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STANDING COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

Nineteenth Report — “Petition — Prayer for Relief” — Adoption 

Resumed from 21 April 2010 on the following motion moved by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the House) — 

That the recommendations contained in the nineteenth report of the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs be adopted and agreed to. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [2.00 pm]: This motion was 
moved and then adjourned. I want to move an amendment to that motion to enable us to deal with the 
two recommendations.  

Amendment to Motion 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I move, without notice — 

To delete all words after “That” and insert — 

in relation to the recommendations contained in the nineteenth report of the Standing 
Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — 

(a) recommendation 1 be adopted and agreed to; and 

(b) recommendation 2 be referred to the Subcommittee of the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges for consideration as part of the subcommittee’s review of 
the standing orders of the house. 

By way of explanation, if we agree to this amendment, the house will agree to recommendation 1, which 
states — 

The Committee recommends that no further action be taken in relation to the petition. 

Therefore, that recommendation would be adopted and agreed to. Recommendation 2 states — 

The Committee recommends that the Legislative Council develop guidelines in relation to prayer for 
relief petitions. 

I think the best vehicle for doing that work, if the house agrees we need to do it, is the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges. Therefore, the second part of the amended motion will refer that recommendation to 
the Subcommittee of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, which is reviewing the standing 
orders of the house, to look at the issue of prayer for relief petitions. I think that is a good way to move forward 
and have the house deal with this issue. The committee considered this issue to be of some concern when it 
looked at that particular petition and made its judgements about the actual case in point, so it also recommended 
that the house should examine the issues surrounding petitions that call for prayers for relief. As the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges is looking at all sorts of matters about the way the house operates, it is 
appropriate and a good opportunity for the committee, as part of its deliberations, to consider this 
recommendation made by the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.03 pm]: I had not 
anticipated that the Leader of the House would move an amendment to the motion. The Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs has not had the opportunity to discuss the amendment, but I think that we would 
be fairly happy for it to be accepted. 

I will say a few words on the actual petition because the way that the committee dealt with it was slightly 
unusual. Other members might want to make a few comments on the way the report has been presented to the 
house, because normally, when a petition is referred to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs, we expect the report to have a few more details on the matters outlined by the principal petitioner and 
some of the discussion that committee members had about the petition.  

This petition was a prayer for relief, and the committee has not had to deal with many of these in the past. I think 
we have had only two or three prayers for relief or petitions of last resort, and none of this nature. In the past, 
petitions of last resort have been made because the petitioner has been unable to get an appropriate response 
from a minister about a particular issue, or has wanted the Parliament to act on their behalf about a private or 
family-related matter. This petition was different because the principal petitioner made his complaint via petition 
directly to the Parliament. The President looked at that petition and referred it to our committee. The principal 
petitioner is Mr Dominic Manganaro, a director of Millennium Inorganic Chemicals. I will read the relevant 
standing order because I am unsure whether all members have had the opportunity to look at the committee 
report. Standing order 134(e) states — 
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A petition that alleges, whether directly or by necessary inference, that a Member of the Legislative 
Council or another person has, in the course of a proceeding in Parliament in the Legislative Council or 
in a committee — 

(i) attributed to the petitioner statements or acts that are denied by the petitioner; or 

(ii) misrepresented the scope, purpose, or intent of any statement or act of the petitioner, 

stands referred to the President on presentation. 

The principal petitioner felt aggrieved about some comments made in this place about him or his company and 
therefore decided to bring the complaint directly to the Parliament by way of a petition. How we dealt with this 
petition was difficult. Normally I would stand in this place and go chapter and verse through how we canvassed 
this issue, the discussion we had with the principal petitioner and the advice we sought from other places so that 
we could come to a decision. I must say that this report is not our first draft. We had initially decided to deal with 
this matter in another way, but upon advice given to us, decided that the report members have in front of them 
would be tabled in this house.  

It is an unusual situation. When the committee met with the principal petitioner and took evidence, it was of the 
view that the petitioner in this case perhaps could have resolved his or his company’s concerns in other ways. 
The committee commented in the report that, after having taken evidence from the principal petitioner and 
asking a series of questions about what he had done to raise his concerns either directly with the member he had 
a complaint about or through other mechanisms, it was not satisfied that the principal petitioner had followed 
those sorts of processes. Therefore, based on the evidence and information we had about what was actually said 
in this place, the committee is of the view that the petitioner had not been personally aggrieved, nor had damage 
been done to his business as a result of the comments made in this place. We understand that other circumstances 
prevailed at the time, other events were occurring, that may have caused the petitioner to raise these matters in 
the manner that he did. I understand that those surrounding matters resolved themselves anyway. But at the end 
of the day, the reason that we took the decision to handle this petition in this way, unusual as it is, was not 
necessarily about what had been said about that person or that company in this place; it was more about the way 
he had taken umbrage and how he decided to deal with it. We thought it was very important to reinforce the fact, 
and to remind members in this place, that when a member gets to their feet in this chamber and talks about any 
issue, be it a piece of legislation, a matter relating to something happening in their electorate, a matter that a 
constituent has raised with them or a controversial matter, they usually speak in good faith that whatever they are 
saying and putting on the public record as a result of their own research and understanding is true. I do not think 
that members come into this place and make statements just for the sake of it or to cause trouble or create 
difficulties for people outside. 

I am glad that this matter will be referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee because it is very important 
to reinforce the fact that when we come in here, we have the freedom to say what we want about anything 
without feeling conflicted or constrained by any external individual or group. Even though this petition was 
unusual, and on a personal level I felt uncomfortable about not being able to provide all the detail about what had 
happened, it is very important that these matters are canvassed. For clarity for the future, particularly for 
members of the public, it is important that the privileges committee provides some sort of improved guideline 
about how petitions can be pulled together and tabled so that this process is not used as a short circuit. If there is 
a process that they can use to resolve the matter and get a response to achieve an outcome, members of the 
public should go through that process before they feel the need to present a petition to Parliament and have it 
addressed in that way.  

Aside from this petition, our committee has been discussing this issue for some time. Hon Brian Ellis may wish 
to speak on this as well. This is a deviation from what we are dealing with at the moment. For quite some time 
our committee has seen a significant increase in the number of petitions that get tabled and presented to our 
committee. That is good, because people have the right to do that and we want people to raise issues with the 
Parliament. Petitions are an excellent and very important vehicle to do so. A significant bloc of petitions has 
come before our committee. A lot of them could have been dealt with in another way. I do not know whether 
sometimes people are using them as a vehicle for a media opportunity, saying that they have tabled a petition and 
raised the issue, and that is fine, or whether they simply do not know that there is another process they can 
follow to get the answer to their problem. If members of the public are bringing a matter into a member’s 
electorate office, rather than us automatically saying that we can table a petition in the house and we will do 
something about it, perhaps we can advise them that we can write to the minister or the department for them or 
ask a question in the first instance rather than automatically going down the path of writing a petition.  

When this matter goes to the privileges subcommittee, I hope that some of these issues can be canvassed as well. 
I hope there would be a discussion with the Chair of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 24 March 2011] 

 p2028b-2032a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Brian Ellis; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Giz Watson 

 [3] 

to get the background to some of the discussions we have had about how we think the processes for dealing with 
petitions could be managed. Perhaps the committee could discuss educating people about types of petitions and 
the processes that are used. It can be quite annoying for some members of the public who table a petition, as it is 
quite an extended process. It is not something that we can necessarily resolve in a couple of weeks. Our 
committee processes take some time to work through. After somebody presents a petition, sometimes it can take 
a couple of years for them to get the answer back when a report on that petition is tabled. We would like to 
tighten up our processes. If it means that we can put information out in the public arena about how these things 
can be done better, or how we can educate people about the types of petitions that can be presented and how to 
get the best outcome for themselves with that type of petition, that would be very useful, not just for members of 
the public. It might also give some better guidance to our committee in how we deal with petitions. Because 
committee members have different interests, we look at some petitions and think that they would be a good thing 
to look at. Sometimes we need some guidance about which issues we should be looking at in-depth. I am pleased 
that the government will take that part of the matter further. When the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
eventually tables its report, I think that the information in it will be valuable for our committee. It will be very 
useful to see how we get that information out to the public.  

Coming back to the report before us, the manner in which this matter was canvassed via a petition was unusual. 
After the principal petitioner gave evidence and we listened to what he had to say, we could not find any 
evidence that the damage that he claimed had occurred. That was the reason we decided no further action on his 
claim should be taken. We felt that it was very important to raise the member’s right to speak and the member’s 
right to have freedom to speak in this place. We would not want to see that denigrated in any way. Referring this 
matter to the privileges committee for further consideration is both prudent and essential so that we can be 
guided as to how we deal with these petitions in the future.  

This is a very brief report. It is an unusual report in that it lacks the detail normally provided in a report tabled by 
the environment and public affairs committee. The nature of the complaint made was very unusual. We 
appreciate the advice that was given to us by the Clerk about how we deal with this. We would hope that in 
future, once the privileges committee has had an opportunity to look at this, we can afford more transparency. I 
think we need to be able to provide that information. I hope that we can do that in the future.  

With those few words, I fully support the recommendations in this report and I support the motion moved by the 
Leader of the House.  

HON BRIAN ELLIS (Agricultural) [2.18 pm]: I very quickly want to speak in support of the motion because 
it gets to the core of the report of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. Hon Kate Doust 
has explained the report sufficiently, and I do not think I need to add much more. It is a brief report. It is meant 
to be a brief report. The petitioner had a private hearing and did not demonstrate any adverse impact for which 
we could see a need for prayer for relief. In supporting the amendment to the motion, I note that it relates to the 
committee’s comment at paragraph 3.4 of the report. We felt there is a need for citizens to be given some 
guidelines so that they can understand what a prayer for relief entails. It was clear to the committee that the 
petitioner did not quite understand what he was requesting. If he had been given more information, he may have 
gone about things in a different way and he could have addressed what he considered to be any harm done to 
him.  

The committee noted some comments of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges on parliamentary 
privilege. The whole emphasis of the report is a balance between parliamentary privilege on one side and the 
request for a prayer for relief on the other. It was quite clear to the committee that no harm had been done. Also, 
parliamentary privilege is sacrosanct, and that weighed heavily on the committee’s decision. The report outlines 
that there was no justification for a prayer for relief. As Hon Kate Doust has said, it is a very brief report. 
However, there was no need for any further evidence to be taken to justify our decision. A private hearing was 
held and there was nothing further to add. The committee had to decide whether any harm had been done. I 
support the motion for this report to go to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to achieve the 
outcome suggested in the report.  

Hon Kate Doust mentioned that the committee is reviewing its processes on petitions. We are looking for a more 
streamlined and efficient process. I support some of her comments that, at times, we get a lot of petitions. 
Everyone has the right to present a petition to the house, but some petitions may need to be dealt with in a more 
efficient manner. Many people do not understand that our committee does not deal with petitions only. The 
committee has other actions that it probably needs to take, and the petitions do tend to bog us down. It is not our 
primary role. That is why we are looking at a more efficient process to deal with petitions. I support the 
amendment to the motion and recommend that members accept it.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.22 pm]: I will make a few 
comments. I have no issue with that part of the amendment moved by the Leader of the House to refer the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 24 March 2011] 

 p2028b-2032a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Brian Ellis; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Giz Watson 

 [4] 

question of guidelines to the subcommittee that is reviewing our standing orders. However, I note that the first 
recommendation we are being asked to support is that the committee recommends that no further action be taken 
on the petition. The role of committees is very important. Committee reports are very important because they 
assist the house to form a view when it is asked to consider the recommendations in the reports. I note that both 
Hon Kate Doust and Hon Brian Ellis have probably provided us with slightly more information than is in the 
report. They have provided, perhaps not further facts, but a bit of the subjectivity of the committee in reaching its 
decision. It is difficult for the house to make a decision to support a particular recommendation when such 
limited information is before us. The first page of the report tells us that a particular member presented a petition 
on behalf of a citizen. I suppose, theoretically, we might be able to reverse-engineer this and do a search on 
Hansard for that person’s name to see whether that tells us the nature of the petition.  

Given that the standing order under which the petition was referred to the Standing Committee on Environment 
and Public Affairs concerns petitions that allege that a member of the Legislative Council or another person has 
committed an offence in the course of a proceeding in the Parliament or in a committee, it may well be that the 
alleged offence occurred in a committee hearing, in which case we would never know, unless the minutes of that 
hearing were published. We know that the petition was deemed to meet the provisions of that standing order. We 
know that the President duly referred the petition to the committee. We know that a private hearing was held and 
a written submission given. We know the committee concluded that the person had not demonstrated the 
comments had caused any adverse impact on him. It is a matter of fact that all members of that committee are 
honourable people and are diligent committee members. I am casting no aspersions on the ability of those 
members to assess the information that was put before them, or the advice they received from staff on how to 
respond to the issues—I am sure they made the right decision.  

Based on my trust of those committee members, I am happy to support the recommendation, but as a member of 
the house, I have very little information in front of me on how that conclusion was reached. I do not think we 
would want to make too many decisions like this when we do not have the information in front of us. I am happy 
to support the recommendation on this occasion. I am pleased that the subcommittee that is reviewing the 
standing orders has an extra standing order to look at; I am pleased about that no end! I am happy for the review 
to consider that. I guess I just want to make the point that committee reports are really valuable tools. The 
committee does all the work in distilling the information and providing a synopsis of the relevant information. In 
this case, we are being asked to take it on trust. I am happy to do that on this occasion, but I would not want to be 
placed in this position too many times.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.27 pm]: I am pleased to support the amendment to the motion, 
as indeed I am pleased to see that the house is moving to deal with the recommendations in this report of the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. The report was tabled in this place in March 2010, so it 
has taken almost 12 months to come to a point at which the house will reach a resolution on the 
recommendations. We might need to think about some processes to ensure that matters are dealt with a little 
more quickly than that.  

I welcome the report from the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs on this petition for a 
prayer for relief. I concur with the comments of Hon Sue Ellery that the report provides minimal information. If 
the report had included more information, it might have achieved the purpose of the petitioner, which was to 
have the issue aired in the house. If I understand the committee’s findings and conclusions correctly, it is simply 
saying that the petitioner did not demonstrate that an adverse impact had been caused. In some respects, if it had 
been a more fulsome report, it might have provided the vehicle the petitioner was actually seeking. It is an 
interesting report.  

Again, I am pleased that the conclusions and recommendations are that the petition did not demonstrate that an 
adverse impact had been caused as a result of mistakes made in the house. However, it also begs the question: 
how would we measure impact? For example, a petitioner might argue that his company had been adversely 
affected. Would we look at whether the stocks of the company had fallen in the past six months? I pose that 
question. It would be an interesting question for a committee of the Parliament to assess what an adverse impact 
would be. I would not like to be in that position to try to make that judgement.  

This report is important because it goes to some of the questions about the operation of parliamentary 
democracies and our responsibilities as members to understand the rights and responsibilities that go with our 
privileged position to speak in the house. We should always use these opportunities, which are unique to 
members of Parliament, in a way that is judicious and based on evidence. We have a privileged role to raise 
matters of public concern. I note that the committee has referred to a previous finding of the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges about a similar matter—that is, a prayer for relief. The committee quoted the 
nineteenth report of the procedure and privileges committee, stating in part — 
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The importance of parliamentary privilege to the operation of the Parliament is such that challenges to 
the exercise of that right must be clearly substantiated. There could be a stifling effect on debate if 
members felt vulnerable and open to challenge where they offered honestly held opinions on matters of 
importance. 

It cannot be said too clearly that, as members of Parliament, we should not be deterred or intimidated when 
speaking on matters of public concern. From my experience, I am mindful that increasingly in the public 
environment, litigation, or threats of litigation, are used to inhibit public debate or discussion, thereby reinforcing 
our role to voice things that community members may have been too intimidated to say. That is not to say we 
should not apply that judiciously and be very mindful of using facts that are evidence based, and, similarly, we 
should not be intimidated. 

Members and potential petitioners need to be very mindful of the committee’s finding that harm must be shown 
to have occurred. I am very happy to support the amendment to the motion proposed by the Leader of the House 
that the Subcommittee of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges develop guidelines. Members of 
the public have certain rights, and the right to petition the Parliament is an important right, whether it is on a 
particular subject matter or a petition praying for relief, which I think has a place in a democratic Parliament. But 
guidelines would assist members of Parliament who are approached to present a petition praying for relief and 
also those members of the public who might feel that that is the direction they want to take. 

The committee also clearly states — 

3.1 Petitions should only be employed as a last resort after all other avenues for redress have been 
exhausted. In this instance, the Committee believes that the Petitioner could have pursued 
other avenues to have his point of view noted, including approaching the Member directly 
about his concerns or requesting that another Member of Parliament speak in the House on the 
Petitioner’s behalf. 

As members, we know that that happens all the time. When a matter for public debate is appropriately aired in 
the house, often a counter view is presented by another member. We all have the opportunity at the end of a 
business day to make a member’s statement and to put a counter point of view. It is worth pointing out that 
members who would like issues raised in the house can approach any member and ask them to put their views to 
the house. Each of us makes a decision about whether that is what we want to do and whether we agree with the 
points that the member is raising. 

With those comments, I am, on behalf of the Greens (WA), more than happy to support the amendment to the 
motion and look forward to the development of some clearer guidelines that will ensure that this mechanism—
that is, prayers for relief—is not raised in this way again, because, quite honestly, it has taken a fair amount of 
the committee’s time, and the time of other members who have an interest in this matter, to resolve it. There is a 
danger that prayers for relief could perhaps be used in a vexatious or mischievous way. The member named in 
such a petition may be an inexperienced member, and it is quite a challenge for a member to be named in such a 
petition. Because they are provided that information in private, they have to deal with it in private. For a newer 
member of Parliament, this might be a difficult thing for them to deal with.  

I appreciate the work that this standing committee has done to produce this report, and look forward to the 
resolution of some guidelines by the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges.  

Amendment put and passed.  

Motion, as Amended 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [2.36 pm]: I indicate that the 
matters raised by members today in this short debate will be referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges for its consideration. I recognise some of the comments raised by Hon Sue Ellery and also 
understand that there are some issues about what members might want to report in the house, because it might 
achieve the outcome that the petitioner wanted in a way that is not necessarily appropriate to this course of 
action. However, the matters that have been raised will be considered by the procedure and privileges committee 
in its deliberations. 

Question put and passed. 
 


