted that.  I do not have a problem with a constitutional difference 
between a responsible minister and a responsible chief executive officer.  That is why I drafted the amendment 
that way.  I did not intend for it to be insulting.  My intention was to give the committee the power.  That does 
not need to be done now.  The best thing would be to defeat the paragraph.  This is one of the matters that the 
House should examine next year.  Chapter XXII of the standing orders should be made to apply to the estimates 
committee.  That would get rid of the problem. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is the reference to persons, papers and records. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, and all other matters concerning standing committees.  The estimates committee was a 
standing committee, but it is not now.  The Leader of the House will move amendments to get over that problem.  
However, I do not think that is needed if chapter XXII is used.  That would enable the committee to send for 
anybody.  The ideal situation is for a committee to have the power to send for anybody.  It is not then required to 
exercise that power.  I suggest members defeat paragraph 6.  The sooner provision is made for the powers under 
chapter XXII to be given to the estimates committee, the better.  CEOs will not suddenly disappear as a result, 
which is a point the Leader of the House made.  They will be there.  If they are not there this year, the committee 
will get them next year under the powers of chapter XXII.  Members will want to know why those people were 
disrespectful to Parliament the previous year.  Whether the Parliament has the power under standing orders to 
request people to attend committees or not, I would be content to deal with those people if they did not turn up.  
Rather than complicate the matter by agreeing to paragraph 6 or its amendment, the simplest solution at this 
stage would be to defeat the paragraph. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  It is interesting that debate has occurred about whether the meaning of an amendment 
is actually what is meant by the mover or what is contained in the words of the amendment.  Paragraph 6 states -  

The Estimates Committee is not to require the attendance of a person by name . . . unless the person is 
authorized . . . 

When a number of bodies within the State have been corporatised and are no longer directed by ministers, 
taxpayers’ money will go into many aspects of government spending over which the minister does not have 
direct control.  Therefore, we run the risk that the intent of the amendment is not what the words say. 

Hon Peter Foss:  We have the problem that we can deal only with bodies such as the Water Corporation. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  That is right.  The Parliament obviously has the responsibility, from time to time, to 
ask questions about, for instance, water quality, as Hon Peter Foss suggested.  Something could potentially go 
wrong at the Water Corporation, heaven forbid.  We will be artificially restricting ourselves to the strict letter of 
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paragraph 6 unless another amendment is made.  Now that the amendment from Hon Peter Foss has been 
withdrawn, the wisest thing would be to do without paragraph 6 and trial this system as it stands.  The outcome 
could then be examined next year. 

Paragraph put and negatived. 

Paragraph 7 put and passed. 

Paragraph 8 put and negatived. 

Paragraph 9 put and passed. 

Paragraphs 10 and 11 put and negatived. 

Clause (2) - 
Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I move - 

Clause 2, line 1 - To delete “Standing Order 49(c) is repealed” and insert instead - 

Standing Order 49 is amended - 

(a) by deleting paragraph (c) and substituting - 
“ 

(c) be taken note of in a case where it comprises the “Budget 
Papers” under SO 313.1        ”; 

(b) by adding the following subclauses - 
“ 

(2) The order of the day for the resumption of an adjourned debate 
under subclause (1)(c) has precedence on the third sitting day 
following that on which the paper was tabled, and precedence on 
each of the 9 succeeding sitting days, or until the question is 
resolved, whichever is the sooner. 

(3) In subclause (2) - 

(a) the precedence given to the order of the day is subject on 
each sitting day to precedence given by express provision 
in standing orders to another order of the day; 

(b) subject only to paragraph (a), the order of the day must be 
called on each of the sitting days but any debate may be 
adjourned; 

(c) where the question remains unresolved at the expiration of 
the last day on which the order of the day has precedence, 
the question lapses and the order of the day is discharged. 

   ”. 
The purpose of the amendment is that note be taken of the budget papers under Standing Order No 313.1.  The 
amendment is designed to ensure that members of the Legislative Council can speak to the debate.  That is very 
important when one considers that the Legislative Council is different from the Legislative Assembly and that 
some members and parties in this place are not represented in the other place.  It is important that the Legislative 
Council have the ability to act as a House of Review, especially with regard to such an important issue as the 
budget papers.  Any response to the budget must be limited, and such a limit has been clearly defined.  In fact, 
on the third sitting day following the bringing down of the budget, the response to it will be given precedence.  
Of course, as with any issue that is given precedence in this Chamber by leave, the Government can argue a case 
that another issue has greater urgency, and the Chamber will consider that.  In addition, the debate is finite - that 
is, it concludes on the ninth sitting day after the budget is brought down.  We will see how that unfolds at the 
time.  I am grateful for the Opposition’s indication of support.  I acknowledge that the Government does not 
want this Chamber to consider, or have the right to consider, the budget.  Heaven knows why.  The proposition is 
very reasonable and sensible and the debate is limited - the Government will know when it is to start and when it 
will finish.  I strongly argue that it is reasonable and that the community expects this Chamber to have the right 
to consider the budget.  In fact, the community requires that members in this place voice our views and present 
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the community’s views, because it is our role to represent the electorate.  I hope the Government reconsiders its 
opposition to the amendment.   

The PRESIDENT:  I will put the amendment in the two parts in which it appears on the supplementary notice 
paper.  The first question will be that the words proposed to be deleted be deleted.  That means Standing Order 
No 49(c) remains as it currently stands.  We will then consider the second part of the amendment.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Does that have to be the case?  That is not the wording of the amendment.  

The PRESIDENT:  It does, because we are speaking to what is on the supplementary notice paper.  The first part 
of the amendment refers to the repeal of Standing Order No 49(c).  I am putting the member’s amendment in its 
two parts because some members might want to support the first but not the second part.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  If we are moving to delete Standing Order No 49(c) for the purpose of inserting other 
words - those other words being the words moved by Hon Dee Margetts  - it seems to me that the question 
before the Chair is that the words proposed to be deleted be deleted.  The next question is that the words 
proposed to be inserted be inserted.  

The PRESIDENT:  Yes, the question is that the words proposed to be deleted be deleted.    

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes; with a subsequent question being that the words proposed to be inserted be 
inserted.  The Opposition will vote for the deletion of the words on the condition that the proposed words be 
inserted.  We would not otherwise vote for the words to be deleted, which would leave nothing and would not 
achieve our objective.  The Opposition supports the amendment moved by Hon Dee Margetts in the form 
proposed.  It will ensure that when the budget papers come into this Chamber, and we hear the minister’s speech 
on noting the budget papers, that on the third sitting day following the day on which those papers are tabled, 
opportunities will be provided for discussion on the budget papers.  The amendment is framed in such a way that 
noting of the budget papers will take precedence in the orders of the day for nine consecutive days to give 
members an opportunity to speak.  I understand why Hon Dee Margetts proposes this at the moment: the Greens 
(WA) are not represented in the lower House.  If this proposition is not agreed to in the Council, the Greens 
(WA), One Nation and any Independent who is a member of this House - someone who does not have 
representation in the other House - will not be able to comment on the budget for a considerable time.  That 
would disfranchise those parties from commenting at a relevant time on the budget.  Accordingly, the Opposition 
is more than satisfied with the amendment proposed by Hon Dee Margetts and will support the repeal, 
conditional upon the balance of the amendment being agreed to, which is the insertion of those words as 
proposed.   

Amendment (deletion of words) put and passed.   

The PRESIDENT:  The words “Standing Order 49(c) is repealed” have been deleted.  Standing Order 49(c) 
reads -  

49. On any paper being laid before the Council, it shall be in order to move that it - 

. . .  

(c) in the case of the annual Estimates of Expenditure for the Consolidated Revenue Fund 
that it be taken note of by the Council. 

The second part of Hon Dee Margetts’ amendment proposes that certain words be added to existing Standing 
Order 49(c).  The question is that the words proposed to be added be added.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Government will not support the amendment to add the words proposed in Hon Dee 
Margetts’ amendment.  The Government would have preferred that Standing Order 49(c) be repealed.  That was 
part of the original proposition on the basis that it was no longer needed as a result of the other prescription.  The 
prescription that is proposed by Hon Dee Margetts is unnecessary.  We would be better served by retaining 49(c) 
rather than having this highly prescriptive amendment.  

The PRESIDENT:  We have retained 49(c).  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We voted that way rather than introduce an unnecessarily prescriptive standing order, 
which would bind the Government to doing certain things on certain days irrespective of whether it was 
appropriate.  The amendment is unnecessary.  In the past this place has managed the estimates process extremely 
well.  I was surprised to see a set of conditions proposed that would require us to go through the tortuous, 
circuitous process proposed in this amendment.  It is not and never has been necessary.  The estimates process in 
this place has worked extremely well.  I do not understand what all this is about.   
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I listened very carefully to Hon George Cash and I still do not understand his argument.  We have a very clear 
process for analysing the budget, which is not helped in any sense by this proposal.  I look forward to Hon Dee 
Margetts’ explaining why it is necessary to now impose such a circuitous process, which is to be binding on 
Council standing orders.  

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Given the changes to the budget, not only is it clear from other proposed changes to the 
standing orders that it is in the Government’s mind not to have estimates hearings in the Council, as we have 
done in the past, but also there is potential for the President to call them off if holding them were inconvenient or 
the Government thought something else should take precedence.  If nothing else, it is extremely important for 
this Chamber to be able to respond to the budget.  Standing Order 49(c) does not guarantee the Council’s ability 
to respond to the budget.  With all the other changes, it is not unreasonable for all non-government members of 
the Chamber to at least have the assurance that the Council will be able to respond to the budget.  Given the 
Government’s track record so far of not being sure when the budget will be dealt with and the possibility of 
members finding out through a press release that the budget will be brought down when the Council is not 
scheduled to sit - 

Hon Kim Chance:  I have just given you my assurance on that. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  As time has progressed a number of changes have been made and that is causing 
concern.  We acknowledge that changes may be made due to various pressures.  However, it is not unreasonable 
for Legislative Council members to expect that they will be able to analyse the budget and for the Government to 
assure us that this will not be an unending process and that it will be reasonable about this issue. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I should have reported earlier.  Again I am indebted to Hon Dee Margetts.  I can confirm 
that the Government has formally announced - this is what I had to check on - that budget day will be Thursday, 
13 September.  The House will be recalled through a special adjournment on the last sitting day prior to 13 
September. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Does that mean the Assembly will return during a week it was not going to come back? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is correct.   

Hon N.F. Moore:  The Assembly did not sit for a week earlier in the session. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It did not sit in an earlier week, but it intended to make up the time later.  It will make up 
that time in what was to be a non-sitting week; that is, the week beginning 11 September. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  The Government is really well organised! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for acknowledging that we are well organised. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  There was a hint of irony in the remarks of the Leader of the House. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Hansard does not record irony.  Indeed, as I recall, irony is contrary to our standing 
orders. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  I was paying you a compliment.  You could make it worse and come back on Christmas Day! 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed, the Government is well organised.  The volume of business that the Government 
got through in the period before it decided that it could take a week off early was remarkable, when one adds up 
the quantum of legislation - some of it serious legislation. 

Hon Barry House:  This is very contemptuous of the Legislative Council. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I think we should apply ourselves specifically to the question that the words 
proposed to be added be added. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed.  However, it was necessary for me to make that announcement.  In answer to the 
unruly interjection from Hon Barry House, I indicate that the reason I am making this announcement now, as 
soon as I learnt of the information, is so that the issue of contempt of the Legislative Council did not arise. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  It does arise, because your Government made a decision to bring down the budget during a 
week that it knew the Legislative Council would not be sitting. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Knowing full well that I would always bring the House back on that day, and I think the 
Leader of the Opposition needs to attach that to that statement. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  I suspect that it was the other way around and that you worked out, after you made the 
decision, whether we would - 
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The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I am not sure that this is relevant to the question that the words proposed 
to be added be added. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sure the President is correct.  I want to reassure Hon Dee Margetts on one issue - 
perhaps things have moved so quickly in our determination of the motion before us that she may well be 
forgiven for not picking it up.  One of the arguments she used in support of her proposed amendment is that the 
Leader of the House may determine that estimate committee proceedings can be suspended in certain 
circumstances and the House recalled.  That, of course, was a component of paragraph 10 of the motion.  
However, paragraph 10 has been removed in an amendment process - it was voted out.  Therefore, that is not an 
issue. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  It was symbolic. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Perhaps it was symbolic, but it is no longer a real concern.  I do not find Hon Dee 
Margetts’ argument in support of her proposed amendment convincing.  Perhaps it shows a lack of faith in the 
way the system has worked so well in this place.  Without reiterating what I have already said, I do not think 
anything requires further development in that argument.  The Government will certainly not support the addition 
of the proposed words.  It does not see a need for that.  The proposed amendment does not add anything in terms 
of certainty or the quality of the process that is provided for the scrutiny of estimates.  Indeed, I can imagine 
circumstances in which the amendment takes away from the quality of that scrutiny. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I have one quick comment on the statement made by the Leader of the House on several 
occasions that the system is working very well and, therefore, we should expect that it will continue to work very 
well.  I ask rhetorically why the Government is making changes.  Why are we not going along the path of having 
an estimates committee such as we used to have, which is chaired by the Opposition, with an opposition 
majority?  The Leader of the House never thought about that, did he?  The point is that the Government changed 
the rules of committees and made sure the Opposition did not have a majority on any of them.  Now the Leader 
of the House is telling us that the estimates committee system worked very well in the past, but he is changing it 
and getting rid of the whole system.  The Leader of the House should not keep telling us that the system worked 
so well in the past if he is bringing a proposition to this place that changes it dramatically. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am happy to respond to that.  I do not walk away from the statement I made.  The 
process of the estimates week worked well.  However, the estimates week and its relationship to the estimates 
committee was, to a casual observer, tenuous, to say the least.  There was not much in the sense of a relationship 
between the estimates committee and what happened in this Chamber during the estimates week.  An observer in 
the public gallery who was looking down at the process of the estimates week would have been forgiven for 
imagining that what he or she was witnessing was the operations of the Committee of the Whole House.  Indeed, 
the only members on the floor who could have determined that the estimates committee had anything to do with 
the estimates or the conduct of estimates week, other than in the administrative functions and the design of the 
proceedings, were those who knew which members were members of the estimates committee and recognised 
that the chairman of the estimates committee was giving the first call to those members.  In fact, estimates week 
has always worked as a Committee of the Whole House.  These changed rules will formalise its operation as a 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  With one major exception. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes: that it is chaired by the Chairman of Committees rather than the chairman of the 
estimates committee. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  But instead of going down the path that you argued for so strongly - namely, of having an 
estimates committee with opposition numbers on it - you changed that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We did, but I do not see the relevance of that to the formalisation of estimates week as a 
Committee of the Whole House rather an extended version of the operations of the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations.  We are trying to make the process of the estimates week work better by 
building upon the factual operation of estimates week rather than the perception that the way in which it 
progressed was as an ordinary meeting of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations that 
was open to participation from other parties.  It is a good and positive change, and it should involve all members 
on an equal basis.  I think I have satisfactorily answered the Leader of the Opposition’s questions; in fact, if I 
keep going, I will convince myself even more so.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Some time has elapsed since we took that last vote that deleted existing Standing Order 
No 49(c).  Therefore, I reiterate that the Opposition supports the amendment moved by Hon Dee Margetts.  That 
amendment will allow members of the Council to have the opportunity of discussing the budget papers, under 
the motion that the tabled papers be noted; and the amendment contains some prescriptive elements to indicate 
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when that may occur.  The good news is that about nine-tenths of this committee has been established to date.  I 
hope we can proceed with speed to put in this last part of the proposal so that we can establish the estimates 
committee in its new form and at least test it for one year.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank Hon George Cash for drawing the attention of the Chamber back to the subject.  
However, Mr Chairman, what is the question that we are now considering? 

The PRESIDENT:  Members would be aware that the first part of the motion was that the words proposed to be 
deleted be deleted.  The words that were proposed to be deleted were “Standing Order 49(c) is repealed”.  Those 
words have been deleted.  Therefore, Standing Order No 49(c) stands exactly as it was when we commenced this 
debate.  The question that is now before us is whether we should add to Standing Order No 49(c) the words that 
are proposed to be inserted; namely, paragraphs (a) and (b) of the amendment moved by Hon Dee Margetts.  We 
do have something in place; it is proposed that the standing order be added to.  The question is that the proposed 
amendment be agreed to.   

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Report 

Resolutions reported, and the report adopted. 
 


