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CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION - WESTERN AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.06 pm] - without notice:  I 
move -  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as would enable me to move the following motion, to 
enable the motion to be debated, and if not resolved before 10.00 pm, the question shall then be put - 

That this house expresses its grave concern at the significant deterioration in the governance 
and administration of the state of Western Australia resulting from a government preoccupied 
with continued internal division and conflict, manipulated by outside influences and 
increasingly demonstrating serious signs of dysfunction, and calls on the government to 
urgently address the issues raised by the Corruption and Crime Commission and refocus its 
attention on restoring public confidence in the capacity of the government to govern for all 
Western Australians without fear or favour. 

I move the first motion, which is a suspension of standing orders, to enable the substantive motion to be dealt 
with.  In order to get some indication of how long my speech will be, I invite the Leader of the House to indicate 
whether the government will support this motion. 

The PRESIDENT:  I think the Leader of the House is being invited to interject, and I am pretending not to hear! 

Hon Kim Chance:  The government will support the motion for the suspension of standing orders; however, we 
would like to debate the time at which the question should be put. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is an outrageous proposition, with all due respect. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Outrageous?  We’re supporting a suspension of standing orders! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Leader of the House does not have to; if he does not wish to debate this matter, 
he should just say he does not want to.  That will display to the rest of the community that the government is not 
interested in defending its actions. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Have a look at your own actions. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Whereas you’re only interested in wasting time. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Not at all. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the Opposition has moved a procedural motion.  
Therefore, the terms of the debate are somewhat restrictive.  I am clearly weakened because it is the first day 
back and I have participated in a process whereby the Leader of the House interjected, although I took his 
interjection to foreshadow some amendments to the motion that was being put.  It is not for me to invite another 
interjection, but perhaps the matter could be sorted out quickly if the proposed amendment was mentioned to the 
Leader of the Opposition.  There might be agreement, or there might not be agreement. 

Hon Kim Chance:  For example, Mr President, what if I said something like, “Perhaps 8.30 pm would be 
reasonable”? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  A situation is confronting Western Australia; I will not say that it is unprecedented, 
but it is of grave concern to the house.  Many members of this chamber - I suspect on both sides - would like to 
say something about the matters raised in this motion.  To have a time limit set on it, in contradiction of what I 
am proposing - that is, 10.00 pm if not resolved beforehand - is to deny a whole number of members potentially 
the opportunity to make a comment or two or three or four on this motion.  I am saying to the Leader of the 
House that if it suits his purpose that I should talk on this motion all afternoon, because I suspect that I could, 
without seriously offending standing orders, speak for a very long time on the motion I now want to move - 

Hon Kim Chance:  I can’t see how that could suit your purposes, though. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It suits my purpose because I have a lot to say about this matter.  Indeed, other 
members could do the same.  Therefore, I put to the Leader of the House that it would be very helpful indeed, in 
the context of this debate and the maturity we now display in this chamber on these sorts of issues, if he simply 
does not try to put a time limit on it and sees what happens between now and 10 o’clock tonight.  When we take 
out dinner time and question time - 

Hon Louise Pratt interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member should listen for once in her life, because I would like to hear her 
defend her government, her ministers and her colleagues.  I want to hear from her.  I would not want her to be 
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denied the opportunity to do that by virtue of some amendment to the motion that cuts her speaking time to nil.  
This is a matter of significance, and if the government cannot say to this chamber that it will make today 
available to debate these matters, it is simply not being serious about the issue.  When we take out question time 
and dinner time - we have been going for 40 minutes already - about three hours will be left till 10 o’clock.  That 
is not too much to expect or to ask in respect of this matter.  If it were some piddly little issue - 
Hon Kim Chance:  We’ll surrender question time then. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It would not make a lot of difference whether you did or not, considering the quality 
of the answers. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the Opposition is speaking to a procedural motion.  It is an 
important matter, and it would be appreciated if members would not interject as often as they have been. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I find it extraordinary that some members on the other side make the sorts of 
comments they do about how much time they need.  I remember sitting on the other side, as do many members 
who are still in this place, and listening to a former Leader of the Opposition speak for two days - two whole 
days, one member!  Today, because of the gravity of the matter, we want to debate an issue of substance and to 
say let it conclude before 10 o’clock.  If it is not concluded by 10 o’clock, we will resolve the matter then.  I 
suspect that if those members who want to speak on this matter all had the opportunity to do so, it would go for 
two days - probably longer than that, in fact, if there were an unlimited opportunity for members to speak on it.  
It is a sad state of affairs that the Leader of the House wants to constrain this debate.  Today is 20 March 2007. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Very good. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  When does this house normally meet?  In February.  We have been 
sitting outside waiting for the house to start for week after week, and there has not been one indication from the 
government that it is in any great hurry for the house to sit.  If it is worried about all the legislation it cannot get 
passed, why were we not sitting last week and the week before?  The chamber was sitting here waiting for 
somebody to come and use it.  The Assembly used it for a week, and then it left.  The chamber has been sitting 
here waiting for someone to use it for two weeks, and we have been somewhere else.  If the government has so 
much concern for the fact that its legislation is not being dealt with, why did we not sit last week, Mr Leader of 
the House? 

Hon Ken Travers:  We wanted to make sure Mr Fels was back. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Ken Travers is so puerile it defies belief - so puerile.  He just cannot lift his 
mind above the gutter, which is where he belongs. 

Members on this side of the house believe that the issues raised in this motion are of such significance that 
standing orders should be suspended to enable a proper debate to be held in this upper house of the Western 
Australian Parliament.  This Legislative Council is a place where we are supposed to deal with matters of this 
significance with an element of maturity and commonsense.  The motion that I propose to deal with is not one 
that deals with a particular individual and seeks to denigrate somebody’s character. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You’ve already done that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is not that at all.  I could have done that.  I could have moved a motion about any 
individual who has had his or her name mentioned in the Corruption and Crime Commission.  However, I have 
chosen not to do that because I believe quite categorically and emphatically that this matter deserves to be dealt 
with with a level of maturity that seems to be evading the minister for whatever she is now. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Lots of things. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I would like the chance to talk about the serious concerns that people in this 
community have about what is happening to government in Western Australia and why there is a widespread 
view among the people of Western Australia that we have a government that is dysfunctional. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Here, a minister who has had about 15 portfolios and failed every one of them 
wants to interject on me.  What an extraordinary state of affairs that a minister with her record should even come 
into this place.  I would be so ashamed that I would not bother to be here if I had a record like hers.  We believe 
that we should suspend standing orders so that we can talk about something positive out of all this.  What is the 
government going to do about it?  What is it going to do about the information, the matters and the issues raised 
by the CCC?  Will it just laugh and ignore it?  Will it do something about it?  A suspension of standing orders 
and a debate on this motion would enable the government to tell us what it is going to do and whether it will in 
fact address the very serious issues raised by the CCC.  What is the government going to do to refocus its 
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attention on restoring some public confidence in Western Australia, so that people know that if they want to get 
something done in the state of Western Australia, they do not have to pick out a particular lobbyist to get it to 
happen; they can actually go to the government and expect a proper and efficient process of decision making that 
does not involve particular individuals.  In other words, they can go to the government and get an outcome 
without fear or favour.  The concern that people have, and have expressed to me, is that they cannot get anything 
done in Western Australia, or they could not up till now, unless they went to particular lobbyists, the names of 
whom everybody knows.  I have said to people that that is a shame, because one would think that the 
government could function without those sorts of people having to be involved in the process.  I also said to 
somebody that the government has probably ground to a halt now that Mr Burke and Mr Grill are not available 
to provide assistance to the government to get decisions made. 
Hon Kim Chance:  He’s on to us; he’s worked it out! 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Quite right.  If I had a chance to talk about what is not happening in Western 
Australia, we would see that this is a dysfunctional government, incapable of governing properly, and a 
government that deserves the opportunity today to tell us what it is going to do about fixing it up.  That is a fair 
and reasonable proposition to put to the Leader of the House.  Putting all the politics to one side, governments 
have a job to do.  State governments have a very fundamental job to do; it is the delivery of services to people in 
those areas that are the state government’s responsibility.  It is very simple.  If the government can do that, that is 
what all the people expect it to do.  For example, the people ask the government to provide them with water - a 
fundamental of life.  If the government cannot provide water, it is not doing its job.  In Western Australia, for 
example - this is what I want to debate if we suspend standing orders - we have advertisements telling us that we 
should not use any water because there is not enough.  On the other hand, again, a fundamental requirement of 
the government is to provide power to people.  If it cannot provide power, it will have a significant impact on the 
quality of life of the citizens of Western Australia.  What is going on now, Mr President?  We have television 
advertisements saying that we should turn our bloody air conditioners off because it is too hot and there is not 
enough power.  Therefore, a little generator has been parked in Dalkeith, running off diesel power and upsetting 
everybody in the neighbourhood, because there is not enough power in the event people have their air 
conditioners turned on.  That is an absurd situation to have in Western Australia.  I have used just two examples, 
but I will use many others if we are given the opportunity to have a proper debate on the motion.   

I do not know whether the Greens’ vote will be the difference between ending the debate at eight o’clock or 
10 o’clock.  I do not know their position.  If the Greens were to indicate that they agree that we should debate 
this motion until 10 o’clock, I will sit down so that we can begin a proper debate on the issue.  If they do not 
agree, I will have to continue to encourage the house that it should support the suspension of standing orders.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You’re not threatening us, are you? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not threatening anybody. 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Leader of the Opposition is speaking to the motion.  He should not 
be subjected to interjection after interjection in the manner being pursued by members.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The point that I am trying to make is that I could curtail my speech on the 
procedural motion if I thought that the motion itself would be agreed to.  There is no threat.  I am simply trying 
to spare members from having to listen to me talk on this motion when I could be talking to the substantive 
motion, which I am sure they are all looking forward to.  Hon Ken Travers would also be given a chance to talk.  
I look forward to his defence of the government as much as I look forward to the Leader of the Government’s 
defence of the government.  I thought Hon Ken Travers would have been looking forward to this debate.   

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  We are now moving into the area of cross-interjections, which is just not 
on.  The Leader of the Opposition has the call.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will soon cease my comments on this procedural motion.  When the Leader of the 
House moves an amendment to constrain the time of this debate, I ask members not to support his amendment so 
that debate can continue until 10 o’clock if that time is needed.  I do not know how many members want to speak 
to this motion, nor do I know how long they wish to speak for.  I have no idea whether the debate will finish at 
six o’clock, eight o’clock, nine o’clock, 9.15 pm or 10 o’clock.  I do not want a situation in which those who 
want to speak are denied their chance because an unreasonable time limit has been attached to the debate.   

In conclusion, I add that because we are being governed by the standing orders of the house, the opposition has 
very few opportunities to speak at length on matters of this significance.  We no longer have private members’ 
business and we have only one hour for an urgency motion.  Further, we no longer have the Address-in-Reply 
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debate.  There are very few opportunities for the opposition to raise matters of any significance.  This is the most 
significant issue that has confronted Parliament in the past six years.  It is incumbent on this house to give itself 
the time to debate the matter properly, thoughtfully, sensibly and maturely, and to take as much time as is needed 
today to do that.  I trust that the house will agree with the motion.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.24 pm]:  I agree with the Leader of the Opposition to the extent 
that this very serious matter arose during the recess, and that it is appropriate that Parliament be given the 
opportunity to debate it as a matter of priority.  I am not quite clear whether there was a suggestion about how 
long the debate should take or whether it should be constrained.   
Hon Kim Chance:  I intend to move an amendment that would have the effect of moving the existing time 
constraint of 10 pm to 8.30 pm.   
Hon GIZ WATSON:  The question is: what is a reasonable time in which to debate the motion?  We are 
arguing over an hour and a half.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  The question is whether an hour and a half in total is long enough.   
Hon GIZ WATSON:  We are looking at either an hour and a half or three hours.  The Greens believe that the 
matter is of sufficient public interest.  This is probably the most significant issue that has arisen in the nearly 10 
years that I have been a member of this Parliament.  I do not think that it is unreasonable to have this debate 
today and for it to occupy whatever time is necessary.  Therefore, the Greens will support the motion as moved 
by the Leader of the Opposition.  

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [4.26 pm]:  From memory, this is the first time I have known a 
government to replace so many ministers for such controversial reasons over such a short period.  To give the 
house the opportunity to debate this matter for as little as an hour and a half -  
Hon Ken Travers:  If we had got onto this at the start of the day, we would have had three hours under the 
Leader of the House’s motion.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I will use my figures.  It is unfair that we be given only today to cover these 
serious issues.  A number of issues must be addressed, including the direction of the government.  Indeed, there 
is a hiatus and decisions must be made.  I will go into that detail a little later.  I will not speak for a long time.  
Suspending standing orders will give those members who want to speak to the matter an opportunity to speak, 
and it will give the house an opportunity to resolve the matter.   

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.28 pm]:  I fear that we have been wasting time 
furiously agreeing with each other.  Everyone accepts that there is a need for this motion to be debated; there is 
no question about that.  I am sure, as the Hon Leader of the Opposition indicated, that the debate will be a mature 
debate.  It will, by necessity, be a fairly constrained debate, because we will be talking about matters that are still 
before the Corruption and Crime Commission.  Indeed, we have no idea what the CCC’s views are about these 
matters.  We can rely only on those matters that have fallen out of the CCC and that have been acted on or not 
acted on - but deliberately so - on behalf of the CCC.  It will be a strange debate, a debate about water and 
electricity, which I am keen to have because they are both very important issues.   

I formed the view that a debate of this nature, given the fairly limited ground on which we have to move, would 
probably run out of steam by about dinner time.  Indeed, that was the proposition I put via one of our staff 
members to the Leader of the Opposition.  When he indicated that he wanted more time, I thought that 8.30 pm 
would be reasonable.  To suggest that we need to debate the fairly narrow terms of this motion all day until 
10 o’clock is quite remarkable given that the CCC has yet to advise us of its view.  We will be talking about 
what are essentially personal observations from those who attended the CCC hearings and what has been 
reported in the media.  

Hon Norman Moore:  And the decisions made by your Premier.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, to the extent that he has responded to those two sources of information.  We could 
then go through the damaging process of comparing the casualties from both sides.  However, when I tote them 
up, it seems to come out pretty even.  I do not know what we are trying to achieve politically.  If we are talking 
about ministers falling over, the federal government lost two ministers in the past couple of weeks.   

Hon Norman Moore:  So what? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not know what the opposition is trying to achieve.  I did not think that there was that 
much to talk about and that bringing the debate to an end at 8.30 pm would have been fine.  I acknowledge what 
our colleague Hon Giz Watson said.  The Leader of the Opposition said that the government is seeking to 
constrain the time allowed to debate the motion.  Classically, that is true but let us not forget that the motion 
itself constrains the time to 10.00 pm.  All we are talking about now is an hour and a half. 
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  If it is of so little consequence, why don’t you give in to it and get on with it? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will.  I am not unreasonably taking the time of the house but I want to make it quite 
clear that, in that event, I will not move a motion that seeks to constrain the time to 10.00 pm.  I will move an 
amendment that would remove all words after “debated”, thus taking the time constraint question completely out 
of the picture.   

Amendment to Motion 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I move - 

That all words after the word “debated” be deleted. 

The PRESIDENT:  I want to make sure that I have this correct.  Hon Norman Moore moved the following 
motion - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as would enable me to move the following motion, to 
enable the motion to be debated, and if not resolved before 10.00 pm, the question shall then be put - 

That this house expresses its grave concern at the significant deterioration in the governance 
and administration of the state of Western Australia resulting from a government . . .  

The Leader of the House has moved an amendment to the effect that the words after “debated” be deleted.  I take 
it that he has moved to delete the words “and if not resolved before 10.00 pm, the question shall then be put”.  
The question now is that the words proposed to be deleted be deleted.   
HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [4.31 pm]:  The government is transparent about some things.  
It is transparent about this motion.  It wants to avoid having the house make a decision on this matter.  The 
Leader of the House has proposed that this matter not be put to a vote.  He said that, with the effluxion of time, 
the President will interrupt debate in due course at 10.00 pm and the matter shall therefore lapse. 
Hon Kim Chance:  No, it stays on the notice paper. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Never to rise again.  Why do we not resolve this matter today?  If the Leader of the 
House says that all members of the chamber are substantially agreeing that we should have this debate today, let 
us have it.  Let us test the view of the house.  If the Leader of the House wants to amend the motion so that 
debate will continue indefinitely through every day that the house is sitting, until everyone gives up in 
exhaustion, I would be very surprised because that would be patently absurd.  The Leader of the House - he 
should not insult our intelligence by saying that it is anything else - wants to avoid a vote. 
Hon Kim Chance:  I don’t care if you vote.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  In that case, the opposition opposes the Leader of the House’s amendment.  We 
support the motion originally moved by the Leader of the Opposition for a whole range of good reasons, as do 
the members on the cross-benches.  The majority of members have already given their support.  For those 
reasons, this amendment should be abandoned and the Leader of the House should allow us to get on with 
debating what we all agree is a very important issue that needs to be debated today.   
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (15) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

Noes (17) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Anthony Fels Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Giz Watson 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Ray Halligan Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Barbara Scott  

 

Amendment thus negatived.  

Standing Orders Suspension - Motion Resumed 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (17) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Anthony Fels Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Giz Watson 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Ray Halligan Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Barbara Scott  

 

Noes (15) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

 

The PRESIDENT:  This motion is pursuant to standing order 433, which reads - 

 A standing order of the Council may be suspended on motion duly made without notice, - 
That is what has occurred - 

 provided that such motion be agreed to by an absolute majority of the whole of the number of Members. 
There not being an absolute majority in favour, the motion is lost.   
Absolute majority not achieved; question thus negatived. 
 


