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SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - 
ESTABLISHMENT 

Standing and Sessional Orders Suspension - Motion 
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.04 pm] - without notice:  I 
move - 

That so much of standing and sessional orders be suspended as will require that order of the day 298 - 
“Select Committee on the Department for Community Development - Establishment” - as listed as 
order of the day 1 for Wednesday, 27 September 2006, be put and determined at that day’s sitting.  

Hon Ken Travers:  The guillotine! 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have learnt from Hon Ken Travers to not sit back and allow these things to happen 
without the house being given a chance to make a decision on them.  I hope Hon Ken Travers is not about to 
start telling me that I am taking the business of the house out of the government’s hands.  Fancy that coming 
from him!   
The purpose of this motion without notice is to suspend so much of sessional and standing orders as would allow 
us to require the house to make a decision on the motion, which is listed as the first matter for debate tomorrow 
evening.  That is not a hard ask.  My belief has always been that the government does not want to vote on this 
matter.  The course that the opposition has taken, by having raised this matter during private members’ time, has 
meant that if the government has its way, no decision will be made on this matter.  It is important that the house 
make a decision on this issue.  Everybody who has been taking the vaguest bit of interest in Western Australian 
politics in the past month or so would know that there are serious problems in the Department for Community 
Development that the government seems to be ignoring, other than by throwing a heap of money in the 
department’s direction without seeking to make the necessary changes to the ethos and culture of the 
organisation, which most people believe are necessary.  Therefore, the opposition, as is its obligation, is seeking 
to have this chamber appoint a select committee of inquiry into the way in which the Department for Community 
Development operates.  That motion has been moved and debated and has now reached the stage that it is set 
down as the first order of the day for debate tomorrow evening when the house goes on to government business.  
The opposition wants, through this motion, to have that matter resolved at tomorrow’s sitting.  I do not think that 
is asking too much.  If the government does not want to establish a select committee to investigate the 
Department for Community Development, it can vote against the motion when the house is asked to vote on it.  
If the government has the numbers, of course it will succeed in making sure that the select committee is not set 
up.  We, as an opposition, have sought to respond to the legitimate concerns that are being expressed in the 
community about this organisation.  The opposition in the Legislative Assembly originally asked the government 
to consider establishing a royal commission.  That proposal was put forward by the opposition in the Legislative 
Assembly in good faith and was rejected.  It has not in any way diminished the opposition’s belief that there 
must be an inquiry.  We therefore believe that the house of review, the Legislative Council, is a proper place for 
us to consider establishing an inquiry of this nature.  If we, as a house of review, are to do our job, these are the 
sorts of inquiries in which we should engage.   
I was giving some thought the other day to how we could come to some sort of conclusion on this issue.  I have 
tried moving several motions to achieve that end but to no avail.  However, I was encouraged on Saturday last 
when I read an opinion column in The West Australian by Gary Adshead.  Gary Adshead is not the flavour of the 
month with the Labor government, because he writes things it does not like.  The funny thing about The West 
Australian is that the now government and then opposition once thought that The West Australian was a very 
good newspaper.  Every time The West Australian criticised the Court government, the Labor Party thought that 
was wonderful.  I do not remember any criticism of the Labor Party by The West Australian when the Labor 
Party was in opposition.  However, since it has become the government and the newspaper has put the 
government under pressure, the government has attacked the messenger.  Indeed, if we listen to comments in 
another place about the ethics and attitude of journalists in The West Australian, we get the impression -   

Point of Order 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am intrigued to understand how it can be in order to debate the views of The West 
Australian in a motion, which I think is very narrow and which proposes to guillotine a debate tomorrow.   

The PRESIDENT:  The Leader of the Opposition’s observations are consistent with the wording of the motion 
that he has moved, in that he has related his comments very much to the words of the motion. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not know why Hon Ken Travers always wants to shut the opposition up.  This 
is a house of Parliament; a place in which we are supposed to be able to talk.   
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Several members interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We have already discussed this matter for a couple of hours and the proposal is to 
debate it for another couple of hours tomorrow.  If that is not long enough for the Leader of the House, I do not 
know how long is long enough for him.  The point I am making is that on Saturday The West Australian carried 
an article by Gary Adshead that talked about the Department for Community Development having a particular 
culture.  I recommend to Labor members that they read his column headed “DCD failure of Labor making”.  I 
find this article interesting because Gary Adshead talks about the views of a whistleblower, the culture of DCD 
and the way in which this government has changed the way in which that organisation operates.  For all I know, 
it may be a load of rubbish.  I do not have a clue whether this whistleblower is real.  The article reads - 

One well-connected DCD insider has offered evidence that should make the Labor Government stare 
into the mirror as part of its departmental review. 

The government has decided to have a review of its own.  I do not know what sort of departmental review it has 
come up with.  The result will be what the government wants it to be.  This article suggests that the government 
needs to understand that the Labor Party and its policies are part of the problem confronting this department.  
That is the view of Gary Adshead in his article on one of the leaks of information from the DCD.  I do not know 
whether it is true, but I would like to know whether it is true.  One way to find out is for a select committee of 
this house to look into that department to see what the problems are.  That is our job as custodians of the 
management of the state from the point of view of parliamentary oversight.   

Today’s The West Australian includes an article headed “Aboriginal plea to act on Halls Creek abuse”.  This 
issue of young children, particularly Aboriginal children, was raised some little time ago in respect of the 
situation in Halls Creek.  We know that the minister got on the government jet and flew to Halls Creek, hopped 
on to an airconditioned bus and was driven around to look at all the people; she then left and said the government 
would fix it. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Did she get off the bus?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We do not know that.  In today’s paper is an article on a situation about which the 
government has done nothing, according to the person in Halls Creek who raised the issue in the first place.  The 
article by Jessica Strutt reads - 

The Aboriginal woman who first raised the controversial plan to remove Halls Creek children from 
dysfunctional families and house them in hostels yesterday demanded that the State Government move 
fast to adopt her plan.   

Further on the article reads - 
“We haven’t even heard anything back yet (about the hostel) . . .  We are wondering where it’s up to,” 
she said.  “Kids are still being molested . . . all over the countryside, not just in Halls Creek.  It’s very 
worrying because it stuffs up that kid’s life forever. 
“I don’t know what it’s going to take for the Government to realise that this is something very serious 
and it is people’s lives and our whole community’s future we’re talking about. 

Further on the article states - 
A spokesman for . . . Minister . . . said there had been extensive consultation with community members 
and government and non-government agencies regarding the best way forward for Halls Creek. 

“A proposal is expected to be put before Cabinet within the next few weeks,” he said. 

This issue was one of the major issues that caused this significant interest by the Western Australian community 
into the way in which this department operates.  Members know about the problems confronting Halls Creek, 
Wiluna and most Aboriginal communities throughout Western Australia, and there are all sorts of horrifying 
examples of circumstances of child abuse.  Something has to be done about it.  With Halls Creek occupying 
about 90 per cent of the media for a week and the minister flying there, members would expect that to be the first 
issue the government would resolve.  Now, in today’s paper, the minister’s spokesman said that it is expected to 
put a proposal to cabinet within the next couple of weeks.  A lady, whose idea it was to do something about it, 
wants to know what the government is doing about it.  Why is the government dragging its feet?  Is it because 
there is a cultural problem within the Department for Community Development?  Is it because it does not want to 
establish a hostel or do the things that Gary Adshead talked about; that is, to look after children?  That is the 
problem that we are seeking to raise in this house, and it is the reason that we are moving for a committee of 
inquiry.  The Leader of the House can do all sorts of things to stop this matter from being debated to reach a 
conclusion.   
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Hon Ken Travers:  We have learnt them all from you.  I don’t know whether this government will use them 
because we are not like you.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I presume Hon Ken Travers will support this motion.   

Hon Ken Travers:  No, because I do not support the use of the guillotine.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Ken Travers said that a motion of this nature breaches the standing orders, and 
that he would not do that.  He should say that he thinks it is a fair idea to reach a decision on this issue, and be 
done with it.  What is wrong with making a decision?   

Hon Ken Travers:  Have a debate tomorrow and bring it to a conclusion tomorrow.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  For the benefit of the house, I am unable to move this motion tomorrow because the 
new sessional orders, which need to be changed, do not provide for motions without notice to be moved on 
Wednesdays.  It was deliberately done to avoid motions without notice interfering with the time set aside on 
Wednesdays for motions on notice.  I am moving this motion today because it is the first and last opportunity I 
have to do it.  I will leave it at that.  I will not waste the time of the house now.   

I indicate to the government that we are serious about this matter.  If government members are serious about it, I 
know that they will want the house to reach a conclusion on this matter.  If they do not want an inquiry, I can 
understand that.  Governments do not like inquiries to be held into what they are doing, especially on these sorts 
of issues.  The bottom line is that government members are not doing their job - as indicated in the article in 
today’s The West Australian, which refers to the Aboriginal lady in Halls Creek - which is absolutely infuriating 
for people who live in Aboriginal communities.  They raised with the government the problems that exist, and 
the government is dragging its feet in taking action.  Every day that goes by more and more children are at risk, 
and the decisions have to be made and made quickly.  If the problem lies within the department, let us have an 
inquiry into the department to find out what the problems are and solve them.   

I move this motion to suspend standing orders and sessional orders to allow the house to deal with this matter 
tomorrow night in the two-hour period I swapped for the two hours of non-government business on Thursday.  
Let us have a decision on this matter once and for all. 

Point of Order 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Mr President, thank you for giving me the call.  I will first raise a point of order, but I 
wanted to wait until the Leader of the Opposition had concluded his contribution.  My point of order relates to 
sessional order 4(3), which provides that -  

A motion without notice that is contingent upon an order of the day being called cannot be moved under 
subclause (1)(a)(v).   

Subclause (1)(a)(v) refers to motions without notice.  The way I read that is that this guillotine motion is 
contingent upon an order of the day being called tomorrow and, as such, it would be in breach of sessional 
order 4(3). 

The PRESIDENT:  I note that the Leader of the Opposition has moved a motion that, if it is to pass, will need 
the support of an absolute majority.  Notwithstanding that, the Leader of the House has raised a point of order 
that will ensure a number of interesting developments, depending on how I rule on it.  That being the case, I will 
choose my words carefully, and therefore I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells 

Sitting suspended from 3.20 to 3.39 pm 

Ruling by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Nick Griffiths):  The Leader of the Opposition moved, without notice - 

That so much of standing and sessional orders be suspended as will require that order of the day 298 - 
“Select Committee on the Department for Community Development - Establishment” - as listed as 
order of the day 1 for Wednesday, 27 September 2006, be put and determined at that day’s sitting.   

A point of order was taken to the effect that sessional order 4(3) was applicable.  Sessional order 4(3) reads -  

A motion without notice that is contingent upon an order of the day being called cannot be moved under 
subclause (1)(a)(v). 

The motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition is not contingent upon the order of the day being called.  The 
motion, if passed, would make a decision about what happens if and when the order is called.  The question itself 
is not contingent upon the order of the day being called.  Further, the intent of the standing and sessional orders 
does not prevent a motion of suspension under standing order 433.   
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Our system is based on restraint being exercised on both sides.  The house is the master of its own procedure, 
and sessional and standing orders should be read to provide guidance for the orderly conduct of its business, and 
not to overly restrict the house.  Further, standing orders should be restricted only so far as will enable the 
sessional orders to be given effect.  I put this in the context of the fact that the motion before the house, if it is to 
be passed, would require an absolute majority.  

Motion Resumed 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [3.43 pm]:  Thank you for that ruling, 
Mr President.  I will now speak against the motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition.  I will not speak at 
any great length.  I simply wish to advise that the government will not agree to the guillotine motion.  We find it 
difficult to accept that the house can so prejudge the state of the debate on this motion that it can, at this stage, 
come to a view about whether the debate should be artificially terminated at any given point tomorrow.  I note 
that the longstanding position of the Greens, over many years, has been that the length of debate should not be 
artificially or arbitrarily dictated.  We have had the alternative view at times.  There have been times when 
members on this side, when in opposition, have sought to limit debate.  However, the classical argument against 
that position, which was always put by members opposite when they were in government, is that it is not 
possible to tell what stage the debate will have reached at the nominated time for closure of debate until that time 
is reached.  For example, a member who may have a point to make could not make that point because of the 
artificial constraint.  

Hon Norman Moore:  If you’re prepared to give a commitment to the opposition that this matter will be debated 
to its conclusion and voted upon, we can get on with business.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed, I was about to do that.  Another thing that I have to say, however, relates to the 
way in which standing order 128 was used on this occasion.  The government does not agree with the argument 
that because a standing order 128 motion has been moved, that automatically means that the motion must be 
dealt with at the nominated time.  I will not make that point at this time, because it is irrelevant; and, nor will I 
take a point of order on it tomorrow.  I will advise what the point of order is at the appropriate time tomorrow, 
but I will not take the point of order - that is, I will not ask Mr President for a ruling on the point.  It is the 
government’s position - it always has been - that it can choose to list this matter on tomorrow’s notice paper in 
the first or second position.   

Hon Norman Moore:  The Leader of the House has a very short memory.  I remind you -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, the Leader of the Opposition has not given me the opportunity to say what I am 
going to say.  I have always been arguing a different question.  Had the opposition asked the government 
whether it was prepared to bring this matter on for debate tomorrow, in all likelihood it would have said, “Yes, 
and let’s get it decided tomorrow.” 

Several opposition members interjected.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is what I am advising members opposite now.  I have never been asked the 
question.  The opposition used standing order 128.  When the Leader of the Opposition was on this side of the 
house and that tactic was used by the opposition it was regarded by the then government as tantamount to 
sedition.  Without any notice at all, the opposition moved a motion without notice that sought to introduce the 
guillotine, a tactic that was tantamount to sedition and treason when we were in opposition.  Nobody has actually 
asked the government whether it would agree to bring forward the motion and deal with it on Wednesday.  I tell 
members now that it is the government’s intention, notwithstanding that it proposes to vote against the guillotine 
motion, that this matter be listed first or second on not only tomorrow’s notice paper, but also the Business 
Program bulletin.  It is our intention that this matter be taken to its conclusion, provided that members opposite 
do not decide to filibuster it again: it is not the government that has been delaying a decision on this matter; 
rather, it has been the opposition.  If members opposite want this matter dealt with tomorrow, they will have an 
opportunity to deal with it as the first or second item of business.  I cannot advise whether it will be listed first or 
second because a certain standing order requires us to deal with disallowance motions as a priority, and we must 
deal with an important disallowance motion tomorrow.  This select committee matter will be listed first or 
second on tomorrow’s bulletin.   
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.47 pm]:  The motion to require that order of the day 298 be 
concluded tomorrow is one that we support in sentiment, but not in methodology.  As has been noted by the 
Leader of the House, the Greens (WA) have a fundamental problem with the use of the guillotine as a method of 
operating in Parliament.  To my knowledge, the Greens have never supported such a motion.  As much as I have 
indicated to both the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the House that it is time that order of the day 
298 be resolved, and that a decision be made about the establishment of a select committee, I am pleased to hear 
the Leader of the House say that he also supports concluding that debate tomorrow.  I will take that as his word.  
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We are also keen to see the matter concluded tomorrow.  I hope it can be resolved amicably.  The Greens do not 
support the motion before the house.   
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (11) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Anthony Fels Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Ray Halligan Hon Helen Morton  

 

Noes (14) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Murray Criddle Hon Sheila Mills Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Kim Chance Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ken Travers  

 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Barry House Hon Jon Ford 
 Hon Donna Faragher Hon Adele Farina 
 Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Graham Giffard 
 Hon Margaret Rowe Hon Sally Talbot 

Question thus negatived.  
 


