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OUTCOMES-BASED EDUCATION POLICY 
Sessional and Standing Orders Suspension 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [10.03 am]:  I move without notice - 

(1) That so much of sessional orders and standing orders be suspended to enable the following 
motion to be moved - 

That the house expresses its concern at the minister’s inept handling of school 
curriculum changes, in particular the sudden removal of the public servant responsible 
for the implementation of the minister’s outcomes-based education policy. 

(2) The question must be put at this day’s sitting at 6.00 pm, if not sooner.  
I cannot remember the last time the opposition moved to suspend standing orders to consider a matter such as 
this - an issue of the day - and it does not do so lightly.  Recently there has been growing concern, particularly in 
the education sector, and, because of the size of that sector, in the community at large, about the way in which 
the minister’s outcomes-based education policy is being handled, or perhaps, more appropriately, mishandled. 
On a number of occasions in this place and elsewhere, the minister has been asked questions about the progress, 
or the lack thereof, in the implementation of the policy.  That lack of concern has been expressed by a very large 
number of interested parties about the way in which the policy is being implemented.  In particular, the 
opposition has been asking questions in this place in connection with the difficulties that are obviously being 
experienced and the minister has simply avoided them.  Those questions have been avoided or simply used as a 
platform for the minister to launch her own vitriolic attacks upon others - everybody except herself as the 
minister, who has responsibility for this area. 
The reasons I move for suspension of standing orders to allow these matters to be discussed are these: first, this 
house of Parliament has previously sought, through questions in particular, the answers to matters of concern and 
has not received them.  Secondly - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You have had the answers and you just don’t like them.  You don’t understand them, 
because you don’t understand the fundamentals.  You’re a disgrace!  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, minister!  This is a very narrow debate and Hon Simon O’Brien is properly keeping 
his observations to the very narrow confines of that debate.  Unfortunately, the interjections are seeking to have 
Hon Simon O’Brien go beyond those narrow confines, but I know he will not. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Indeed, Mr President.  I am addressing the question of why sessional and standing 
orders should be suspended.  I am assisted by the display of head-in-the-sand arrogance that is being 
demonstrated by the minister’s interjections.  I moved the suspension of standing orders to provide an 
opportunity for this matter to be considered and for the minister to offer some explanation, when she has 
previously failed to do so.  Given the tenor and the tone of her answers to questions, I would go so far as to say 
that she has previously refused to deal in a meaningful way with the concerns raised and held by the community, 
particularly in the education sector. 
The minister has had adequate opportunity in the past few days to take the initiative and make a ministerial 
statement to this house.  As recently as a few minutes ago, the opportunity provided by our notice paper for the 
minister to make a ministerial statement and to show some accountability to this house came and went, and I 
subsequently moved that standing orders be suspended to give the minister another opportunity to address the 
matters of concern, so that we in this house can express to this arrogant and out-of-touch government, through an 
arrogant and out-of-touch minister, our concern at the inept handling of the school curriculum changes.   
The motion is, in particular, to get some answers about the sudden removal of the chief executive officer of the 
Curriculum Council, who is of course responsible for the implementation of the minister’s outcomes-based 
education policy.  The question of the sudden removal of Mrs Norma Jeffery from her position has been greeted 
varyingly with concern or with approval, according to various interested parties’ point of view.  That is another 
matter, which it now appears can be considered by the house only under the suspension of standing orders in 
accordance with this motion.  The house has a responsibility to hold ministers accountable, and ministers have a 
responsibility to demonstrate their accountability to the house by answering the questions that need to be 
answered, not simply by offering the vindictive comments that they may wish to offer whenever called upon in 
reasonable terms to address the important issues of the day.   

The motion also states that the question must be put at this day’s sitting at 6.00 pm, if not sooner.  I should 
explain, particularly for the benefit perhaps of newer members who have not witnessed this sort of debate before, 
what it actually means.   
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Hon Ken Travers:  There has been a gentleman’s agreement in the house for some time that we do not use 
them. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I address these remarks through the Chair to the Leader of the House to make our 
intentions quite clear in respect of the suspension of standing orders.  It is not our intention that this be a drawn-
out matter, and certainly not that it go to 6.00 pm; it should not even go to 11.00 am.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I am sure our oil and gas industry will be delighted to hear that.  It is waiting for its 
legislation. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You should look at what you did when you sat over here, Mr Leader of the House.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You explain that to the oil and gas industry. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This is not about the oil and gas industry.  If the Leader of the House wants to talk 
about accountability, he now has a splendid opportunity to do it, because this motion to suspend standing orders 
is to extract some accountability from a recalcitrant minister who has previously refused to supply it.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are pathetic!  Where is their education spokesperson?   

Hon Norman Moore:  What has that got to do with it? 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, minister and Leader of the Opposition!  It is perfectly reasonable when somebody is 
giving a speech for an occasional interjection, but cross-interjections make life very difficult for Hansard and 
prevent the house from getting on with its business.  I think Hon Simon O’Brien was opening up a topic to the 
effect that he was not intending to take all that long to deal with this procedural motion.  He was then interrupted 
by interjections, which have had the opposite effect. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is indeed what I was trying to do, Mr President.  It is in connection with my role 
in this house as a member that we are seeking accountability of the government to this Parliament.  That is why I 
have moved the motion.  That is why, of course, I am seeking the support of the house, because an absolute 
majority is required to enable the suspending of standing orders.  That is why I must indicate what our intention 
is in accordance with the terms of this motion.  What we seek to do through the wording of the second part of the 
motion is not to have a drawn-out debate or indeed to delay dealing with legislation.  The motion is about 
dealing with this important issue of the day and dealing with it now at the appropriate time; it is about 
accountability.  Although obviously the subject matter is that of the education portfolio, the primary reason for 
which I call for the suspension of standing orders is to give the minister the opportunity to explain to the house 
that which has not been explained to the house, despite opportunities to do so, and for the house to consider 
whether or not it is concerned about the way in which the minister is conducting the affairs of her portfolio. 

In respect of where the shadow minister for education is today, I point out that under the convention of the house 
members absent from the chamber are presumed to be on important parliamentary business.  I can confirm that 
Hon Barry House is on important parliamentary business in connection with his shadow portfolio.  I could 
contrast that, if I were to stray from the topic, which I would not, with the degree to which the minister is not 
even at the wheel of her portfolio, let alone asleep at it.  That, of course, is what we are calling on her to explain.   

The terms of the motion are that we want to suspend such sessional and standing orders as are necessary to 
consider the motion.  That is the vehicle by which the minister can offer the ministerial statement that so far has 
been blindly absent.  It gives the opportunity, if members wish, for members to express their concern.  It ensures 
that the question is put today so that we do not have what I would otherwise fear without this provision; that is, 
government members simply talking it out all day.  Forget all about the petroleum industry; government 
members will just talk it out all day to avoid the question being put and to avoid the possible censure.  

I remind the house that the Liberal Party is only one of three non-government parties.  It is up to the house, if 
members want to have an absolute majority, to see whether it can muster an absolute majority to decide the 
outcome of this motion.  Our intention is to have a short debate and an opportunity to clarify matters raised in the 
motion that should have been clarified before now and need to be clarified.  Indeed, if the government is not 
interested in forming an absolute majority, it will need to be asked why it refused to allow these matters to be 
clarified.  We do not want this debate to drag on.  We do not want it to take up an excessive amount of time.  We 
do want the question to be put.  How long it drags on is very much up to the government, because we will not 
drag it out.   

Those are the reasons we need to suspend sessional and standing orders.  Those are the expectations that I think 
the house could reasonably have of the government in response.  Those are the very realistic and reasonable 
terms under which we propose that such a debate on the suspension of standing orders should proceed.  I ask for 
the concurrence of the house. 
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HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [10.19 am]:  I want to support 
the motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien in these terms: I would have expected the Minister for Education and 
Training, who has seen a chief executive officer who is responsible to her moved sideways - effectively sacked 
from her job - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  She is not sacked.  You know she is not.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  She has been removed from the CEO position at the Curriculum Council and put 
somewhere else in the public service.  We have had no explanation whatsoever from the minister of why that has 
happened.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You had an explanation yesterday.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, I listened to the answers that the minister gave yesterday.  She did not 
answer the question.  Today’s newspaper states that a spokesperson for education minister Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
declined to say why Mrs Jeffery was removed.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It was answered in question time yesterday.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister has not told this house or anybody else publicly why this public 
servant has been moved out of her job.  The facts of the matter are these: the minister has been telling us for the 
past three or four months every time she has opened her mouth what a wonderful system outcomes-based 
education is.   

Point of Order 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I thought that we were debating the suspension of sessional and standing orders.  The 
debate offered by the honourable Leader of the Opposition is entirely about the substantive issue.  Have I missed 
something?  Have we voted on the suspension of sessional and standing orders and moved on to the substantive 
debate, or are we still debating the motion to suspend sessional and standing orders?   

The PRESIDENT:  We are debating the latter; however, it is a very narrow debate.  In dealing with that issue it 
would be impossible not to refer to the matters of substance specified in the motion.  The motion proposes, in 
part, that the house express its concern at the minister’s inept handling of school curriculum changes, in 
particular the sudden removal of the public servant responsible for the implementation of the minister’s 
outcomes-based education policy.  In debating why sessional and standing orders should be suspended or 
otherwise, it is necessary to make some reference to the substantive issue; however, that must be done without 
going to the heart of the substantive issue.  The Leader of the Opposition is dealing with the matter in accordance 
with the motion.  I thank the Leader of the House for his observations.   

Debate Resumed  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The opposition wants the Minister for Education and Training to tell it, via this 
motion, why she has moved the Chief Executive Officer of the Curriculum Council, who is simply implementing 
the minister’s policy.  The minister has told us why outcomes-based education is a good thing.  Norma Jeffery, 
as the CEO, has been implementing that policy and now she has been moved from her job.  Either the policy is 
no good and she had to be moved, or the minister is making her the scapegoat because of public criticism of 
what is happening in that particular part of the system.  It will not take long for the minister to explain to us and 
the public of Western Australia - she could have done this by way of a ministerial statement today, which is what 
I expected her to do and which would have saved us from having to go through this exercise - why Norma 
Jeffery was moved from her job.  Was she moved from her job because outcomes-based education is no good, 
because she was no good or because she was not implementing the minister’s policy properly?  If the minister 
tells us why, the issue will go away.  The minister has not given us any answers; therefore, standing and 
sessional orders need to be suspended so that the minister can make that statement to the house today about what 
is going on in an important part of government.  Getting rid of a CEO is a big deal.  It is a big issue.  Was the 
minister involved in her removal; and, if not, why not?  If somebody is moving the minister’s CEOs around and 
the minister does not know about it, I would like to know why.   

Hon Kim Chance interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is the Leader of the House suggesting that the government can move a CEO from a 
department without talking to the relevant minister about it?  Of course, he knows that that cannot be done.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order, Leader of the Opposition!  You are now moving into the substantive issue.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I understand that.  I was responding to the stupid interjection by the Leader of the 
House.   

Hon Kim Chance:  You should read the Public Sector Management Act.   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the Leader of the House is suggesting for one minute that the Minister for 
Education and Training knew nothing about the removal -  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, leaders!  Unfortunately, this interchange has moved into a debate on the proposed 
substantive motion, which is not what the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the House wanted to do.  I 
suggest that the Leader of the Opposition’s observations, and, indeed, any interjections, refer to the motion to 
suspend standing and sessional orders.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am sure that if we suspend standing and sessional orders to debate this matter, we 
will find out whether the minister was involved in the decision to move Mrs Jeffery.  If she was not involved, I 
would like to know why she was not involved.  If she was involved, why did she make that decision?  They are 
simple questions to which we deserve answers.  I support the motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien.  I hope that 
we can have a quick, short and sharp debate on this matter.  Alternatively, the minister can stand now and give 
us answers to our questions.   

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House ) [10.24 am]:  Needless to say, the opposition will 
not support the motion.  This is a sham.   
Hon Kate Doust:  You mean the government!  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The opposition should not support it either!  Quite correctly, Hon Kate Doust has 
informed me that the government will not support the motion, and nor should the opposition.  Why would 
anyone want to be a part of a sham like this?  It is quite proper, honourable members, to move the type of motion 
that Hon Simon O’Brien has moved.  Sometimes there are situations in which the opposition seeks the support of 
the house to set aside standing and sessional orders to enable a matter of great urgency to be dealt with.  I refer, 
for example, to an emergency facing the government.  What is the urgency with this matter?  A handful of 
lacklustre questions were asked during question time yesterday from a lacklustre opposition.  Given that it did 
not understand the answers, the opposition decided it would be a good idea to perform a stunt this morning.  The 
opposition is not interested in knowing the answers to these questions; it is not remotely interested.  I searched 
the business paper to find the notice of motion that would have allowed us to have dealt with this matter - it 
could have been given yesterday - but it is not there!  It was not urgent yesterday, but it has become urgent 
today!  What a joke.  That is why members of the opposition should not support this motion.  Certainly, no 
member of the government will support it.  This is a sham.  Hon Simon O’Brien should cringe in shame when he 
reflects on his moving a motion of this nature.   
Several members interjected.   
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I will give the call to Hon Murray Criddle provided the interjectors cease.   
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [10.27 am]:  Thank you, Mr President; I am sure they will.  I have 
been the subject of similar motions.   
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I do not want to get to my feet.  Hon Murray Criddle was telling the 
house that he has been the subject of a few of these motions from time to time and that on those occasions he 
was not subjected to interjections before he commenced his observations.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  On those occasions, I had an opportunity to explain the reasons that were involved 
in the issue.  The point is that the Minister for Education and Training should explain quite clearly why Norma 
Jeffery has been removed from her role.  That is an entirely reasonable request, regardless of the histrionics that 
went on a moment ago.  There is a process in the house that should be followed.  I would like to know the 
reasons for some of the minister’s actions.   
Hon Kim Chance:  You didn’t want to know yesterday.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We deserve to have our questions answered.  If I wanted to know yesterday, I 
would have asked the questions then.  As a result of some of the answers that were given yesterday, we are faced 
with this situation.  That is the point.   
Hon Ken Travers:  We could have done a swap for unofficial business today if it were that urgent.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There is a certain process in this house, and Hon Ken Travers knows that as well 
as I do.  His opposition used the opportunity offered by that process.  I am pointing out that we should take the 
opportunity to get the answers on the record.  The minister should explain exactly what happened and whether 
she was involved in some of these issues.  It seems that those who asked questions yesterday were not given 
answers in a complete form.  I would like to hear those answers in full.   
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [10.28 am]:  I had very little notice of this motion without notice; 
in fact, I was given two minutes’ warning before I sat down.  It is always difficult when something is presented 
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on the run.  I understand that the motion refers to considering the ministerial statement forthwith.  However, I 
also understand that there is no ministerial statement.  The intention of the suspension of standing and sessional 
orders is to require some information from the minister.  In the brief time that I have had to consider the issue to 
which the motion relates, and particularly the process in the house during question time yesterday, I am not 
unsympathetic to the motion.  I have been in this place long enough to know that it is important that ministers 
and parliamentary secretaries be required to give full and adequate answers to questions.  I am not questioning 
the minister’s integrity or her intention.  In fact, I agree mostly with where she is heading on the matter.  
However, I found her failure to adequately answer questions problematic.  Therefore, the Greens (WA) will 
support the motion.  However, I foreshadow that, should the motion be passed, I will seek to amend the 
substantive motion to remove the words “expresses its concern at the minister’s inept handling” and simply 
require the minister to provide a ministerial statement by the end of today’s sitting.   

Question put.   

The PRESIDENT:  To be passed, this motion requires the concurrence of an absolute majority.  There being a 
dissentient voice, it is necessary for the house to divide.  

Division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (14) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Giz Watson 
Hon George Cash Hon Ray Halligan Hon Margaret Rowe Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Barbara Scott  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Norman Moore Hon Donna Taylor  

 

Noes (11) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

 
            

Pairs 

 Hon Barry House Hon Jon Ford 
 Hon Anthony Fels Hon Vincent Catania 
 Hon Helen Morton Hon Louise Pratt 
 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Travers 

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

Question thus negatived. 
 


