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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 

Appointment of Members — Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [2.18 pm] — without notice: I 

move — 

That the following members be appointed to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges — 

Hon Giz Watson; 

Hon Wendy Duncan; and 

Hon Nick Goiran. 

I need to spend a moment or two just explaining the reason for moving this motion today. As members will be 

aware, particularly those who have been involved in rewriting the standing orders, the Standing Committee on 

Procedure and Privileges’ structure has changed as a result of the new standing orders. Basically, the standing 

order provides — 

The Committee consists of 5 Members, including the President and the Chair of Committees, and any 

Members co-opted by the Committee whether generally or in relation to a particular matter. The 

President is the Chair, and the Chair of Committees is the Deputy Chair, of the Committee. 

So, the provision now is that the committee has five members, two of whom are identified in the standing orders 

and three to be elected, and there is provision for the committee to co-opt members for a particular matter or as a 

generic member, if it wishes to do it in that way. The proposition that I have put forward today is that the 

numbers on the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges reflect both sides of the chamber, and also that 

it consist of members from each of the parties represented in the house. I am aware that there is not unanimity on 

the proposal that I have put forward today, so it is for the house to make a decision on this matter. I have taken 

the view that it is better for this committee to represent as close as possible the different interests of the various 

political organisations represented in this house. I have done that because the standing orders of the procedure 

and privileges committee contain a requirement for the committee to do things that I think should involve input 

from all the political parties. In fact, paragraph 7.4 of the committee’s standing orders states — 

The Committee is to keep under review the law and custom of Parliament, the rules of procedure of the 

Council and its Committees, and recommend to the Council such alterations in that law, custom, or 

rules that, in its opinion, will assist or improve the proper and orderly transaction of the business of the 

Council or its Committees. 

It seems to me that that term of reference would encourage the involvement of all the different political 

organisations represented in this place as opposed to being a government–opposition committee or a committee 

that necessarily has a political agenda. The purpose of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges is 

basically to keep an eye on how the house works and to make sure that, if necessary, it can make 

recommendations to improve the way in which the house operates and to look at those issues which are probably 

above and beyond the political debate and which can be dealt with without the numbers necessarily having to be 

reflective of the composition of the chamber. 

I had a little look at a proportional representation situation that we might get in this place, and I looked at the 

composition of the house from the point of view of each of the political parties to see whether or not there was 

an obvious allocation of the five places on the basis of representation in the chamber. Regrettably, we cannot 

have parts of members as members of the committee because the proportions do not work out to be exact 

numbers. Although I am not a great mathematician, I worked out that, based on 36 members, the Liberal Party 

would be entitled to 2.2 members, the Labor Party would be entitled to 1.5 members, the National Party would 

be entitled to 0.7 of a member and the Greens (WA) would be entitled to 0.6 of a member. I did not think the 

National Party would want to give us 0.7 of a member or the Greens 0.6 of a member, so I have taken that to be 

one member, which I think is a fair outcome. I suspect that the Labor Party would not want to provide half a 

member either to make up those numbers. So it is difficult to get an exact proportional representation in the 

chamber. Because that is not possible, rather than one party or two parties not being represented at all, I thought 

it would be better from the point of view of this committee at least that we seek to ensure that all parties are 

represented. 

I make the point that the committee, once established, if it sees fit, can co-opt members to the committee either 

generally or in relation to a particular matter, and that has been the situation with this committee over time. 

Indeed, I was co-opted to the committee to look at the standing orders. That was one co-option that I regret, 

having spent countless hours trying to rewrite the standing orders! I should not say ―regret‖; I think it was a 

worthwhile exercise, but never did I ever imagine it would take that long to come to the conclusions that we did. 

The procedure and privileges committee is able to co-opt members. Often when the committee deals with issues 
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relating to parliamentary privilege or the proceedings of the house, it is not a bad idea to co-opt people who have 

some experience and can perhaps provide another dimension to the committee’s deliberation because of the 

knowledge that they happen to have. 

Mr President, I have therefore moved that the members I have outlined in the motion be appointed to the 

committee—Hon Giz Watson, Hon Wendy Duncan and Hon Nick Goiran—in addition to you and the Chair of 

Committees, and that would make up the five members of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

I commend the motion to the house. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.24 pm]: The Leader of the House 

referred to the fact that this motion will not be passed by agreement, and he is right. I sought advice on how I 

might amend the Leader of the House’s motion, and the advice I have been given is that I would need to move 

without notice to amend the motion moved by the Leader of the House, and that is what I will seek to do. I 

propose to move my amendment, provide the Clerks with the signed copy, and, while they make copies of that 

for others, I will talk to the amendment. I assume that is how I should proceed. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I move — 

To amend the motion moved by the Leader of the House as follows — 

(1) To delete ―Hon Giz Watson‖ and substitute — 

Hon Ken Travers 

(2) To insert at the end of the motion the following — 

and that the following members be appointed as coopted members to the Standing 

Committee on Procedure and Privileges — 

Hon Giz Watson; and  

Hon Michael Mischin.  

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: On a point of order, Mr President, I just ask your advice on whether the deletion of 

―Hon Giz Watson‖ and the substitution of ―Hon Ken Travers‖ is in fact a direct negative of the motion that I 

have moved and therefore is not an amendment of the sort we would normally accept. 

The PRESIDENT: I do not believe the amendment is a contradiction, because it is merely seeking to substitute 

the names of some members with others, and where Hon Giz Watson’s name occurs in both instances, it is in a 

different capacity in the amendment as a co-opted member rather than as a substantive member. I will let the 

amendment stand. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It might be of assistance to the house if I walk through what has led us to this point, 

because some members might be thinking it is odd that I would seek to delete the name of Hon Giz Watson, and 

others might think it strange that I would nominate Hon Michael Mischin, particularly Hon Michael Mischin 

himself. So I want to explain to the house how we got to this point. 

Hon Norman Moore: You might have asked him whether he wanted to be a member. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am about to explain how we got to this point. As the Leader of the House has outlined, 

the standing orders provide that there shall be a five-person committee and that it must include the President and 

the Chair of Committees, plus any members co-opted by the committee either generally—that is generally 

understood to be for ongoing purposes—or for a particular purpose. We are in agreement on several of the 

elements that the Leader of the House referred to in his comments. This is a serious committee. It is the most 

senior committee of the chamber. It deals with how we do our business and it deals with allegations made either 

by us or against us. He is right when he says that the tradition of the house has been to find a way to ensure that 

this committee reflects the numbers in the house and that the practice of the house has been to co-opt members 

from the minor parties as they have emerged over time to ensure that each party is represented on the committee.  

Hon Norman Moore put the proposition to me in the terms that he has laid out. I put back to him that although it 

did reflect that all parties were represented and there was a government majority, it did not reflect the respective 

proportions of the numbers in the house. If we go around the chamber, there are 16 members of the Liberal 

Party, 11 of the Australian Labor Party, five of the National Party and four of the Greens. On the proposed five-

member committee, the National Party, the Greens and the ALP are each given one position. The government’s 

majority is maintained, which is as it should be and I take no issue with that. However, the Nationals, the Greens 
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and the Labor Party are each given one position, despite the fact that the Labor Party has nearly three times the 

number of Greens and more than double the number of National Party members. Those proportions are not 

reflected on the membership of the committee as outlined by the Leader of the House. What I suggested behind 

the Chair in conversations with the leader, to ensure the proportions are represented, was to name two ALP 

members as members of the committee and co-opt the Greens as a sixth member. The Leader of the House 

responded to that by saying that would effectively create an even-numbered committee of six members, and he 

was concerned that if matters were to go to a vote—even though that does not normally happen that often when 

that committee is dealing with matters, but theoretically it could—he would not be happy with an even-

numbered committee. I accept that. My alternative proposal is what members see before them today: let us co-

opt members, and make one of those a member of the Liberal Party. That would mean that the numbers in the 

house were represented on this very important and most senior committee of the house in as close to a realistic 

proportion as we can get, given that we do not seriously consider cutting people in half. That was my suggestion.  

I also want to refer to why I sought in the motion to delete ―Hon Giz Watson‖ and substitute ―Hon Ken Travers‖. 

I was doing it to keep the proportion of the members of the house and not because Hon Giz Watson is not in fact 

a senior member of this chamber and has not played a very important role on the Standing Committee on 

Procedure and Privileges—she indeed is and she should continue to do that. She has done that in the past as a co-

opted member. I made up my membership list based on the proportion of numbers in the respective parties.  

Why did I give Hon Michael Mischin a kiss of death by naming him on the list of seven? When I sought advice 

as to how I might amend the motion so that the house might today appoint seven members to achieve the 

principles that we want to achieve, the advice I received was that we would do it by naming the individuals and I 

would have to name a member of the Liberal Party. I did that on the highly selective criteria that Hon Michael 

Mischin served on the review of the standing orders, so I picked his name. Frankly, if there is agreement—to 

date there has not been—it is not for me to name the Liberal Party member and I invite the government to reach 

agreement with us on the make-up of the seven-person committee and, in fact, nominate the second Liberal Party 

person. However, to have this debate and technically move to create a seven-member committee, I had to name a 

member of the Liberal Party. I am sorry if I have affected Hon Michael Mischin’s preselection chances or done 

anything to that effect by naming him.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I am safe.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Good. We do not necessarily agree on the principles based on the comments that the 

Leader of the House has just made that this committee should reflect the numbers of the house and that we want 

to get it ―as close as possible‖, I think he said, to represent the different interests of the house. The proposal I am 

putting by way of my amendment reflects the numbers of house, ensures all parties are represented and is in 

proportion; that is, it recognises that I, as Leader of the Labor Party, have in my membership more than double 

the number of National Party members and nearly three times the number of Greens members, and it respects the 

government’s majority.  

As I understand the government’s position, it is prepared to implement, if we like, a proposal whereby the 

numbers of the house are properly reflected and the proportions are properly reflected through the government 

having its majority—I take no issue with that—but it will not take it a step further and make sure that every other 

party is represented on the committee in accordance with the number of members they have in the house. I am 

disappointed that we were not able to reach agreement because, as I said and as the Leader of the House has said 

himself, this is not an ordinary committee; this is a committee that deals with really serious matters. It is 

disappointing that we have not been able to reach agreement and are taking the issue to a vote on the floor, as 

that is a blunt instrument to establish a committee that will from time to time have to use all its best measures to 

deal with very serious matters. I am disappointed that it has come to that.  

They are the reasons for my amendment to the motion. I think it is still possible for us to reach agreement on that 

very important principle that we establish the most senior committee in this chamber in a way that reflects 

appropriately the numbers in the house. We could still reach agreement on that. If the argument is, as the Leader 

of the House put to me at one point, that a seven-member committee is just too big to do the really important 

stuff that it does, from time to time we will find that not every member will attend every committee meeting. 

Given the serious matters that the committee has to deal with, I do not think that seven is an unwieldy number. I 

am moving the amendment because the principle should be that this committee reflects the numbers in the house, 

and my proposition allows it to properly do that.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will respond to the amendment and then obviously we will have a debate about the 

general principle.  

I remind the Leader of the Opposition that she was a member of the Standing Committee on Procedure and 

Privileges that brought forward to the house the recommendation that the procedure and privileges committee 
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consist of five members. That was a deliberate decision of the procedure and privileges committee itself when it 

reviewed the standing orders that that was the appropriate number of members to be on this committee as the 

foundation members, if I can put it in those terms. I do not recall the Leader of the Opposition complaining about 

it at the time that the committee considered it, and it certainly was not part of the debate in the house when we 

debated the standing orders. Maybe the Leader of the Opposition should have done her sums then instead of 

now.  

The reason we went for five members is that seven and more, which we had in the past, was often unwieldy; 

indeed, the committee dealing with the standing orders became a subcommittee because we could not get 

everybody to come together for meetings. So it was decided that five was a very workable group and that getting 

five members together to deal with all the issues raised by this committee was the appropriate way to go. 

Provision was made, as I said in my original comments, for members to be co-opted, if necessary, for particular 

purposes, and that is what the standing order provides for. But the standing order also provides that the 

committee, not the house, will do the co-opting. The house can, if it wishes, decide to put members on the 

committee, but the purpose of the standing order is that the committee itself, depending on the circumstances of 

the inquiry it is undertaking, will decide whether it needs to co-opt other members. Again, the Leader of the 

Opposition perhaps should have taken this issue into account when she was part of the committee that developed 

the standing orders. The Leader of the Opposition has come in here now, after the numbers did not fall the way 

she wanted them to fall, to say that we got it wrong when we came up with this new standing order. 

Hon Sue Ellery: We did get it wrong.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: All the issues I have just raised are the sorts of issues that we discussed in the 

procedure and privileges committee when we decided on five members.  

Hon Sue Ellery: With the power to co-opt generally. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I agree, but the point is that the standing orders provide for the committee to co-opt 

when it deems it necessary. If the Leader of the Opposition wants to permanently have seven members on the 

committee, why did she not raise it when we brought in the new standing orders? 

Hon Sue Ellery: I don’t have to. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The point I am making now is that the member’s amendment basically makes the 

committee comprise seven members, two of whom presumably are co-opted as general members, which in effect 

makes it a committee of seven members, not five, which is what the house determined and which the Standing 

Committee on Procedure and Privileges itself determined was the appropriate number when we brought in this 

standing order in the first place. I think the Leader of the Opposition should just accept the decision of the house 

when it brought in the new standing order, accept the process that was created by that new standing order and 

allow for the committee itself to co-opt members when it deems it necessary. If the committee deems it 

necessary to co-opt Hon Ken Travers, Hon Michael Mischin or Joe Blow for a particular purpose or generally, 

that is for the committee decide on the basis of the circumstances that arise from time to time. Therefore, it is my 

view very clearly that there is no need for this amendment and that we should stick with what we decided to do 

when we debated the standing orders last year. I also make the point that writing a member’s name into a motion 

to be elected to a position without at least giving them the courtesy of advising them that will happen is an 

unacceptable state of affairs.  

The government’s view is that we proceed with the motion I moved; that is, in accordance with the standing 

orders the house agreed to—only at the end of last year—allow the committee itself to make the decision if it 

wants to go about co-opting other members. One other thing that I put to the Leader of the Opposition when she 

raised with me the idea of having two Labor members on the committee was that it would mean that there cannot 

be a Green member because that is the way the numbers are reflected in the house. I said that if the Leader of the 

Opposition could convince the Greens not to go on the committee and have one of her members, it is entirely up 

to her. I also said that if the Leader of the Opposition could not reach agreement with the Greens that I would 

move the motion that I did, which is to allow every party to be represented, and I think that is the way we should 

proceed. 

Point of Order 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I hoped that the eloquence of my argument would convince the Leader of the House but it 

seems that is not the case. Accordingly, I ask under standing order 160 for a ballot to elect members of the 

committee. 

The PRESIDENT: The Leader of the Opposition has requested under standing order 160 for a ballot, which is 

subsection (1) under standing order 160 if members want to refresh themselves on the standing orders. It will 

take a few minutes, possibly 15 minutes, for the Clerk to prepare ballot papers. I have three options. One option 
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is to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. The second option is to continue the business of the day, and 

the third option is to set a time for the ballot. I am open to suggestions from the floor, so I get the feeling of the 

chamber. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr President, I suggest you leave the chair until the ringing of the bells.  

The PRESIDENT: The request has been made to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Sorry, forgive me. If other members wanted to speak, I am sorry; I did not realise 

that was the case. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I agree that if other members want to speak—I do not know whether the Greens want to 

speak—to the matter of substance before you leave the chair, that is reasonable. But I am pretty relaxed about it. 

The PRESIDENT: The request has been made to have a ballot. We will in the least amount of time possible 

prepare those ballot papers. In the meantime, I will proceed with the question that the amendment be agreed to 

and the debate on that. 

Debate Resumed 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.45 pm]: It is confusing, Mr President; am I speaking to the 

motion that was moved without notice by the Leader of the Opposition? 

The PRESIDENT: Yes, you are. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Which is to have a ballot? 

The PRESIDENT: Yes—the amendment. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: There is not much to say about that. As I understand it, it simply states that any member 

can call for a ballot, the bells will be rung and we will have a ballot. Therefore, I do not quite see that I can 

contribute — 

Hon Sue Ellery: You can speak on the amendment. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: As well? 

The PRESIDENT: Yes. To allow some latitude, I am happy, if the house agrees, to allow members to speak to 

the general question. At the end of that debate, we will have the ballot. The question still before the Chair is that 

the amendment be agreed to. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I guess I find myself in somewhat of a difficult situation on this motion being kind of on 

the spot in regard to it! However, having considered this matter with the Leader of the House who indicated that 

he would bring on this motion and having had a conversation with the Leader of the Opposition, I certainly am 

sympathetic to the position that the Leader of the Opposition has put for the number of committee members 

representing the numbers in the house. I am also sympathetic to the argument that when the Standing Committee 

on Procedure and Privileges amended the standing orders, we said that we wanted a five-member committee. I 

think the leader made the point that it is really hard when the numbers do not fall neatly, so that the proportional 

number is that a party could have one and a half members or whatever it may be. Therefore, I find myself in the 

position of saying on the one hand this and on the other hand that.  

I certainly would like to be on the committee; I am happy to express that. How that comes about, I am not too 

attached to. But I think it is useful that the committee is made up of experienced members of the house who can 

contribute to the kind of questions that are given to the procedure and privileges committee. I think that each 

party should have somebody represent them and if possible that the numbers are proportional to the numbers in 

the house. Having said that, I guess a ballot will resolve how we make up the committee. I am also disappointed 

that we could not resolve the issue in another way because usually we have been able to resolve the make-up of 

committees without having to resort to a vote on the floor. That is all by way of comment and I guess we will 

have a ballot. 

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Mining and Pastoral — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.48 pm]: I would also like 

the opportunity to comment. My colleagues in the Nationals considered this issue when it was first raised. I also 

was on the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges that looked at the standing orders and we have all 

alluded to the incredible length of time that that review took. There is no doubt that when the committee was 

reduced in size to a subcommittee to concentrate on the job at hand, we really got a lot more done. I think the 

debate around the size of the procedure and privileges committee at the time of the review of the standing orders 

reflected that experience; that is, an important committee such as this should reflect the government of the day 

and make sure that it has a majority but that it needs to be of a smaller size. Five members are sufficient to 

represent each political party, achieve the majority for the government of the day and be able to get down and 

deal with the very important issues with which this committee deals. The need to bring in other experienced 
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members with particular skills is covered under clause 7.2 in schedule 1 of the standing orders, which gives the 

committee the ability to co-opt members either generally or for a particular matter. Therefore, the committee can 

bring other people on board. However, the intention of the review of the standing orders, in my recollection, is 

that the committee comprise five members. Therefore, if we had been given the opportunity, we would not have 

supported the amendment. Obviously, we will go to a ballot, but I just thought I would put the Nationals’ point 

of view on the record.  

The PRESIDENT: The question is that the amendment be agreed to. This is for discussion purposes. If there is 

no further discussion, and if we are ready, I will move to a ballot; if we are not ready, I will leave the chair until 

the ringing of the bells. 

Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr President, the ballot I presume is for three members. So I wonder whether the 

fact that the Leader of the Opposition has moved an amendment that in effect makes it five members should be 

dealt with, or whether the ballot will be just for the three positions that currently exist on the committee.  

The PRESIDENT: Members, this is a little tricky. I guess it does make sense for the house to resolve exactly 

how big the committee is going to be before we go to a ballot. But, having said that, the amendment that we are 

discussing and that we are asking for a vote on actually names the members; so, in naming the members, a ballot 

would be pointless. So I think it is better to leave the position as it is—as a discussion about the amendment—

and go to a ballot at this stage. But, just to assure all members of exactly where we are at, the ballot would be 

according to clause 7.2 of the terms of reference of the procedure and privileges committee, which states —  

The Committee consists of 5 Members, including the President and the Chair of Committees, and any 

Members co-opted by the Committee whether generally or in relation to a particular matter. The 

President is the Chair, and the Chair of Committees is the Deputy Chair, of the Committee. 

Therefore, the ballot would be for three names to fill that committee, because the President and the Chair of 

Committees are part of that committee. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Thank you for that explanation, Mr President, which I agree is correct. Standing 

order 160 provides as follows — 

(c) each Member shall write the names of the Members for whom they wish to vote on a ballot 

paper, not exceeding the number of Members to be elected; 

Can you explain to us, Mr President, the voting system that will be applied on this occasion? 

The PRESIDENT: What I am going to do is leave the chair until the ringing of the bells, and when we come 

back after the ringing of the bells, I will explain the process and conduct the ballot.  

Sitting suspended from 2.53 to 3.10 pm 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Members, a ballot being called for, I asked for a division. I ask that 

the bells be rung. 

[Bells rung.] 

The PRESIDENT: Members, initially I asked that the staff circulate the ballot papers. Before members rush to 

print, I will explain the method as staff circulate the ballot papers. You are being asked to put three names on 

your ballot papers. What has happened here today has already exposed an anomaly in our standing orders. As 

occurs for the election of President and Chair of Committees, there is no nomination process. To overcome that, 

I will permit the leaders of the various parties, if they wish, to stand and put to the house their suggestions for the 

members they wish to be included on the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. That will be one of 

the first issues that the new committee has to consider in reviewing the standing orders.  

The method of voting will be as per standing order 160(2)(f) and (g), which states — 

(f) the Members who receive the most votes shall be declared by the President to be elected; 

(g) if 2 or more Members have an equality of votes for the last place or places on the Committee, a 

second ballot shall be conducted to determine that place or those places;  

Members have four names from which to choose. For example, if one member gets 10 votes, one gets eight 

votes, one gets six votes and another gets four votes, the members with 10, eight and six votes will be declared 

elected. If the result is that one member gets 10 votes, one gets eight votes and two get five votes, the members 

who get 10 votes and eight votes respectively will be declared elected and there will be another run-off ballot for 

the third position.  
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The ballot papers have been distributed. It is a secret ballot. The ballot box will then be sent around for the 

collection of votes. Before we move to the ballot, do the leaders wish to stand and make a statement about which 

members they would like to see put on the list? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr President, I moved a motion earlier today setting out what I thought should be 

the composition of the committee, and that is still my view.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Mr President, I moved an amendment to that motion earlier today, and that is my position. 

The three names that I would be proposing are: Hon Ken Travers, Hon Giz Watson and Hon Michael Mischin.  

The PRESIDENT: If there are no further suggestions, we will proceed with the ballot. I ask all members with a 

ballot paper in front of them to put down three names.  

Point of Order 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Mr President, I seek your indulgence for a moment. I know that pairs are not a matter that 

are generally discussed but just so everybody knows what is going on, we are honouring pairs, so two of us are 

not going to exercise our vote.  

The PRESIDENT: Members, standing order 160(2)(c) states — 

each Member shall write the names of the Members for whom they wish to vote on a ballot paper, not 

exceeding the number of Members to be elected;  

The technical position is that under normal circumstances pairs are an arrangement between the various sides of 

the house. They do not apply to ballots. In a ballot like this, if a member is in the chamber, he or she has to vote 

according to a division. If they elect to spoil their ballot paper, that is their business. I think that is the correct 

position. Let us proceed with the ballot.  

Debate Resumed 

[A ballot was taken with the Clerk acting as scrutineer.] 

The PRESIDENT: Members, the three members elected by the house are: Hon Giz Watson, Hon Wendy 

Duncan and Hon Nick Goiran.  

Point of Order 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wish to raise something that maybe the new committee can take away and deal with. I 

note that under ―Motions, Questions and Votes‖ in the standing orders the President should only get a vote. 

There is no other mention of votes with respect to ballots where the President would only get a vote if there was 

equality of votes. With the new standing orders, I think that is something that needs to be clarified. I noticed you 

having a vote, Mr President. I am not questioning that in any way, but it is something that needs to be considered 

by the committee as part of its review, unless you wish to make a ruling on it at this stage. I am not necessarily 

asking for that ruling; I am just raising it for future consideration and deliberation as to whether the President 

would get a deliberative vote or only a casting vote in ballots.  

The PRESIDENT: I did vote during that ballot because I took it that every one of the 36 members who was in 

the chamber was entitled to vote on a ballot. I think that is a point that will be noted by the procedure and 

privileges committee in its review. A couple of obvious things came out of this process today that need to be 

considered. We will do that as a first priority. It does not matter how long someone has been around this place, 

we learn something new every day. 

In terms of the composition of the committee being determined by that ballot, the motion without notice moved 

by the Leader of the House and the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition now become redundant 

and therefore lapse.  

 


