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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.18 pm] — without notice: I 
move — 

That so much of standing and temporary orders be suspended as to enable me to move a motion without 
notice referring an urgent matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

At about 8.20 this morning a staff member of my office contacted the government to ask which ministers would 
not be available this week to provide answers to questions. We were told that four Assembly ministers would not 
be available today, four Assembly ministers would not be available tomorrow and three Assembly ministers 
would not be available on Thursday. I think this is a matter of considerable concern and I would like to suspend 
standing orders so that I can then move a motion without notice that the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges inquire into the issue of ministers failing to make themselves available to respond to questions without 
notice of which some notice has been given. That is the purpose of this motion to suspend standing orders. 

This is not an extra sitting week that has been tacked on and that the government did not know about. This is 
a regularly scheduled sitting week. It is not unusual that one or two Assembly ministers are not available to 
answer questions. That also happens when both houses are sitting at the same time. However, on two days of this 
week, four Assembly ministers will not be available. There may even be days this week when one of the 
ministers in this house is not available, such as today, when the Minister for Housing, Hon Colin Holt, is not 
available. That means that five ministers are not available today to provide answers to questions without notice 
of which some notice has been given. That is not good enough. The Leader of the House should have 
endeavoured to explain to his ministerial colleagues that it would be good form if, in the five-hour period 
between when questions are lodged and question time occurs in this place, some ministers made themselves 
available to provide answers to those questions. 

The Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges needs to give consideration to this matter and provide 
advice to this house on how we can send a clear message to the Assembly that this is not good enough. If 
ministers are travelling overseas and are in another time zone, frankly, there should be an acting minister who 
can provide answers in their absence. I note that Minister Joe Francis is not available this week because he is on 
leave. However, we have been advised that an acting minister is available to provide answers in his absence. 
When ministers are travelling overseas or are taking a period of leave, an acting minister should be provided. 
However, if ministers are travelling within Western Australia, modern technology is available that would enable 
them to answer questions. I find it hard to believe that today, five ministers are not available during that five-
hour period to provide answers to questions. That modern technology is called email. Ministers also have mobile 
phones on which they can get emails and text messages. They even have old technology available in the form of 
fax machines. However, we are asked to believe that there is no way in which a minister’s office can process 
questions, put them in front of the minister and get an answer ticked off in that five-hour period. Five ministers 
today are not able to do that. I think that is treating this place with contempt. Parliamentary questions are lodged 
by us at 11 o’clock. The department prepares the answers, the ministerial office liaises with the department about 
how the answers are looking, and the minister ticks off on those answers, all to be ready by 4.30 pm when 
question time starts. With email and texting, and even with an old-fashioned fax machine, it should be possible 
to get answers from at least some of those ministers who are travelling. I do not know whether all five of those 
ministers are travelling. We have been told that one of those ministers might be travelling. I do not know where 
the other ministers are. We are told that five ministers today, four ministers tomorrow and three ministers on 
Thursday will be unavailable across the whole of that five-hour block. That is not acceptable. 

That is even more unacceptable because of the government’s galling behaviour in the other place last week, 
when government members abandoned their post, if you like. Government ministers and government members 
were not in the chamber, and the government Whip was not in the chamber, and the Parliament shut down. That 
is a sign of a ragged government. That is one thing—if the government wants to be judged as a ragged 
government, it can go for its life. However, it is unreasonable to treat this place with the contempt that we are 
seeing today, when five ministers are not available at all. This is just another example of a government that is 
thumbing its nose at its responsibility to ensure parliamentary scrutiny. It is not acceptable. 

We know what the numbers in this house are. However, I want to make this point, and I cannot think of a clearer 
way in which to make this point than by moving this motion. It should not be the case that five ministers today, 
four ministers tomorrow and three ministers on Thursday are not available to answer questions. These are 
ministers with serious portfolios, including the Treasurer, while we are debating one of his bills; the 
Minister for Health; and the Premier. These are serious ministers with serious portfolios, who decided that 
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because a year ago they agreed to schedule the Legislative Council this week, they do not have to make 
themselves available to answer questions. That is not satisfactory, and I think that the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges should have a look at it. The way for me to bring this issue to the attention of the house 
is to try to suspend standing orders in order to give me the authority to debate the substantive motion. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [3.25 pm]: I am very pleased to second this motion moved by the 
Leader of the Opposition, Hon Sue Ellery. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! It does not require a seconder. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I thank Mr President for his guidance. I meant to speak second in the debate on this 
motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery. 

I would like to make a couple of additional points over and above Hon Sue Ellery’s very eloquent opening to this 
debate. I really think that this is a very, very important question, and I appeal to every member of this house to 
support the motion to suspend standing orders. As Hon Sue Ellery noted, this is not an extra sitting week. It is 
not as though we had sat through the night on Thursday—which we may well end up doing—and into Friday, 
and as part of that extended sitting had an extra and completely unanticipated question time. Ministers have 
known that there was going to be a question time on Tuesday, 1 December; Wednesday, 2 December; and 
Thursday, 3 December since about October 2014. That is how long ministers have had to put the administrative 
arrangements in place to get their questions answered on those three days. As Hon Sue Ellery outlined, we all 
know how these questions are answered. It is not actually the minister who gets the first look — 

The PRESIDENT: Order, member! We are debating that standing and temporary orders be suspended to move 
a motion. We are not debating any particular motion at the moment, except the need for standing orders to be 
suspended. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr President. I appreciate the President’s advice on that matter. I am 
outlining a series of points—there are not that many of them, so if members can just bear with me. I know it is 
frustrating, but I tell members, whatever frustration they are feeling at the moment, it is nothing compared with 
the rage that we were consumed with at about 9.30 this morning when we found out that over the course of the 
week, in those three slots, 10 ministers have made themselves unavailable to answer questions. That is the reason 
the half a dozen points I am going to make are all directed towards why standing orders should be suspended. 
Frankly, we are not going to get any answers out of question time this week, so the suspension of standing orders 
is the only way that we can get some of these important questions on the record to be answered. Can we move 
into the debate about the substantive motion, which Hon Sue Ellery has foreshadowed is a request for the 
President to refer this important matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, because it is the 
only way that we can address these questions? I make the point that if government members do not support this 
motion to suspend standing orders, it will add to the impression that the Liberal and National Parties have an 
utter disregard for the way that this Parliament works. We are seeing question time being completely subverted 
this week. This is a very, very important, not just for members of the Opposition who are just trying to do their 
jobs. We are still in the middle of some very hotly contested issues, and it may well be that other members have 
matters that they want to raise in question time, which we are now not allowed to raise. I want the answer from 
the procedure and privileges committee about what we can do about this, so that it never happens again. I have 
issues that I want ministers to address that are absolutely to do with the business of the house this week. We all 
know that only five or six ministers and a couple of parliamentary secretaries are in this place, so over the years 
we have put in place this somewhat interesting notion of questions without notice of which some notice is given. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think the member is straying into a motion that the Leader of the Opposition has 
foreshadowed, but we have not actually got to that point yet. The only question before the Chair is that standing 
and temporary orders need to be suspended for the purpose of referring an urgent matter to the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. If the house agrees to that, we may move on to another 
motion, but we may not. That is the only matter before the Chair at the moment. This is the only way that what 
the Leader of the Opposition seeks to do can be achieved. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you for your advice, Mr President. I will come back to the substantive motion 
that standing and temporary orders should be suspended to debate this matter of the referral. If we do not 
suspend standing orders in the interim to the substantive debate, we will have set a precedent for this place. We 
know ministers in the other place have tended to have a cavalier view about the operations of the house of 
review. I wonder how many of them are following the debate now about the suspension of standing orders. 
I wonder how many ministers in the other place, and, indeed, backbenchers in the other place, have a view about 
whether we should suspend standing orders. 
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Hon Ken Travers: My experience is that they don’t follow debate in their own chamber, let alone anywhere 
else! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I agree with Hon Ken Travers; they find it hard enough to focus on that. But the 
suspension of standing and temporary orders is a very serious matter to be debated. It does not happen all that 
often. It is just a very odd situation that we should have had this matter arise twice, in fact, on two consecutive 
sitting days. We have had Friday, Saturday, Sunday and Monday in between, but last Thursday the same motion 
to suspend standing and temporary orders was moved by the government. It always reflects something that the 
mover of the motion and the members of the party of the mover of the motion feel very, very strongly about. It 
always reflects a matter on which tempers will run hot. The Leader of the Government in this place obviously 
had strong feelings when he moved the motion to suspend standing and temporary orders, because these things 
matter very, very greatly to the way business is conducted in this place. 

I hope we hear from ministers. I hope the ministers themselves will respond to the motion moved by 
Hon Sue Ellery. I want to hear from Hon Peter Collier who represents the Premier and the Minister for 
State Development, who is one of the ministers who has made himself unavailable this week to answer questions 
in this place. I want to hear from Hon Helen Morton, the Minister for Mental Health; Child Protection; 
Disability Services who represents a raft of ministers who have made themselves unavailable to answer 
questions in this place. She represents the Deputy Premier, who has made himself unavailable, I think, for 
two consecutive question times, and she also represents the Minister for Environment; Heritage, who is the 
minister who moved me to get to my feet to try to urge the chamber to enter into the substantive debate, because 
I had a number of questions for him. I have already said that sometimes we argue on behalf of ourselves when 
we put forward our views about motions to suspend standing and temporary orders, but sometimes we try to 
represent the interests of our constituents. In this particular case, I had questions lined up to ask the 
Minister for Environment; Heritage, and I found out that he is one of the ministers represented by 
Hon Helen Morton who has made himself unavailable. Only one person might want to absent himself from the 
debate when we get to the government’s contribution to the debate on this suspension motion, because he might 
still be out of the house on urgent parliamentary business, as he is now. He may not want to contribute, even if 
he is back in the house, because he in fact is the only minister who has done the right thing. The minister he 
represents, the Minister for Emergency Services — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The member is now debating an anticipated motion and not the current motion before 
the Chair, which simply and narrowly refers to the suspension of standing orders. That is the debate before the 
Chair. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you for those comments, Mr President. I take your advice very seriously. As 
Mr President can tell from my comments, I am cognisant that the terms of the debate are very narrow, but 
I would be better informed in the substance of my contribution to this narrow debate had somebody from the 
government side sought the call when Hon Sue Ellery sat down. I absolutely recognise your technical point, 
Mr President, that this motion did not need seconding. I was very concerned to put my views on the record, so, 
of course, I sought the call as Hon Sue Ellery was taking her place, but nobody from the other side jumped up. 
I would like to have heard the defence for not suspending standing orders to debate this motion. I am reading 
body language, and maybe I am reading it wrongly, but I am getting the feeling that Hon Peter Collier, the 
Leader of the Government in this place, is not going to support the debate on the substantive motion. Would it 
not be sensible to refer this matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges? I can tell members 
that we would be doing each and every one of us a service if we make this point: we cannot allow matters such 
as this to slip past without a substantive debate on the matter in question. That is what will happen if we end up 
voting along party lines on this suspension motion. 

I know that this is something that Hon Nick Goiran has given considerable thought to. I went back only the other 
day, when preparing for another debate that we are getting to shortly in this place, to some comments that 
Hon Nick Goiran had made about whether government members were free to support motions. He did not 
specifically refer to a suspension of standing orders, but I would imagine that this type of motion comes within 
the collection of motions that he was talking about. He said that if only the opposition would give the 
government sufficient time to consider the opposition’s position and to inform colleagues of its intentions, 
sometimes they would be more inclined to support the opposition when we moved motions. I think that 
Hon Nick Goiran was talking about the referral of a bill to committee, but I think that the suspension of standing 
orders, being a very serious motion, will be the type of motion that falls into that category.  

I am sorry that we cannot do this. I am sorry that we could not discuss the suspension of standing orders last 
week, because if the opposition had been aware of the situation that has given rise to this motion—that is, having 
10 vacant spots, 10 complete silences from ministers, over these three sitting days when it came to questions—it 
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could have done what Hon Nick Goiran had foreshadowed and told the government that we were going to move 
this motion, and I bet we would have got some government members coming over to this side. We simply cannot 
proceed on the basis that this chamber—indeed, this Parliament—can be treated in such a cavalier fashion.  

I point out to members on the government benches—members of the Liberal and National Parties—that Labor in 
government never, ever did this. We know there is a proper procedure in place when a minister is unavailable, 
and that is to appoint an acting minister. We always did that! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Now you are straying into an anticipated debate about some other matter. We are 
talking about a very narrow debate referring to the suspension of standing and temporary orders. That is the 
motion before the house and not any wider debate. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr President. I am going to wind up my remarks in about 60 seconds. 
I want to say that if we had been able last week to foreshadow this debate on the suspension of standing orders, it 
may very well have been accepted by this house.  

Indeed, I urge all honourable members to support the motion. If the reason they do not want to support the 
motion to suspend standing orders is that they do not want to support Hon Sue Ellery’s substantive motion to 
refer the matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, I urge them not to have that fear 
because they can vote it down at that stage when they have heard the substantive arguments from this side of the 
chamber; indeed, by that stage many members might have had a chance to reflect on what might be their 
contributions to that debate. I urge all members in this house to not set a precedent, not let the other place get 
away with this, teach the other place a lesson and support the motion. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [3.41 pm]: I support the motion to suspend standing orders moved by 
Hon Sue Ellery in order for Hon Sue Ellery to move a motion about the significant absence of ministers available to 
answer questions asked in this house this week. We have been informed that nine of the 17 ministers—that is more 
than half the cabinet—will not be available to answer questions in this place. The motion to suspend standing 
orders is not taken lightly and is absolutely necessary in this instance, because the notification that those ministers 
will be unavailable to answer questions will impact on the business of this house. It is a standard part of each sitting 
day to have question time, and it is accepted custom and practice that ministers make themselves available to 
answer questions during that question time. We have been informed that half the cabinet will not be available to 
answer questions, and that will impact on the business of this house. This house is the master of its destiny and 
needs to be able to fulfil its functions, and one of its functions is to hold government to account. The purpose of 
question time is to hold ministers and government to account for their policies and actions. Effectively, the 
government, in advising us that nine of the 17 ministers will not be available at various times during this week to 
answer questions, is impacting on the business of this house. This is a very serious matter. It will also impact on the 
ability of members of Parliament to hold ministers and the executive to account, and we do that on behalf of the 
people of Western Australia. We in this place have an obligation to hold the executive and ministers to account, and 
ministers have a responsibility in being held to account in this place. It is only through the suspension of standing 
orders that we can seek some redress for the situation that we have been confronted with this morning on being told 
that nine of the 17 ministers will not be available to answer questions. 
It is also the custom and practice of this house that ministers answer questions in a representative capacity, 
because not all 17 ministers are available in this house. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I think the member is now straying into a substantive debate about the urgent matter 
referred to by the Leader of the Opposition. The question currently before the Chair is that standing orders be 
suspended in order to discuss an urgent matter, not to discuss that urgent matter in detail. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I take your guidance, Mr President, although I struggle with it somewhat because we 
need to explain why standing orders need to be suspended, and the reality is that we cannot debate this issue 
without the suspension of standing orders. 

The PRESIDENT: Member, I just explain that the Leader of the Opposition explained that adequately in 
moving her original motion; therefore, the house is aware of the urgent matter that the Leader of the Opposition 
might want to refer to in some subsequent motion. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: We know that it is a contempt of Parliament to obstruct the business of the house and to 
obstruct the house in the performance of its functions. The notification we received this morning, in my view, 
goes to the obstruction of the performance of the functions of the house. This is a very grave matter that warrants 
a suspension of standing orders and the consideration of this house. I know that we have had indications from the 
Leader of the House on numerous occasions this morning that he intends to use the government numbers to push 
through the government’s agenda today. This is a very serious matter, and I urge the Leader of the House and 
members opposite to understand that this goes to the question of parliamentary sovereignty, the right of this 
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house to govern its own affairs, and the importance of question time in the performance of the role and 
responsibilities of this house and its members. This is a serious matter that warrants a suspension of standing 
orders, because it is a matter that only the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges can consider, but to 
get to that point we need to suspend standing orders in order to debate this issue. It is a very important issue 
when members are being obstructed from their capacity to discharge their responsibilities to the people of 
Western Australia, whom we are elected to represent. 
I urge members opposite to give this matter serious consideration and not simply use their numbers in the house to 
defeat the motion. This is an important motion to suspend standing orders so that we can deal with an issue that 
goes to the performance of the functions of this house and our ability as members of Parliament to represent our 
electorate and to do the job we are tasked with. For those reasons, I support the suspension of standing orders. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [3.47 pm]: The government will not 
support the motion for the suspension of standing orders. As several members opposite have said, a suspension 
of standing orders is for something very serious. I agree with that. There are two issues, about which the 
opposition feels passionate, that we need to deal with at the moment—the Criminal Code Amendment 
(Prevention of Lawful Activity) Bill 2015 and the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. The opposition feels very 
passionate about those issues. If members opposite really felt as passionate about those issues as they say, they 
would not be moving a suspension of standing orders on this issue. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I sat in silence and listened to each member opposite, and I would appreciate the same 
respect. 

I agree with members opposite that a suspension of standing orders is for something serious. We do not need to 
suspend standing orders in this particular instance. There is no necessity to suspend standing orders. I will do 
what I have always done in this situation; I will talk to the respective ministers. I will not talk about the motion 
itself. As has always been done on previous occasions between the Leader of the Opposition and me, I have 
taken on board the points made. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Look, do you mind? 

As members opposite have stated, suspension of standing orders is for something serious. To send a matter such 
as this to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges is a nonsense. This is a stunt, and we will not be 
supporting the suspension of standing orders. Having said that, I give an undertaking to find out from the 
respective ministers why they are not available, and ideally resolve some of those issues over the next couple of 
days. The government will not support the suspension of standing orders. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [3.49 pm]: I rise to support the motion put forward by Hon Sue Ellery 
that so much of standing and temporary orders be suspended as would enable Hon Sue Ellery to move the 
motion without notice referring an urgent matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. I find 
the comments of the Leader of the House quite remarkable. More than half the cabinet has made itself 
unavailable. I think that is an urgent and serious matter and that standing orders should be suspended so that we 
can debate it. The opposition earlier supported the suspension of standing orders to allow us to not debate 
motions on notice tomorrow. The government considered that not debating motions for two hours was a serious 
matter but apparently being able to investigate and debate why half the cabinet is not available is not. This 
government has terrible double standards and I think members on the government side in the Liberal Party—
I know members of the National Party will generally do what they are instructed to do by the Liberals — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Member on your feet, you have to debate the motion before the house, and that 
debate is a very narrow debate. We are talking about whether standing orders should be suspended. That is the 
debate—nothing wider. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr President, and you are quite right. I was drifting off into different 
territory. 

The point I would like to make about this motion calling for the suspension of the standing orders is that 
members should make up their own minds on it and not be told how they will vote. This is an important 
suspension and if the Leader of the Opposition considers a matter urgent, I think members opposite should make 
up their own minds about whether they want to suspend standing orders and debate the matter. 

It is important to note that this is the only mechanism available to the opposition to have an urgent matter heard. 
It is our right to suspend standing orders so that this matter can be heard as an urgent matter. Members opposite 
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probably do not understand exactly the urgency of it—I grant that—but a suspension of standing orders would 
enable them to become enlightened on what the matter is and how urgent it is. If the standing orders are not 
suspended, members opposite will never know what the matter was about. 

We talked about good faith in an earlier motion to suspend standing orders, but in reference to this one, I cannot 
see much good faith on this occasion. The Leader of the Opposition has sought to suspend standing orders to 
debate an urgent matter and refer it to a committee, yet I do not see a lot of good faith coming across the 
chamber. The government should be prepared to support the Leader of the Opposition when she seeks to suspend 
standing orders for an urgent matter, because it is not something that the Leader of the Opposition does every 
day; it is not something that happens very often. I think members opposite—in a sign of good faith, as we talked 
about before—perhaps should be prepared at some point to support the Leader of the Opposition’s motion to 
suspend standing orders so that we can debate an urgent matter, given that it is the only mechanism available to 
the opposition. It is a mechanism that the opposition does not use ad nauseam in an everyday sitting of the house. 
This is the first time since I became a member of this place that I can remember such a course of action being 
taken. It may have happened when I have been away on urgent parliamentary business, but I cannot remember 
this course of action being taken before, so I think members opposite should reconsider their view and be 
prepared to support the Leader of the Opposition when she moves to suspend standing orders to move a motion 
to refer an urgent matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

We have also talked about democracy. It is not very democratic at all, when the Leader of the Opposition has 
sought to take such a course of action, for the matter to be chopped off even before it has been heard. We heard 
about how democratic things were during the earlier debate on the motion to suspend standing orders, which the 
opposition supported. However, when the opposition wants to debate what we consider to be an even more urgent 
matter, the government has shown a distinct lack of democracy. The government is not allowing scrutiny or review. 
It is our job to hold this government to account, so that is why we have sought to suspend standing orders. 

Ministers on the front bench who are serious about their roles should be concerned about that and be prepared to 
support the Leader of the Opposition in her bid to take this course of action of suspending standing orders. 
Ministers occupy some of the highest roles in Parliament, and in the interests of having a good, open, transparent 
and democratic Parliament, ministers should at the very least be prepared to support this suspension of standing 
orders so that we can debate this urgent matter. I think they should be the first to put up their hands and say, 
“We will support this in the interests of good faith because it’s important that we’re held to account.” 

It is important that this house scrutinise a matter that is deemed urgent by any member, but especially the 
Leader of the Opposition. I think it is important that this house take time to reflect and look inward at itself and 
at some of the issues that confront it. We feel that not being able to actively hold the government to account at 
question time is certainly grounds for the suspension of standing orders so that we can move and debate an 
urgent motion. I do not see any issue at all with that. I think government members should be quite happy to 
support such a motion.  

The government can use its numbers to defeat this suspension. We all know that; we can all count, but I do not 
think it is very democratic or fair. I once again make the point that those who elect us would like to see more 
transparency and accountability from government not less, especially in the house of review. I think the electors 
of the state of Western Australia would also be quite comfortable to see the Leader of the Opposition’s motion 
supported and standing orders suspended so that we can have a full and open debate about the urgent matter the 
Leader of the Opposition sees fit to refer to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. The voters 
who elect us and the taxpayers who pay us would also like to see us support this suspension.  

As I have heard other speakers say, and I will briefly touch on, until we suspend standing orders to have the 
debate, members on the other side do not know what the motion is; we cannot pre-empt that. Members opposite 
should at least be curious enough to find out and support the suspension so that we can go into that very 
important debate and member opposites will be enlightened on the urgent matter that the Leader of the 
Opposition has seen fit to seek to debate, and we can have that discussion. 

Hon Peter Collier: She’s already said it.  

Hon DARREN WEST: The Leader of the House does not know what the motion is. 

Hon Liz Behjat: We do. 

Hon DARREN WEST: They do not. Until we suspend standing orders —  

The PRESIDENT: Order! For the information of the house, the Leader of the Opposition has foreshadowed the 
motion that she wants to move when and if standing orders are suspended. I put that point just for the member’s 
information.  
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Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr President. I will take that on board. The point I am making is that unless 
we have the debate, members opposite will not know the full extent of how urgent the matter is.  
We believe this suspension is in order and should be supported because we believe that government members 
and ministers are deliberately trying to obstruct the roles and functions of this house. We believe that is a very 
urgent matter. It is more urgent in our view than is forgoing two hours of motions on a Wednesday morning.  
Hon Peter Collier: Two bills you want to discuss.  
Hon DARREN WEST: Okay; we think the Leader of the House should change his position and support this 
suspension for all those reasons. They are all good and valid arguments for why this suspension should be 
supported.  

I make the point that although the Leader of the House has said that he will not support the suspension of 
standing orders, and we accept that is a view he has formulated himself, we urge all other members to do the 
same—have their own views and come to their own conclusions about why this matter is important. The 
suspension is something the Leader of the Opposition has seen fit to bring forward, which is something the 
Leader of the Opposition does not do on a regular occasion. It is very important and should be very important to 
all members of the house, and I will support the Leader of the Opposition’s motion without notice to suspend 
standing orders, and I think all members of this house should do the same.  
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [3.58 pm]: I stand to support the Leader of the Opposition’s 
motion that so much of standing and temporary orders be suspended to enable the Leader of the Opposition to move 
a motion without notice to refer an urgent matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
Standing order 3 of the Legislative Council standing orders refers to the suspension of orders and states — 

Any Standing or Temporary Order may be suspended at any time — 

(a) on motion with notice; or 

(b) on motion without notice provided that the motion has the concurrence of an absolute majority of 
the Council.  

I hope members opposite, obviously with the exception of the Leader of the House, will consider this motion. 
We need to suspend the standing and temporary orders today for very important reasons, one of which is that 
there is no doubt that certain ministers in the other place treat this chamber with contempt. We need to suspend 
the standing and temporary orders and allow debate on this very important matter. All members of this chamber 
pride themselves on being part of a house of review and on the fact that for the most part we properly consider 
and scrutinise legislation. I want to suspend standing and temporary orders because I want to raise my concerns 
that I will not be able to ask questions of certain ministers, particularly the Deputy Premier, Hon Kim Hames, 
and Minister Tony Simpson. Matters have been raised with me or brought to my attention by my constituents, 
and I had intended to ask them over the next couple of days; I will now not get that opportunity. Standing and 
temporary orders should be suspended to allow proper debate on this issue, and so that this important matter can 
be sent to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges because it warrants further investigation. 
Members on this side have quite rightly pointed out that this sitting week did not come out of thin air—it was set 
over a year ago. I believe that standing and temporary orders should be suspended today because this is an 
important question. I was elected by my electorate to raise issues of concern in this place, not just policies — 

Hon Peter Collier: Your electors are worried about this? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: My electors are worried about me being able to raise issues in Parliament that they 
want me to.  

The PRESIDENT: The only thing that worries me at the moment is whether this house agrees to the suspension 
of standing and temporary orders. That is the sole and very narrow issue, and that is what members should be 
focusing their minds and debate on. Hon Stephen Dawson has the call. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thanks for your guidance, Mr President. 

I want the standing and temporary orders to be suspended because I believe this is the only way the 
Legislative Council can take up the issue of the contempt and disrespect shown by certain ministers in the other 
place to this house. Question time happens every sitting day without fail. It always happens and we always have 
questions. It is a very important part of democracy in this state. It is important for an opposition to hold the 
government to account, regardless of whichever party is in government. People want strong oppositions to hold 
governments to account. This week those opportunities are being taken away from us. We are seeing contempt. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Member, you are straying into what is, for all intents and purposes, a hypothetical 
situation at the moment. This is a proposed motion that the Leader of the Opposition has flagged that she will 
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move if a certain outcome is achieved from this debate. But this debate is very narrow, and it is that standing and 
temporary orders have to be suspended before the next debate can take place. Hon Stephen Dawson has the call. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I want the standing and temporary orders to be suspended today because I have 
questions I really wish to ask the Deputy Premier in particular. Today I received an answer from the 
Deputy Premier to a question I put on notice — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! That is out of order. You must get back to the motion before the house, which is 
whether standing and temporary orders should be suspended.  

Point of Order 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I wonder whether I might seek clarification from you. You are quite right that this is 
a narrow debate; you are absolutely correct, and I do not take any issue with that. But if the reason that a member 
believes standing orders should be suspended is because there is an important matter to be debated, I do not see 
how it offends standing orders to name what that matter is. I ask for your guidance on that.  

The PRESIDENT: My guidance is that in moving the original motion, you, as Leader of the Opposition, 
outlined what you thought the urgent matter was. You foreshadowed that you would take another course of 
action if the house agreed to the suspension of standing and temporary orders. You did that very succinctly, 
descriptively and quite clearly. For every member after that to say exactly the same thing is tedious repetition. 
Every member can agree with you but it is within very, very narrow guidelines. Those narrow guidelines are 
concerned with the primary motion, which is the suspension or otherwise of standing and temporary orders. That 
is the motion before the house, not the broader debate. Hon Stephen Dawson. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Mr President, I am sorry to interrupt; I wonder if I might seek further clarification from you. 
I agree that I did very succinctly set out the reasons to suspend standing orders but because I did, that does not 
prohibit others from giving their reasons why standing orders should be suspended. The President is quite right to 
draw our attention to the fact that the standing orders also refer to tedious repetition but I would contend, and ask 
you to tell me if I have it wrong, that it is every member’s right to give the reasons that they think standing orders 
should be suspended. If those reasons are similar or the same as mine, that does not mean that they cannot rely on 
those same reasons. If members took 45 minutes to express that, the house might be able to draw the conclusion 
that they were indeed being tediously repetitious, but that has not happened yet and it will not happen. I wonder 
whether, Mr President, you might clarify your guidance a little more because I do not believe the fact that another 
member may be relying upon the same reasons that I relied upon offends standing orders. 
The PRESIDENT: Other members who wish to speak to the motion can certainly refer to what you said and 
agree with what you said, and the reasons for saying it. They can introduce new matters, but to get up and simply 
state the same thing over and over is tedious repetition. You have already said it, other members have said it, and 
members can certainly introduce new reasons for taking the same line on the debate as you have taken, but there 
has to be a limit to how much tedious repetition can be enunciated by each member. We have to move on with 
what is a very narrow debate. I have been a member of this house for a long time and I can recall matters such as 
this being closed down very, very quickly because the Presiding Officer insisted that the debate was simply to 
talk about the suspension of standing and temporary orders, with no latitude outside that very, very narrow 
guideline. I believe that I have allowed a debate that has already ranged outside that narrow guideline. If there is 
to be another motion, of course that will allow for debate on substantive issues, but this motion is simply to do 
with the standing orders and the suspension of standing orders. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I appreciate your guidance, Mr President. I am disappointed because I do not 
believe I was being tediously repetitive. I was trying to outline to the house the reasons I really believe we 
should suspend standing and temporary orders. I apologise if you found me to be tediously repetitive. 

One reason I support this motion to suspend standing and temporary orders is that I am concerned about the 
content of an answer. I was placing on the record the fact that the Deputy Premier had answered my question, 
which came back to me today, about waiting times for access to child and adolescent health services and 
occupational therapy services. The answer I received in the Parliament said that people were waiting eight 
months as a standard for these services, when in fact I have a letter from one of my constituents that says people 
are waiting up to 20 months. That is something I will not get an opportunity to question the Deputy Premier on 
this week. It is something I will not get an opportunity to address to the satisfaction of my constituents this side 
of February, because we will not have an opportunity again to ask the Deputy Premier any questions in this 
place. Ministers have to respect this chamber. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order! With respect, you are now again straying into a substantive motion that you are 
anticipating might be moved in the future. The motion before you is simply the mechanism by which you might 
get to that process; that is, the suspension or otherwise of standing orders. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thanks, Mr President. I am pleased I was able to place on the record my concern 
about the Deputy Premier’s contempt for this place. I have no other comments to make on this motion this 
afternoon. 
HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [4.10 pm]: Thank you, Mr President. I suspect my 
contribution might be quite short given your previous guidance, but I will endeavour to put my point without 
dealing with the substantive motion. I support the motion that the standing and temporary orders be suspended to 
enable Hon Sue Ellery to move a motion without notice referring an urgent matter to the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges.  
I am a new member to this place and the standing orders are quite new and strange to me. I remember coming 
into this place and being in here a number of weeks before I had an opportunity to sit with the clerks and go 
through the standing orders to get some understanding of them. The clerks gave me some folders, as they have 
probably done with members in this place who have been here much longer, that allow me to refer to different 
issues. Unfortunately, I do not have those folders with me. I went through the files on standing orders in this 
place and I found them a little unhelpful with regards to guidance on suspension of standing orders. I will try to 
put it in plain terms without taking too much chamber time.  
What I see as a very key element is that we would like to debate another motion, and the only way that we can 
get to that motion is through a suspension of standing orders. Unless it is agreed in this place that standing orders 
are suspended, the debate we would like to have will be stymied. I do not think that that is what this place is 
about. This house is about having healthy debate on issues that come before us, and not presuming to say to any 
member that what they want to talk about is not important. Every member represents a constituency and every 
member should have the right to move to issues that that constituency wants dealt with. The only way I can see 
that we can do that is by agreeing to suspend standing orders. I hope that members either stand up and say, 
“No, we should not suspend standing orders because of this”, or they say, “Yes, we should suspend standing 
orders because of that.” I obviously hope that members support the suspension of standing orders to allow 
debate. Putting the matter of what we will debate aside, just the plain fact of allowing debate should be enough.  

I understand that the issue is not something that is common, but it is obviously something that the Leader of the 
Opposition in this house feels passionate about. I also feel quite passionate about it. I cannot tell members how 
passionate I feel about it, because we are debating whether we can suspend standing orders. In my mind, it is not 
appropriate for other members of this place to say, “Well, you can’t have a say.” As a person who is new to this 
chamber, it seems to me that standing orders provide for the orderly moving forward of different issues. If members 
took more note of standing orders and the time frames involved, it would allow things to move as they should. 

Without being repetitious or dealing with any other issue, because this is a very narrow debate, I ask for support 
for the suspension of standing orders. If what we bring to the house after we have had the debate and voted on 
the motion is not something that government members think is important, they should just content themselves 
with the fact that it is important to us; it is important to Hon Sue Ellery and to me—I have read the substantive 
motion that we are dealing with. Government members should content themselves with the fact that this is 
important to us and that they have an opportunity to raise opposition to our point of view. There should not be 
too much frustration on the other side of the house because, at the end of the day, we can all count. Members 
opposite should at least agree to suspend standing orders so that we can have that debate and they should not use 
their numbers to not allow the debate. 

I would love to have had a debate on the substantive motion that we would like to talk about later. I hope I have 
kept within the narrow confines of the guidelines that you have set, Mr President, and I hope that this motion to 
suspend standing orders is supported. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [4.17 pm]: I support the suspension of standing orders to allow 
the Leader of the Opposition to move the motion that she has given notice of in seeking to suspend standing 
orders. If there is one thing that this Council has a role and obligation to do, it is to act as a check and balance on 
the executive. I just had a quick look at the Commission on Government report, which looked at how the 
interrelationship between the executive and Parliament should operate. Sadly, I have not been able to find the 
specific recommendations that I wanted to, but anyone who recalls the days of the Commission on Government 
will know that it made it really important that the Legislative Council act as a check. If we get into a position in 
which the executive is not being accountable to the Legislative Council, that is a matter of urgency. There is no 
doubt that the Legislative Council needs to stamp on that as quickly as possible. That is why it is so important 
that we support the Leader of the Opposition’s motion today. If we do not support it today, this situation will be 
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allowed to go on for not only the rest of this week, but also when we come back next year. We will not have sent 
a clear message as the Legislative Council that we are prepared to stand and defend our rights as a Council to 
hold the executive to account. The Leader of the Opposition has taken the very unusual step of moving to 
suspend standing orders because she clearly understands—I completely agree with her—that this is one of the 
fundamental roles of a Legislative Council. Without it, we might as well pack up, go home and allow bills to go 
through and other matters to go on in this Council. We might as well abolish the Council if we are not going to 
defend our rights in motions such as this. 

One of the options that was obviously available—I know this is done in the other place when there is 
a suspension of standing orders—was for the government to negotiate with the opposition to agree to the 
suspension of standing orders, but with a time limit on the debate. Sadly, the Leader of the House has already 
risen and indicated to the house that he seeks to simply defeat this motion and he might go and have a private 
chat. We cannot rely on the Leader of the House just going off and having a private chat. We need to suspend 
standing orders and we need to get this matter off to the Procedure and Privileges Committee as a matter of 
urgency. Sadly, we cannot rely on the Leader of the House’s commitments today because we have had this 
before; it is not as though this is the very first time that this issue has arisen in the Legislative Council. On past 
occasions when these matters have occurred, I think the Leader of the House has indicated, similarly, that he is 
disappointed with the members in the other place and that he would talk to them and do something about it. 
I think it is now time for the Legislative Council to take action; that is what the motion moved by the 
Leader of the Opposition will allow us to do.  

We should think about some of the ministers who are absenting themselves and will not make themselves 
available through this place through question time to be accountable as the executive to Parliament—
a fundamental tradition in the Westminster system. 

Hon Peter Collier: You’re talking about the motion now. You can’t talk about the motion. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No — 

Hon Peter Collier: You are! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure the Chair would call me to order if I was. I am talking about the urgency of 
this matter and why we need to suspend standing orders. Can the Leader of the House understand that one of the 
things that is urgent is the nature of the ministers who are missing from this debate? The fact is that, over the 
weekend, we had complete chaos when the Minister for Health was caught out, misleading the people of 
Western Australia — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! You were doing well up until a little while ago. You have now strayed into irrelevant 
areas that are outside the scope of the motion before the house. That simply concerns the suspension or otherwise 
of standing and temporary orders. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you, Mr President. The point that I am trying to get through to the house is that, 
in my view, the question of urgency is one of the key questions that we need to consider. A suspension of 
standing orders is taken because we want to express a view that a matter is urgent. Clearly, when a member 
seeks to express a view that it is urgent that we allow the house to debate whether members of the executive are 
making themselves available to this house to be scrutinised, I do not think it is unreasonable for us to point out 
some of the significant seriousness of the issues that members of this house could be subjecting themselves to. 
That is why this matter is so urgent. Ministers responsible for important matters of state, the executive, need to 
answer to this chamber. Clearly, they are not prepared to do that, and clearly this house needs to take a stand on 
that. I make the point that, in the case of health, we have been advised that Minister Hames will not be available.  

Hon Donna Faragher: He is, today! 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The question before the Chair is not whether the Minister for Health is available to 
do something; the question before the Chair is whether we agree to the suspension of standing and temporary 
orders to debate something else. That is the sole question before the Chair, and it is very, very narrow. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The point, again, that I make to the member who has interjected is that this week is 
a scheduled sitting week. There is nothing unusual about this week; it is a scheduled sitting week. If the 
government is not able to make its ministers available for a scheduled sitting week—in the same way as when 
both houses are sitting, rather than just one house—to me, that is a matter of urgency that we need, as a house 
collectively, to express a view on. That needs to be dealt with as a matter of urgency. Apart from the fact that 
this is not the first time this has happened, this is the last sitting week of the year. It is not as though it is 
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something whereby we could go through the motions to get this motion up by any other means other than 
suspending standing orders. For the benefit of the member who interjected on me earlier, I make the point that 
often with these matters, there will be a series of questions; a question will be asked of a minister in the first 
instance. They will give a response—I would not necessarily say they would give an answer. This is why it is so 
important to this house that we express a view on this matter. We could potentially ask questions today and not 
receive a response and then want to ask a follow-up question tomorrow. Does the parliamentary secretary accept 
that the Minister for Health will not be available to answer questions tomorrow? 

Hon Donna Faragher: He is available today, as I understand it, because I am answering questions; so there you 
go. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, so the parliamentary secretary accepts that in our last sitting week — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! It looks as though members are already trying to get to question time now by asking 
whether somebody is available. We are not in question time and we are not in a broad debate; we are in a narrow 
debate—that is, that standing orders should or should not be suspended for a certain purpose. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The urgent issue we need to consider is how this house holds and keeps the executive to 
account. It is not about whether ministers are available on one day; it is whether for a full sitting week — 

Hon Donna Faragher: Now you clarify it. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry? 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They are extraordinary interjections! I am not backtracking. I have tried to explain it 
a couple of times, Mr President, and I keep getting interjections from members on the other side who have 
clearly not understood the point I have been making, and that is that this house has a fundamental role in holding 
the executive to account. Should standing orders be suspended, I would have thought that government members 
would allow us to at least have the debate, have a negotiation with the Leader of the Opposition about trying 
to — 

Hon Peter Collier: I didn’t get the opportunity to have a negotiation; I found out about it when she read it in. 
Give me a break! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Welcome to the world the Leader of the House has created. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I am very keen to get to this motion, and I will stop members from straying anywhere 
outside it to debate substantive matters or other matters involving who is available, who is not available, or who 
said what or did not say what. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you, Mr President. If the Leader of the House looks at any Parliament in the 
country, he will find that it is not uncommon when circumstances arise such as those outlined by the 
Leader of the Opposition today for oppositions to move to suspend standing orders because of the importance of 
the matter and their belief that it is urgent. 

Hon Michael Mischin: When? When was the last time it happened? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I said if we look around Parliaments. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, we are in the last scheduled week of sittings. It could be a difficult week, 
and the first couple of hours have not been very encouraging, I have to say. We can do it in a couple of ways. We 
can do it as we normally do it—in a civilised, constructive, positive and cooperative way—or we can do it in an 
acrimonious, adversarial way. I assure members that the debate will not cross the lines, as I constantly say, of 
personal imputations and attacks on members. It will not cross the lines of operating outside the standing orders. 
I want to see this work conducted in a constructive, civil, courteous and respectful way. I would like the debate 
to proceed on that basis. Having said that, time indicates that questions without notice should now be taken. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 9152.] 
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