
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 23 February 2022] 

 p581b-586a 
Mr David Templeman; Mr Shane Love; Dr David Honey; Deputy Speaker 

 [1] 

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY — CORONAVIRUS — MANDATORY VACCINATION 
Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.15 pm]: I move — 
To respond to the emergence of the Omicron strain of COVID in Western Australia, and further to the 
resolution of the Legislative Assembly on 24 November 2021, as requested by the Presiding Officers — 

(1) Members must — 
(a) have provided proof of their first and second COVID-19 vaccine doses, or proof of 

a valid exemption, to the Clerk by 31 January 2022; and 
(b) provide proof of a booster COVID-19 vaccine dose, or proof of a valid exemption, to 

the Clerk by 6 May 2022. 
(2) If any member has not complied — 

(a) with paragraph (1)(a), the Clerk will, immediately after the house passes this resolution, 
report the details of the noncompliance, including the identity of the member, or 
members, to the house; or 

(b) with paragraph (1)(b), the Clerk will report the details of the noncompliance, including the 
identity of the member, or members, to the house, on the first sitting day after 6 May 2022. 

(3) Unless otherwise ordered, any member who has not complied with the requirements — 
(a) set out in paragraph (1)(a); or 
(b) set out in paragraph (1)(b), 

is determined to have failed to comply with an order of the house and therefore is suspended 
from attending the chamber, Parliament House and the Legislative Assembly Committee Office 
until, and including, the second sitting day following the winter recess. 

(4) If a member who is suspended under paragraph (3) provides — 
(a) in the case of failure to comply with paragraph (1)(a)—proof of their first and second 

COVID-19 vaccine doses, or proof of a valid exemption, to the Clerk; or 
(b) in the case of failure to comply with paragraph (1)(b)—proof of their booster COVID-

19 vaccine dose, or proof of a valid exemption, to the Clerk, 
their suspension is immediately lifted, and the Clerk will report that fact, including the name of 
the member, to the house on the next sitting day. 

(5) For the purposes of this resolution — 

(a) “COVID-19 vaccine” means a vaccine to protect a person against SARS-CoV-2 that 
has been registered or provisionally registered by the Therapeutic Goods Administration; 

(b) “proof of their first and second COVID-19 vaccine doses” and “proof of a booster 
COVID-19 vaccine dose” means forms of evidence approved by the Chief Health Officer; 
and 

(c) “proof of a valid exemption” means forms of evidence approved by the Chief Health 
Officer. 

(6) The Clerk — 

(a) must, other than what is contemplated by this resolution, ensure all information provided 
under this resolution remains confidential and is stored securely; and 

(b) must destroy all information provided under this resolution at the end of the session or 
an earlier time determined by the house. 

(7) The house may agree to further resolutions to vary or amend this resolution. 

This mirrors a motion passed in the Legislative Council last week and is, of course, further to a resolution passed 
in the Legislative Assembly on 24 November 2021. I highlight that this has been requested by the Presiding Officers. 
The detail of the motion highlights the requirements under paragraphs (1) and (2) for members to provide proof of 
their first and second-dose vaccination by 31 January. Of course, that time has passed, and I understand all 
members in the Legislative Assembly have complied with that requirement. Paragraph (1)(b) urges us all to have 
a booster vaccination dose. The new provision requires members to provide proof of the booster dose by 6 May 2022. 
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That timing is mirrored in the other place. It relates to the period of waiting to ensure that one is fully vaccinated 
with the booster. 

The other parts of the motion essentially relate to noncompliance and are fairly self-explanatory. They highlight 
the consequences of a member failing to comply with paragraph (1)(b). Paragraph (5) includes definitions relating 
to the COVID-19 vaccine, which is covered by subparagraphs (a), (b) and (c). Paragraph (6)(a) essentially instructs 
the Clerk about the information that is provided to the Clerk as requested in this motion. Paragraph (7) states that 
the house may agree to further resolutions to vary or amend this resolution. 

As members know, we debated a motion in November last year, which was passed. Essentially, this motion seeks 
to update that motion by requiring members to have had their third vaccine administered, which of course is 
commonly called the third jab or the booster jab. It is important to note that in this motion, the Presiding Officers 
have requested the house to update that resolution. 

Clearly, it is within the realms of possibility for this Parliament to determine additional and/or other provisions 
with regard to how we address the challenge of COVID-19. As members know, we are already dealing with changes 
to the operation of the chamber itself with hot seats, if you like. We are physically distancing members in this place 
by adjusting the seating arrangements. We are wearing masks, as required, because it is an indoor setting. Other 
provisions have also been put in place, which are now ultimately reflected by the current level 1 restriction, which 
includes seating in the dining room et cetera and the operation of other spaces and places within Parliament House. 

With the potential number of cases of COVID-19 that are predicted when the border opens on 3 March, the latest 
modelling highlights the numbers of spread expected within the community. Clearly, because we need to ensure 
that Parliament can function appropriately and that legislation and opportunities for debate can continue within the 
current circumstances, protection of members is important. I can understand the reasoning behind the Presiding 
Officers requesting that the motion that was passed in November last year be further updated. It is important to 
note that if there was an outbreak or a number of members, significant or otherwise, were impacted as a result of 
a positive COVID-19 test, that could affect the potential operation of this place. 

Members may or may not be aware that the Speaker, for example, is not present in Parliament this week because 
obviously she is an important Presiding Officer. The Deputy Speaker is in the chair this week. I understand that 
that is a trial of an alternate mechanism to ensure that the stewardship and operation of the Assembly can continue. 
I note that the opposition is also rotating its members through this place, as is the government. Again, all of that is 
based upon mitigating the potential spread of COVID-19 as much as possible. 

As members are all aware, we are also trialling a remote connection to the chamber. Last week and of course this 
week, a number of members have been able to contribute to second reading debates as well as ask questions remotely 
during question time. From what I have observed, that seems to be operating quite well. That may be something 
that will be even more important if and when case numbers increase in the Western Australian community. 

The reason for this motion is that it provides an update to the motion that was passed in November. It updates it 
by adding the requirement for members to have had a third vaccination, known as the booster dose. It is a measure 
that was requested by the Presiding Officers in order to ultimately protect members and staff in this Parliament 
building so that the function of this chamber, and indeed the Parliament, can continue if and when we get a much 
larger Omicron spread amongst the broader Western Australian community. I ask the house to support the motion. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.26 pm]: I will just take off my mask. Who 
would have thought we would be speaking in Parliament in these circumstances, taking masks on and off, two to 
three years after we saw the first reports from China of this new disease? 
I would like to put on the record that the opposition will be supporting the motion moved by the Leader of the House 
but also make the point that I am already triple vaccinated. That happened pretty well as soon as I was able to do 
so. I encourage everyone to gain the protection that that vaccination offers, noting that people have disagreements 
with it all. I think it is pretty clear from the evidence that the vaccines certainly help protect the community and 
individuals from the virus. 
We have already seen in the other place that one member of Parliament has been suspended from attending Parliament 
under the provisions of a similar order in the Legislative Council. Because of that, I might refer a little to the 
Legislative Council’s experience as I speak to this motion. It is not normally my practice to talk too much about the 
other house. It has already had this experience. This motion will have a few ramifications. I go back to the debate that 
first took place in that house on 1 December, when the government introduced the first of the motions that required 
members to be vaccinated. There was a very detailed reading in of the Chief Health Officer’s health advice at that 
time, which related to staff in workplaces. At that time, the provisions would only come in in the event of a lockdown. 
Although people had to prove that they were vaccinated, there would be no exclusion unless there was a lockdown. 
That was in line with the advice issued by the Chief Health Officer. A table that appeared in that advice listed a lot of 
occupations that would be in that position in the event of a lockdown, which included members of Parliament. That 
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health advice was known to the Legislative Council at that stage. It was quite clear that it was read into Hansard in 
detail. The Leader of the Government in that place, Hon Sue Ellery, noted that the Chief Health Officer provided advice 
that staff in a number of workplaces should be fully vaccinated in order to attend work in the event of a lockdown or 
major restrictions, and then read the Chief Health Officer’s advice about that. It was contained in a neat little chart, which 
was produced around that time, and which lists a whole category of people who would be required to be fully vaccinated 
to attend work in the event of a lockdown, including members and staff of the Parliament of Western Australia. 
According to the principle of proportionality, additional measures are justified when the restrictions placed on 
individuals are both minimised and proportionate to the expected advantages offered by the more coercive policy. That 
is important, because clear health advice was behind the first imposition of that first order of the Legislative Council. 
Over the summer break, the Presiding Officers have done a lot of work consulting widely with other people. I put 
on the record that Madam Speaker consulted with me quite extensively as these new circumstances were worked 
through, and I thank her for including the opposition in forming some of those measures. I note that the health advice 
that the parliamentary Presiding Officers sought from the Chief Health Officer was not made known to members 
of the other place when they first discussed this expanded order at the start of last week. It only came to light the 
following day, Wednesday, 16 February, when my colleague Hon Martin Aldridge in that place put a question to 
the minister representing the Minister for Health asking for that advice. He asked — 

(1) Has the Chief Health Officer or his delegate provided advice to Parliament … 
(2) If yes to (1), please table that advice. 
(3) Has the Chief Health Officer provided advice that supports the majority of members in the 

Legislative Council speaking from one place … 
It also included other matters. That advice was clearly not made known to the members of the other place when 
they made their decision. I know that some of the members are upset that that happened and thought that that advice 
should have been made known to them. We have that advice now; I have in my hand—that is fine. But it is only 
because of the diligence of Hon Martin Aldridge that the advice was provided. It should have been provided, 
I think, to the members in the other place as soon as it happened. 
The advice dated 11 February that the Chief Health Officer has provided states, in part — 

… that, as far as possible, all parliamentary employees who work at a parliamentary site should be vaccinated. 
That is fine. It continues — 

The Direction should be applied to all parliamentary employees who work at a parliamentary site 
including but not limited to: Parliamentary Officers in the Office of the President of the Legislative Council, 
Office of the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly — 

And so on. It goes on to say — 
Is not intended that mandatory vaccination Directions will apply to Members of Parliament, who hold 
a unique status as elected representatives, rather than employees. The Directions also will not apply to the 
Clerk or Deputy Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, or the Clerk or Deputy Clerk of the Legislative Council, 
as these persons are office holders and not employees. 

As far as I can see, it seems to be that this is hybrid health advice that, instead of purely talking about the medical 
circumstances, goes straight into being a bit of hybrid legal and medical advice and that it is giving advice on what 
should apply to members of Parliament from a parliamentary standpoint rather than just being advice on the 
grounds of health. That is in itself a bit of a departure from what I would have expected health advice to be. I know 
that it has to be framed in a real world, but to exclude offering advice to members of Parliament about the directions 
does not make it very clear as to whether the Parliament would have to follow those processes. 

One point that the Chief Health Officer raised is that the Clerk and Deputy Clerk are not covered by his health 
advice. I note that they are also not covered in the motion that the house has before it, so an anomaly exists in that 
situation. I am not going to make a big song and dance about it, but it seems that it is not very consistent that these 
officers are not covered in either the Chief Health Officer’s advice or the order of the house. 

It does lead to some confusion around what is the clear health advice here, and it is not the first time that this has 
happened. There was a question last week around the different conditions that apply to entering Dumas House and 
entering this place. One would have to ask why that is the case. It was confirmed in a question to the Premier that, 
indeed, there was a difference. His reasoning was that that was the rule in Dumas House. I understand Parliament’s 
rules because Parliament resolved to do this as an institution, not by following directions from the Chief Health 
Officer. That is my understanding. Therefore, we are not following the directions; we are relying upon an interpretation 
of the general understanding of the advice around what should occur. I think we are setting an example to the 
community in doing so, but it is not necessarily a clear health advice situation. It seems that before this advice was 
given, some parliamentary workers were covered by health directions and others were only partially covered in 
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the case of lockdowns et cetera. This direction tidies up the situation for those employees—that is very important 
and worthwhile. But, as far as I can see, it has failed to really go into clear advice as to what is the best thing for 
members of Parliament. That was a bit of an issue that took place in the sense that the debate happened. There was 
no clear advice to those members of Parliament. I do not think the outcome would have been any different, having 
spoken to them—I think they all would have still voted in the way they voted—but it just seemed to lack a bit of 
transparency to not have provided that advice, which was written on 11 February, four days before they had the 
debate. However, I feel that the motion before us is important. I reiterate that we do support it. It just seems to be 
a little bit convoluted in how it has come about. 

As I said earlier, a member of Parliament has been suspended from entering the Parliament precinct, the chambers, 
committee offices et cetera. The Leader of the House’s motion at paragraph (3) states, in part — 

… suspended from attending the chamber, Parliament House and the Legislative Assembly Committee 
Office until, and including, the second sitting day following the winter recess. 

That is quite a specific direction as to what the suspension is about. It is a physical suspension from attending 
Parliament House, the chambers and committee offices. It is slightly different, I think, from the suspension order 
that is normally contained in the standing orders. Standing order 49 states — 

A member who has been suspended from the service of the Assembly will be excluded from the Chamber 
and all its galleries including Legislation and Estimates Committees.  

There is a bit of difference in the terminology there, in the word “excluded” and in the fact that the current order 
speaks more about physical presence. As we know, Parliament is now trialling other ways for members to participate 
in the Parliament. Just this morning, for instance, I participated in a committee meeting and hearing on Webex; 
I was not in the committee office. We have had questions asked and contributions to debate made remotely in this 
place, and I believe members will be making 90-second statements remotely tomorrow. Members are participating 
in Parliament in a range of ways without being physically present. 

I wonder what the consequences will be in the case of a member who is suspended under this provision. Just how 
fully will they be allowed to contribute to the Parliament if they are actually suspended under this order? It seems 
only to prevent them from entering the building; it certainly will not prevent them from acting as a member of 
Parliament outside the building, and it will not prevent their office representing their constituents. It will prevent them 
from voting and moving motions, I believe. There are certain things that cannot be done remotely, but I wonder 
what that suspension will mean in terms of participation in other ways. It is a different house with a different set 
of standing orders, I realise, but that is a question that the Legislative Council has probably already had to address. 
I am unsure as to what the circumstances will be here in respect of the potential virtual participation in Parliament 
of members who have been suspended. I do not think it is very likely that we will see that happen, given that all 
members in this place have apparently already complied with the order on the first two vaccinations, and there is 
probably no reason to suspect that they will not comply with the order for the third vaccination, but this does throw 
up a couple of questions about the level of participation and the situation with the Clerks. I am not trying to embarrass 
anyone, but that anomaly does seem to exist. Whether that is all of the table Clerks or just the Deputy Clerk and 
the Clerk, I do not know, but I will leave it to the Clerk and the Presiding Officers to work through how they will 
proceed. I do not seek to amend the motion or anything like that to cover them; I am sure that can be discussed 
and worked through. 
I note that the consequences for a suspended member of Parliament are different from those in other workplaces. 
In other workplaces people actually cannot necessarily work; they can lose their job, and that creates a real financial 
burden and penalty on the people who make that choice. We are still seeing that happen in the community, and that 
is different from what members of Parliament will suffer if they are suspended under these provisions. At worst, 
they will not be able to enter the Parliament and perform their duties as members of Parliament in this building or 
the committee offices, but it will not prevent them from performing their duties outside the building, and it certainly 
will not stop the monthly pay coming through for them and their employees in their electorate offices. Another 
interesting fact is that this will not only penalise a member in not being able to attend Parliament; it will also penalise 
the thousands of people who voted for that member by preventing them from having a voice on that issue. This is 
a very grave decision for a member of Parliament to make and a very difficult position to put themselves in, because 
it will have consequences for them, for the party they represent, and for the community that has voted for them to 
take their views to Parliament. 
It was therefore a very big step for the suspended member to have taken, and it just goes to show that she holds 
a general depth of concern for her position. I do not know the member all that well; I have had a couple of conversations 
with her and she seems a very genuine person. I hope that she will still be able to make some contribution on behalf 
of her constituents and that there will still be some value in her being a member of Parliament; it is an unfortunate 
situation that we have been put in. These are very, very strange times that we are living through, but communities, 
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Parliaments and members of Parliaments have accepted conditions and changes that we would never before have 
thought could happen. 
I go back to again touch on the health advice aspect. It is absolutely vital that the health advice be clear and not 
tempered by any political considerations or considerations of legal merit or judgement, that it is, as far as possible, 
scientifically based, and that people are left to judge what they will do about it. It is also vital to make sure that the 
community is completely confident that the advice is clear and consistent; it is becoming quite common of late to 
see frequent changes in certain directions. For instance, there was a clarification on the rules around gatherings 
today that was not there yesterday. Health advice has not been issued, but there has been a different interpretation. 
People are relying on these interpretations and on the health advice. They want to be absolutely certain that they 
can rely on it. Having read that interpretation, I have no problem in accepting that it is entirely appropriate for us 
to follow it, but I note that the other house did not have that ability prior to it discussing this issue. I again express 
my disappointment that that was not done and that the other place did not have that information available when it 
made its deliberations. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [12.47 pm]: I rise to make a very brief contribution 
to the debate on this motion. I say at the outset that I fully support the comments made by the Deputy Leader of 
the Opposition in his contribution. We on this side of the house have consistently said throughout this pandemic that 
rules, mandates and other things must be based on cogent medical advice. As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
outlined, it is not clear that this motion is based on medical advice. If it is to be based on medical advice, it must 
be clear that there is some clear, identified risk to the operations of this Parliament.  
This Parliament has operated in a very COVID-safe manner since we have returned for this session. As we can see, 
we have significant social distancing in this chamber between members. All the members sitting in the chamber, other 
than the person speaking, are wearing masks. Our eating arrangements are, equally, being done in a COVID-safe 
way. I am not a medical expert, but it would seem that the risk to any member in this chamber from someone who 
may not be vaccinated is very minimal. I say that in the context—it seems I have to say this every time—that I fully 
support vaccination. I have encouraged people to be vaccinated and I fully support people having the booster. But 
in relation to things we do in this Parliament, something as important as this should not be done as a political stunt. 
It should not be done to try to wedge people, to try to wedge the other side or to provide some media opportunity 
for the Premier out in the community. It should be done specifically because it is based on medical advice and because 
it is critical to the operation of this chamber. As I see it, I say that it would be a misuse of this Parliament if this 
were to be done purely as some sort of stunt. 
Having said that, as I have said, I will not go through the motion. I do not want to waste this chamber’s time repeating 
what was said by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I endorse the comments that he has made in support of 
this motion. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.50 pm] — in reply: It is always disappointing 
when the Leader of the Liberal Party throws the line about stunts. Let me be very clear: the Presiding Officers have 
considered the operations of the Parliament and that it is a place that essentially requires members to be present. 
But under these COVID circumstances, we are trialling a whole range of methods to accommodate the capacity 
for members to participate remotely via the audiovisual process. That has been trialled. If the member for Cottesloe 
is alluding to this as a stunt, he is totally wrong. I think his comments are disappointing and demonstrate once 
again that he cannot help himself at all. It is disappointing that, as the leader of a major party in this state, he 
continues to undermine good, important practice. I think that practice needs to be demonstrated by the leaders of 
our state. The fact of the matter is that because of our vaccination rates, Western Australia is now better placed to 
face the Omicron challenge. We now have higher rates of vaccination coverage; in fact, our rates are some of the 
best, if not the best, rates in the world. That places us in a position whereby we are able to face the challenge of 
a COVID spread. We know that the Omicron strain is very, very virulent. It spreads far quicker and is more virulent 
than previous strains. 
Through this motion, the Presiding Officers are protecting members and staff of this Parliament. That is the focus 
of this motion. The member’s reference to the Chief Health Officer’s advice is noted, but we need to remember 
that Parliament is a very different place. We have already taken measures over and above level 1, which, of course, 
came into action on Monday morning. We have already taken measures in anticipation, focused on the protection 
of you, member for Cottesloe, and members and staff in this place. That is what is occurring with this motion. It 
is disappointing that the member used the opportunity to use the word “stunt” again. It not only demeans his position 
as Leader of the Liberal Party, but also reflects that whenever he can, he attempts to undermine what I think is 
good public policy. 
I need to highlight to members the point that was made by the member for Moore, the Deputy Leader of the 
National Party, on the issues around the clerks et cetera. I am sure that was a matter that was considered very carefully 
by the Speaker. Ultimately, we need to ensure that the house can remain operational. My understanding is that, by 
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natural practice, our clerks are not in this chamber together. They roster themselves so that they are not in the chamber 
at the same time. 
I refer to members who may ultimately be suspended from the house under paragraphs (3) and (4) of this motion. 
In terms of members’ ultimate participation, the fact of the matter is that the Speaker is the person who acknowledges 
and gives the call to order. That is the role of the Speaker, not mine or other members. The Speaker will ultimately 
determine whom they give the call to, be that in the chamber or, indeed, if they are participating remotely. That is 
a matter ultimately for the Speaker. But I agree with the member for Moore that I do not expect that that will be 
an issue for this chamber, even after 6 May. 
To conclude my comments, it is important to highlight to members that the key date in this motion is, indeed, 6 May. 
That is the date by which members will be required to have provided proof of the booster COVID-19 vaccination 
dose, so that is important for members to note. In order to ultimately comply with this motion, that is a key date. 
I commend the motion to the house. 
Question put and passed. 

Statement by Deputy Speaker 
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price) [12.56 pm]: Members, further to the resolution just passed by the house, 
I have received advice from the Clerk that all members have complied with paragraph (1)(a) of the resolution by 
31 January 2022. 
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