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HON KEN TRAVERS 
Personal Explanation — Leave Sought 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [11.38 am]: I seek leave under standing order 38 to make 
a personal explanation as I believe I have been misunderstood by the previous member. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Standing order 38 states — 

A Member who has spoken to a question may speak again to explain some material part of the 
Member’s speech which has been misquoted or misunderstood, but shall not introduce any new or 
debatable matter. 

It is a very narrow opportunity for a member to make some remarks; nevertheless, the opportunity is there. 

Point of Order 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: With respect to the decision to allow Hon Ken Travers a second opportunity to speak, 
I draw your attention, Mr President, to the time limits that are provided for these motions. It is my submission to 
you, Mr President, that standing order 38 must be considered in the context of the other standing orders, 
including the time limits. It is my respectful submission to you, Mr President, that the intention behind this 
standing order is to allow a member a second opportunity to speak during the time that is allocated for that 
particular motion or that particular item of business. For example, as we know, had there been sufficient time in 
the ordinary course of events, Hon Ken Travers would not have had another opportunity to speak, other than 
having a right of reply because of the fact that he was the mover of the motion. Other members, including the 
many others who contributed, would not have had a second opportunity to speak but had there been sufficient 
time, they might have appealed to you, Mr President, under standing order 38. 

My brief submission to you, Mr President, is that standing order 38 must be considered in light of the time limits 
that apply for items of business. I respectfully suggest that it cannot be the case that members can, after the time 
allowed, have another opportunity to speak because, frankly, every other member who spoke during that  
time-limited debate this morning could also appeal to you under standing order 38 and seek another opportunity 
to speak. I would suggest that that is not what was intended when standing order 38 was created. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Clearly, standing order 38 provides for members to be given an opportunity to ensure 
that the record of the house and the understanding of members is correct about what they said. In my view, that 
allows members the opportunity to speak, so the accuracy of what has been said and the way in which members 
have interpreted it are held. I do not believe it is incumbent on members to be limited by the time limits of the 
debate because that would remove that clear purpose, as with personal explanations and other mechanisms. 
I took the opportunity to raise this issue when we were not considering another matter. That is the normal 
process and the custom and practice of this house, otherwise we would be stopping members from being able to 
correct the record. I note your earlier comments, Mr President, which would allay the concerns of the member 
opposite, that it is a very narrow debate. It is my intention to be very short and to the point, and narrow my 
comments because I understand that standing order 38 is not about opening the debate again. 

Ruling by President 

The PRESIDENT: I have considered the matter. As I said before, I am prepared to allow the member to make 
a statement. I would rather it be made under standing order 40 than standing order 38. That would then overcome 
the technical point raised by Hon Nick Goiran in his point of order. Nevertheless, it is a very narrow opportunity 
for a member to either clarify or correct something that was said during a debate. 

Leave granted. 

Personal Explanation 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: At the outset of the comments made by the previous Hon Peter Katsambanis in the last 
debate, he indicated that I accused members opposite of being racist. In fact, I specifically made the point that 
I did not believe that members sitting opposite me in this chamber were racist. If it was the policy to treat 
Aboriginal people separately from other members of our society, that would be structural racism. 

Point of Order 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I would argue that the statement just made by Hon Ken Travers actually 
misrepresented the statements that I had made, in which case I believe that statement is a misuse of the provision 
that you have just outlined, Mr President. I clearly did not accuse Hon Ken Travers of suggesting that anyone 
was racist. 
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The PRESIDENT: Perhaps I can resolve this by giving the same opportunity to Hon Peter Katsambanis as was 
afforded to Hon Ken Travers to make a very brief and narrow comment to the point that might have been raised 
during the debate. 

HON PETER KATSAMBANIS: I do not think there is any point in exacerbating this or dragging it out. I think 
the record will stand for itself. 

The PRESIDENT: As I mentioned, the debate has lapsed, according to the standing orders. 
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