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LORD MAYOR OF PERTH, DR PETER NATTRASS 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR L. GRAHAM (Pilbara) [7.00 pm]:  I move without notice -  

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith -  

That the Premier direct the Minister for Local Government to investigate whether or not Dr 
Peter Nattrass is a fit and proper person to hold the office of Lord Mayor of Perth in light of 
the public claims made by Ms Margot Nattrass, the ex-wife of Lord Mayor of Perth Dr Peter 
Nattrass.  

Grounds for such an inquiry are provided in the speech given by Ms Nattrass at the Ladies 
Lunch Box Forum held at Burswood Dome on 11 June 2004.  When speaking of her marriage 
to Dr Nattrass Ms Nattrass said “I share this with you with reservation, and not in any way to 
denigrate my ex-husband, but to explain the situation that had developed in our relationship.  It 
had become very destructive and abusive, physically, verbally, emotionally”.   

The SPEAKER:  Is that all part of the motion?   
Mr L. GRAHAM:  Yes, it is, and that is where the motion ends.  I am very aware of the rules that exist in this 
place about addressing the substance of the motion, and I do not intend to do that, other than to say that these are 
very serious allegations and the nature of them warrants their examination.  If standing orders are suspended, we 
will deal with that through debate.  The allegations are given a higher priority because of the high public office 
held by Dr Nattrass.  The claims are already public and were made public in that open forum in front of 250-odd 
people on 11 June.  I, of course, have no way of verifying those claims, but they should be investigated.  I 
suspect that the need for their investigation is given further impetus by the national campaign against domestic 
violence.  I also note that these matters were brought to my attention by the organiser of the conference; that is, 
The West Australian.  I am strongly of the view that these matters need to be fully and properly investigated and 
that there needs to be a properly conducted investigation.  I could and should probably address the fact that we in 
this Chamber are about to deal with domestic violence legislation.  The motion is self-explanatory.  I have said 
that I do not need a long time to put the case.  I think the case is powerful.  I simply leave before the House the 
motion to suspend standing orders so that we may debate the substantive motion in detail.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I appreciate the seriousness of the issue that you have raised, but why does this need to be 
dealt with by way of a suspension of standing orders, rather than in the normal course of dealing with the 
business of the House?   
Mr L. GRAHAM:  Given the nature of the high office held by Dr Nattrass, and given that the claims have 
already been made public and are being openly discussed, I think that some priority needs to be attached to the 
matter.  However, that is a decision for the Government to make, obviously, as the controlling body in the 
Chamber.  I will not leap around if it does or does not agree to suspend standing orders, but I have put the case 
that standing orders should be suspended so that that matter can be investigated.   
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [7.05 pm]:  I was waiting to see whether the only minister in the House was 
going to speak to the motion. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It has taken me somewhat by surprise.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It has taken everybody by surprise.  I was interested in the minister’s comments by way of 
interjection to the member for Pilbara about whether it was appropriate to suspend standing orders to debate the 
motion that the member wants to debate.  My initial thoughts are that this is probably not a subject that should be 
debated in this House by way of a suspension of standing orders.  My initial reaction is that it could be seen as an 
abuse of the system to move to suspend standing orders so that this particular issue can be debated.   
Mr L. Graham:  If you are going to say that, you need to produce some evidence for why it is an abuse of the 
system to move a suspension of standing orders to debate a matter.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am happy to take the interjection.   
Mr L. Graham:  That is precisely what standing orders are for.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  A motion to suspend standing orders normally relates to the Parliament or the Government 
and involves some sense of urgency.  There are avenues for this matter to be investigated by way of a complaint 
to the minister by any member of the public if he or she believes that a councillor or the mayor has acted 
inappropriately and in contravention of the Local Government Act.  The motion before me does not tell me that.  
It tells me that there has been an alleged problem - I stress alleged - in a domestic relationship between Mr and 
Mrs Nattrass, as they then were.  The motion does not state that he has committed an offence in any way.  It 
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simply states that their relationship “had become very destructive and abusive, physically, verbally, 
emotionally”.  That could apply to many marriages in Western Australia and throughout the world.  I do not 
necessarily think that Parliament or the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development should be 
empowered to investigate that matter.  Behind that matter the member is asking whether Mr Nattrass is a fit and 
proper person to hold the office of Lord Mayor.  I can understand that.  However, the main substance of the 
motion is actions that are alleged to have taken place in a marriage.  This is not a matter for the Parliament to 
decide.  This is not a matter for the Premier to direct the Minister for Local Government to initiate an 
investigation.  Forgive me, Mr Speaker, I am trying to speak to the motion to suspend standing orders and to give 
a reason that I feel supporting the motion would not be appropriate.  I do not believe that it is an urgent motion 
that this House needs to decide on by way of a suspension of standing orders.  I feel - I speak as an individual 
member of this House, not as a member of the Liberal Party or the coalition - that it is not appropriate to suspend 
standing orders to debate the motion that the member for Pilbara wants to debate.  If the member has other 
information or any other evidence in relation to the motion, I suggest that it would be better if he put it in writing 
to the Minister for Local Government or to the Director General of the Department of Local Government and 
Regional Development.   
As I said, if a complaint is made against an elected member in a local authority whether it be a councillor, a Lord 
Mayor or a shire president, it is appropriate for the local government authorities to investigate the matter.  All I 
can see before me is an allegation that certain behaviour occurred within a marriage.  I am not saying that I 
condone it.  However, no evidence has been put before us.  I will not support a motion to suspend standing 
orders to debate a private matter between a man and woman who were once married.  I do not believe it is 
something with which Parliament should deal.  If the member had said that he wanted to suspend standing orders 
to debate the inappropriate behaviour of a Lord Mayor or a councillor because he had done something wrong in 
his position or in the office that he held, that would probably be appropriate.  However, the member is referring 
in the motion to a matter that perhaps should have been heard by the Family Court.  To debate this motion would 
assume that there is some legitimacy in the comments made by one of the parties.   
The SPEAKER:  I know that this type of debate is difficult; however, the member for Hillarys is currently 
commenting adversely about whether the member for Pilbara complied with the rules regarding the suspension 
of standing orders.  The member for Pilbara did not direct his comments to the substance of the debate, which 
may occur if standing orders are suspended; he restricted his comments to the reason for the suspension of 
standing orders.  I doubt whether it is appropriate to criticise the member for Pilbara for not giving more 
information about a debate that may ensue after the suspension of standing orders.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thank you for your guidance, Mr Speaker, which I accept.  I am trying to explain why I 
cannot support this motion to suspend standing orders.  I cannot see anything in the member’s motion that he 
wants to debate that involves the improper conduct of an elected officer in a local authority that gives me reason 
to support it.  I do not want to prolong the debate to suspend standing orders.  I will vote against the suspension 
of the standing orders to debate the motion as outlined by the member for Pilbara.   

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [7.12 pm]:  If this matter is to be debated in Parliament, it 
should be as a motion for which some notice has been given.  Rather than having to rely on words that were said 
at a ladies’ luncheon, members should be given more opportunity to be made aware of the substance of the 
issues and to be able to place them before the House if a debate on the matter is to proceed.  For that reason we 
will not support the suspension of standing orders.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [7.13 pm]:  I am the lead opposition speaker on the domestic violence Bill.  My 
immediate thoughts are for the children of these two people.  Obviously this is not an urgent matter because Dr 
Nattrass and Ms Nattrass have not been together for years.  If this matter is to be debated, I would like to know 
whether the member for Pilbara has spoken to the couple’s children or to Ms Nattrass.  Did she know that this 
matter would be raised in Parliament today?   

Mr L. Graham:  If you want to know all that, vote to suspend standing orders and I will deal with it  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Children are involved in this matter.  Dr Nattrass is not a friend of mine, although I have 
nothing against him.  I am not comfortable in debating an issue in which children are involved and which will be 
a matter for public debate.  I will not support the suspension of standing orders.  If the matter is to be debated in 
another way, I would like more time to think about the issue.   

MR J.P.D. EDWARDS (Greenough) [7.14 pm]:  I wish to make a brief comment on this matter.  I also will not 
support the suspension of standing orders.  I believe there are other avenues through which this type of 
investigation can be followed if that is necessary.  I do not believe the matter should be debated in this 
Parliament.  I might be advised differently on that.  I do not think that the matter should be debated through the 
suspension of standing orders.  I have a problem debating in this place a somewhat personal issue that has been 
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raised by a lady about her former husband.  As I said, other avenues could be used, and the Attorney General has 
suggested one of those.  With those very few words, I will not support the suspension of standing orders.   

The SPEAKER:  To be passed, this motion requires the concurrence of an absolute majority.  If when I put the 
question there is a dissentient voice, it will be necessary for the House to divide. 

Question put. 

The SPEAKER:  There being a dissentient voice, a division is needed. 

Division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (1) 

Mr L. Graham (Teller) 

Noes (41) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr F.M. Logan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.P.D. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr R.N. Sweetman 
Mr C.J. Barnett Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M. McGowan Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.F. Board Mrs D.J. Guise Mr A.D. McRae Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr C.M. Brown Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mrs C.A. Martin Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.P. O’Gorman  
Mr A.J. Dean Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Ms J.A. Radisich  

The SPEAKER:  As an absolute majority was not achieved I declare the motion not carried.   

Statement by Speaker 

The SPEAKER:  It is probably appropriate that I express my concerns at parliamentary privilege being used 
when discussing people who do not have the privilege to respond in this place.  I do not know what evidence 
would have come out if this matter were it to have been debated, but it is always very dangerous to name 
someone in this place.  Who knows what damage it may or may not cause.  I warn members to use parliamentary 
privilege with great care.   

Mr L. GRAHAM:  I listened carefully to what you said, Mr Speaker.  I need to choose my words with particular 
care because I have no desire to cause a rift twixt me and thee on these matters.  You know that I come at this 
matter not as a novice.  I make this point, Mr Speaker: the warning was, in my view, superfluous.  I was well 
aware of the provisions of privilege.  I make this point back to you by way of a point of order, Mr Speaker, that 
you did in fact allow the motion to be moved.  The motion was moved in accordance with the standing orders of 
the House.  As you pointed out to one of the speakers, I did quite clearly restrict myself.  I make this point: I 
suspect that by abiding by the standing orders I restricted myself at some detriment to the argument that I wished 
to put.  Rather than leave it hanging in the air - I listened with interest to the interjection from the member for 
Hillarys - that there might be some suggestion of a breach of parliamentary privilege and the privileges of this 
House, it is my view that there was none.  I take it, Mr Speaker, that your view, given that you allowed the 
motion and the debate, is that there was no point of privilege. 

The SPEAKER:  I rose to my feet on the matter to warn people that what occurred was fraught with a 
considerable amount of potential damage for the people named.  I did not imply that the member had breached 
parliamentary privilege.  It is not something that I determine anyhow.  However, it is part of our system that 
members of Parliament need to be exceptionally cautious when they name people who do not have an equal right 
in this place to respond.  I will leave it at that. 
 


