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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) took the chair at 2.00 pm, read prayers and acknowledged country. 
VISITORS — MANDURAH BAPTIST COLLEGE 

Statement by President 
THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) [2.03 pm]: Good afternoon, members. I would like to welcome to the 
Legislative Council students from Mandurah Baptist College. I hope you enjoy your time with us this afternoon. 

VETERINARY PRACTICE BILL 2021 
Assent 

Message from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the bill. 
PAPERS TABLED 

Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 
ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 
Resumed from 28 October on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Mental Health) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 534A–D (2021–22 
budget papers) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 9 September 2021. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Point of order. 
The PRESIDENT: Hon Martin Pritchard. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Okay, sorry; I have promoted you there! Hon Martin Aldridge. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We are considering a motion to note the budget papers. As I understand it, this 
is a mechanism to expedite the passage of the appropriation bills when they are listed by the government for 
consideration. I note that the standing orders provide for a mover to give a reply to the budget contribution speeches 
that have been made. I wonder, given this motion will lapse once the question is put, whether the government will 
provide a response to the budget speeches that have been delivered to the chamber. 
The PRESIDENT: Thank you for noting that, honourable member, but there is no point of order and I am about to 
put the question, having sought an indication from the Leader of the House whether there would be a contribution 
and there will not. Just to make it clear for members, the debate on this motion concludes today at this day’s sitting, 
and no speakers have stood to continue to make a contribution.  

Debate Resumed 
The PRESIDENT: I will now put the question that the motion be agreed. 
Question put and passed. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AND ELECTORAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT 
(ELECTORAL EQUALITY) BILL 2021 

Committee 
The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Dr Sally Talbot) in the chair; Hon Matthew Swinbourn (Parliamentary Secretary) 
in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Sally Talbot): I draw members’ attention to the fact that there is a supplementary 
notice paper 47, issue 1. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Good afternoon, parliamentary secretary and advisers. Before I commence my question, 
it might be appropriate to give the parliamentary secretary a sense of my areas of interest, at least over the course 
of the next couple of hours, so that if he is not in a position to provide an answer immediately, whatever facilitation 
is needed might be sought, desirably, before the dinner adjournment. 
Generally speaking, for clause 1, I am interested in the overall time line of the decision-making process in establishing 
what the government refers to as electoral equality as a policy and legal objective; the time line as it relates to the 
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commissioning and formation of the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform and its work; and the process 
in drafting the bill that is in front of us. I am also interested, at least at this early stage, in the submissions process 
and the process of consultation. I am drawing predominantly on the parliamentary secretary’s second reading reply 
speech, when it referred to some of the latter components I referred to then. 
First of all, I hope that the parliamentary secretary might be able to fill in some gaps in the time line for me. This 
might seem a little painful, but if we had had our way earlier and this bill had been discharged to a committee, we 
would not be putting him through this process now. We commence where we start, with the election on 13 March. 
Was it on 18 March when the new cabinet was sworn in? I am acting on that assumption because that would be 
the date when the Attorney General also assumed portfolio responsibility for electoral affairs. I want to establish 
that I have that correct in my mind. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: I was there, member. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: You were there? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: At the swearing-in of the cabinet? Yes. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: The parliamentary secretary would have been, would he not? Indeed, it was a big day. If 
the parliamentary secretary was sworn in on 18 March, I presume that the Minister for Electoral Affairs was as 
well. I am trying to account for what happened in the process in the six weeks between 18 March, when I assume 
the cabinet, including the parliamentary secretary, was sworn in, and 30 April, when Minister Quigley effectively 
announced the formation of the ministerial expert committee and its terms of reference, and the appointment of 
certain members to it. I understand that between 30 April and 8 June, the submission period on the ministerial 
expert panel’s work was open. Initially, the deadline for submissions was set at five weeks—to the end of May—
but it was extended another week to 8 June. On 28 June, the ministerial expert panel finalised its report and presented 
that report to the minister; it was addressed to the minister. Then, to the outside observer—those people like me 
who are not privy to the workings of government—there was an 11-week period of official radio silence. I think there 
were some media statements and grabs along the way—that is fine—but 11 weeks transpired between 28 June and 
the tabling of the final report on 15 September. At the press conference, we were advised that a bill would be 
introduced into the lower house on 16 September. My initial area of focus is some of those big gaps. I am trying 
to account for what occurred, specifically during the six weeks between 18 March and 30 April, and, in particular, 
the 11 weeks between the finalisation of the report and the introduction of the bill. Can the parliamentary secretary 
account for the development of both the policy and the Constitutional and Electoral Legislation Amendment 
(Electoral Equality) Bill 2021 within those gaps and over the time line overall? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: We were just trying to clarify the date. Who was going to be a member of cabinet 
was announced on 18 March, but the swearing-in took place at Government House on 19 March. I will go through 
the chronology that I have here. On 1 April and then 8 April, the Attorney General met with John Phillimore and 
Martin Drum to discuss their availability to review electoral systems for the Council, which obviously then resulted in 
the establishment on 30 April of the ministerial expert committee. Advertisements were placed in The West Australian 
on 1 May calling for submissions, and then on 14 May a discussion paper was released. Additional advertisements were 
published on that same day in rural and regional newspapers to inform people of the discussion paper and the call for 
submissions. Advertisements were also published in The West Australian on 28 and 29 May calling for submissions, 
and on 8 June submissions closed. Late submissions were accepted with prior arrangement on 10 June and, of course, 
Hon Tjorn Sibma has already outlined that the final report was handed to the Attorney General on 28 June. 
Obviously, what happened from that point on was consideration of the report and its recommendations by cabinet 
and then the preparation of a bill, which I think is a notorious fact. However, I cannot talk about what happened 
during cabinet consideration of the report or the drafting in relation to the instructions and those kinds of things 
because that is all subject to cabinet confidentiality. I think the report was then tabled on the date Hon Tjorn Sibma 
described and the bill was introduced in the Legislative Assembly not long after that. Have I missed something there? 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I will try to fill in the gaps. Thank you, parliamentary secretary. Thank you for clarifying 
that the swearing-in date was 19 March. The parliamentary secretary mentioned that the minister had meetings on 
I think 1 April and 8 April with Mr Phillimore and one other person. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: It was Martin Drum. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: And was that a conversation to ascertain their availability to participate in a panel? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Yes. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Was the first such conversation with Mr Phillimore or Mr Drum? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: It was together; they attended together. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: The minister called for two meetings with both Mr Drum and Mr Phillimore, one on 1 April 
and one on 8 April. Is that correct? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Yes. 
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Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you. From the time of the swearing-in of the cabinet on 19 March and the minister 
assuming the responsibilities and the capacity to bring this bill forth and 1 April, which was the very first meeting, 
what conversations or policy discussions—the parliamentary secretary said it was referred to cabinet at a later stage—
were held between the minister and the Premier about this particular policy direction to effectively recast electoral 
law for the upper house in a way that was inconsistent with what was mentioned during the campaign? When was 
the policy direction consolidated? At what point in time did that occur between 19 March and 1 April? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Member, I cannot be specific about dates. Obviously, I am here in a representative 
capacity and I was not party to those discussions. The Attorney General, in his capacity as Minister for Electoral 
Affairs, has answered questions in the other place, which is what I am being guided by here. He has not been 
specific about that. He talked about being given the task of electoral reform and having a look at it and those sorts 
of things. He talked about being at a fishing club when the Premier rang him on his phone and said he would like 
him to do that job, but I suspect that was at the same time he was talking about taking on his role. I cannot be more 
specific about the time frame between the swearing-in of cabinet and the formulation of these things. I do not know 
that I can take it further than that because, as I say, I was not party to those matters. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: The parliamentary secretary is bound by the information that is provided to him in the time 
it can be provided to him. There were less than 14 days between 19 March and the very first meeting that was 
called with Mr Phillimore and Mr Drum. But it is very clear that in the course of whatever formal or informal 
conversations took place between the Premier and the minister, there was a clear understanding that the minister 
would seek to reform electoral law as it relates to the upper house. I do not want to go into FOI phone logs and all 
that sort of palaver, but at what stage in the two weeks did that conversation take place? I am not asking this to be 
obtuse. I am asking this because it was a very clear policy departure from commitments entered into or not entered 
into in the course of the campaign and those that took place within a week of a cabinet being sworn in. I want to 
understand when precisely a high-level conversation took place between the Premier and the minister that eventuated 
in the development of this bill because that will help me appreciate the policy that is embedded in it. 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Again, I was not party to discussions that happened between the minister and 
the Premier, but I make the following point: the minister has the power to make his own decisions about whether 
he commences with a ministerial expert committee. I will read an answer he gave on 6 May to a question from 
Hon Mia Davies. He said — 

I can remember being at the fishing club when the Premier rang me on my phone and said, “I’d like you to 
do this job and that job” and when I got to work on Monday, I thought, “Right. What needs to be done here?” 
With electoral affairs, electoral reform goes without saying, so I rolled up my sleeves and got on with it.  

I think we can take from that that the minister makes his own decisions about this. Undoubtedly, there would have 
been conversations between the Premier and the Attorney General on any range of matters, but I cannot be any 
more precise than that; that is, sometime following that, there was a decision by the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
to commence with a ministerial expert committee. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I take it from the answer given in the other place that the parliamentary secretary has 
helpfully read in that there seems to be two bits. The job that the Premier offered to the now minister presumably 
was the portfolio allocation. I presume that is how I should interpret that part of the answer. The second part of the 
answer, and, I think, the two or three occasions in the parliamentary secretary’s answer that underscored the 
ministerial prerogative for setting policy direction, leads me to infer that the ministerial expert committee appointment 
process submission and the development of this bill were effectively the brainchild of the minister. When one of 
the conversations between the minister and the Premier occurred, was the minister saying, “Mr Premier, I’ve got 
an idea for”—I will say this in a colloquial function—“fixing up the upper house”? Did this bill find its genesis in 
the minister or was it potentially implicit in the offer the Premier gave to the minister in the first place in the course 
of him saying—I am saying this not in any derogatory way, but in a colloquial way—“John, I’ve got a job for you, 
and by the way I think you should look at this”? I am trying to get a sense of whether there is co-ownership of this 
bill or whether it originates from the minister himself. At what stage, then, did the Premier say this was a good idea? 
This is a significant piece of legislative reform, if I am to take the parliamentary secretary at his word. It is a significant 
departure from the policy that the government took. I just want to understand who is responsible for the bill. 

Point of Order 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I can well appreciate the member on his feet with responsibility for the bill wanting to 
understand the circumstances that led to some significant policy decisions, but there is just no way that the parliamentary 
secretary would be able to know about the conversation between the Premier and the Attorney General. He was 
not party to those conversations. I do not see how this line of questioning is reasonable; he just would not know. 
He is here in a representative capacity. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Sally Talbot): Members, there is no point of order; however, what the Leader of 
the House has drawn attention to is that it is up to the parliamentary secretary to respond to this question. If the 
parliamentary secretary is going to respond, he will do so in terms of what he knows. 
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Committee Resumed 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot take this any further than what I have already said to the member. I am 
here in a representative capacity. As the member knows from his experience in government, things are formulated 
in many different ways, and often things have many parents, if I can use that term. I cannot really say that in relation 
to this one. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: It does not surprise me. These are probably issues that would have been canvassed had the 
bill been discharged and referred to a committee. The parliamentary secretary invoked cabinet confidentiality at 
a later stage—that is, the time between 28 June, when the report was finalised, and the production of this bill. In 
the parliamentary secretary’s early response, he did not invoke cabinet confidentiality as it relates to the time between 
19 March, when cabinet was sworn in, and the minister’s first publicly facing media statement on, I think, 30 April. 
Would it be a fair assumption to consider that there was no cabinet consideration given to this policy shift in the 
time between 19 March and 30 April, but that this policy was formed on the basis of at least a shared understanding 
in some way formed between the Premier and the minister? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot say what cabinet did and did not consider. I am not a member of cabinet, 
and even if I was, that would still be subject to cabinet confidentiality. Ruling things out about what cabinet does 
and does not consider is also reflecting on the deliberations of cabinet. I have no knowledge about that, so I cannot 
answer or take this matter further. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I will just note that cabinet confidentiality is often misapplied by governments for convenience. 
I am not seeking what was in the cabinet note and I am not seeking what the actual cabinet decision was. I would 
find it highly unusual that a policy deviation of this kind, particularly one contrary to statements given by the Premier 
in the course of an election campaign, did not go to cabinet in that time, but who knows? I might have to wait 
30 years before that question is answered, unless the parliamentary secretary has a note there. No, he does not 
want to interject; that is fine. 
I will then get back to the very first meetings that the minister arranged with Mr Phillimore and Mr Drum—I am 
not using their academic titles; I will be corrected on that at a later stage. Previously, the parliamentary secretary 
referred to the first meeting that was held on 1 April. When was that meeting organised? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am reflecting on the recent report from the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges about the relevance of these sorts of questions and the degree of cooperation from ministers and 
parliamentary secretaries in answering questions relevant to the bill. Although this might perhaps be in the universe 
of relevance, I do not think it is in the solar system of relevance, and I am really struggling to understand how it 
goes to what we have before us, which is the question that clause 1 be agreed to. I cannot take the member any 
further on those issues. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Before I give Hon Tjorn Sibma the call, I note that debate on clause 1 is wideranging. 
That has been well canvassed in this place. There are plenty of rulings on the relevance of that observation. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma, it is good to have a kind of arc that becomes apparent to the chamber in the line of questioning, 
and I am quite sure that the member will bear in mind that the bill is being handled by a parliamentary secretary who 
is not actually the minister with carriage of the bill and is not a member of cabinet. Having said that, I give the call 
to Hon Tjorn Sibma.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, deputy chair; I am guided, as always, by your counsel. However, I am a little 
surprised that the government has peaked in its frustration and anxiety so early in proceedings this afternoon. Just 
for the benefit of the parliamentary secretary, I thought I was being helpful by seeking at the outset to clarify the 
overall time line of decision-making and determine when certain decisions were made and by whom, and how we 
have got to this point. I focused on the process of forming the ministerial expert committee, how people were 
appointed to it and how the terms of reference were set, as well as the process involved in drafting the bill, and all 
my questions have been germane to those issues. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Who set up the meeting: how is that germane? 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: If the Leader of the House wants to come over to this side of the aisle and probe her parliamentary 
secretary, she is more than welcome to do so. We gave the government, both in the other place and this place, the 
opportunity to discharge the bill so that we would not have to detain everyone with this kind of consideration. 
I understand that the parliamentary secretary is assisted by advisers but that they are not public servants in the 
traditional form; they are both from the minister’s office. Is that correct? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Yes. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Okay. That is all right. I just wanted to establish upon whose assistance the parliamentary 
secretary is relying to answer these questions and the questions of other people. I will ask, first of all: Why were 
two meetings deemed necessary with the co-authors of the report on 1 and 8 April? Was there a general canvassing 
in the first meeting, which was later confirmed in the meeting on 8 April? Can I get a sense of what was discussed 
and how it resulted in the development at least of the MEC and its terms of reference? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think the member’s characterisation, in a general sense, is probably fair in 
the sense that the first meeting would have involved canvassing the idea of electoral equality and the establishment 
of some sort of panel, and the further meeting crystallised and solidified what would happen from that point forward. 
Obviously, in terms of the two people who were at these meetings, they represent only half of those who ultimately 
constituted the ministerial expert committee. I can speak only in the most general sense, but that was likely finalised 
in the second of those meetings, and on 30 April the MEC was established. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: The parliamentary secretary should read into this absolutely no ill-intent or pejorative at all. 
By virtue of Messrs Phillimore and Drum both being well-known public figures, I assume there was a pre-existing 
relationship, in even the most generic sense, between the minister and those two individuals. There were two other 
members of this committee, as the parliamentary secretary helpfully pointed out. Were there similar meetings with 
the other two panel members before the announcement of their appointment on 30 April? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My instructions are that he did meet with the former Governor, Mr Malcolm 
McCusker, in person at some stage and obviously discussed his involvement, but I do not know the date of that 
meeting, and he did speak with Professor Murray by telephone, but there was not an in-person meeting with her 
before the establishment of the MEC on 30 April. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I have been advised of a slight mistake on my behalf. Even though the media statement 
went out on 30 April, I think the appointment of the individuals was confirmed on 28 April. Can I confirm that 
I have that date correct, please? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The best advice I have is that the member is correct in terms of 28 April. We 
think that is it. We do not have a copy of the letter of appointment here to confirm that absolutely, but I think the 
member’s characterisation of a two-day period between the establishment formally in terms of the letters and then 
the announcement is correct. If that is in fact not the case—it is my best advice at the moment—I will correct it 
later during the course of proceedings. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: This is not an attempt on my behalf to delve into cabinet consideration—I am not asking 
the parliamentary secretary to wink if I am right or whatever, but that would be helpful—but I assume that the 
appointment of individuals of high public standing, particularly in their field of endeavour, on a job of work such 
as this would necessitate at least a cabinet note, and that the minister would have consulted on their appointment. 
Is it fair to categorise that the minister sought input from colleagues or others on the composition of this committee? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think Hon Tjorn Sibma has cast a very wide net by saying “colleagues and 
others”. My suspicion is that the minister probably did have discussions, but I do not have any details of that. I do 
not think it is unreasonable in the circumstances to expect that he might have canvassed it with other people, but 
I make the point that at the end of the day, as the minister, it is his responsibility. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: If it is at all possible for the parliamentary secretary to confirm at a later stage when those 
other conversations occurred between the minister and Malcolm McCusker and Professor Murray prior to the 
announcement of their appointment to the committee, that would be particularly helpful. I am not seeking that 
information at this stage. What I am particularly interested in is the drafting of the committee’s terms of reference. 
Were the terms of reference discussed in any way with—I want to get this right in case I cause offence: is it 
Professor Phillimore and Professor Drum? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Associate Professor Drum. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I might just call them Professors Phillimore and Drum to show them respect. Was there 
any discussion, in any way, around what would constitute appropriate terms of reference for the committee’s work 
during the meetings on 1 April or 8 April? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My advice is that the terms of reference were discussed and settled subsequent 
to those two meetings. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Okay. They were discussed at the meetings as well, presumably. Not to be cute, but someone 
needs to raise something before they settle it, presumably, so were the issues around the terms of reference at least 
discussed in a generic sense, if not, in a finer sense in the context of those two meetings and then settled at a later 
date? Is that how I should interpret the parliamentary secretary’s answer? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My advice is it was after the meetings, member. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Was Professor Murray and/or Mr McCusker consulted on the formulation of those terms 
of reference before the committee was formally established? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Yes, they were. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Two terms of reference were set for the committee and they were pretty clear. Was there an 
earlier draft or an earlier formulation of those terms of reference or was it only about how electoral equality might 
be achieved for all citizens and recommendations for the distribution of preferences in the Legislative Council’s 
proportional representation system? Were other issues relating to Electoral Act amendments or representation in 
the Legislative Council canvassed at those meetings as well? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: If the member is talking about the meetings on 1 and 8 April, I think it would 
be fair to say that there probably were other general discussions about electoral matters. I think when people have 
meetings with Professors Murray and Drum, those sorts of things are invariably going to come up given their subject 
matter expertise, but, obviously, the purpose of the meeting was one thing. The member has sat in meetings with 
academics before and he knows how they might go. I think it is fair to say that some other stuff may have been 
generally discussed, but the purpose of the meetings related to what we previously discussed. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Is it fair on my behalf to assume a high degree of collegiality or consultation between the 
minister and the four individuals whom the minister appointed to the panel and the terms of reference they were 
given to work to? Would it be a fair assumption that they knew prior to any formal announcement? Was there 
a consensus or co-authoring, at least to a degree, on those terms of reference, so nobody was particularly surprised 
by them once their appointment had been announced? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think it is fair to say it would not have been a surprise at the time they were 
appointed on 28 April. I confirm the twenty-eighth was the day of appointment via letter, so they were not surprised 
when they were delivered the terms of reference. I do not think it is unusual for people who agree to be involved 
in a committee or panel not to have some understanding or input into the development of the terms of reference. 
I think if I were in their position, like the member, I would hardly agree to them if I was not aware of what they 
were prior to that date of appointment. I would not want a lucky dip sort of approach on those things. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I have been asked to do all sorts of crazy things in my time. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: I bet the member has. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: These are four august members of our local academic institutions and they have bodies 
of work. Were they the only four individuals considered by the minister, though? Was a broader pool of people 
considered and then discounted, potentially? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not have any advice to say that more people were considered beyond the 
ones who were eventually appointed. I think we have indicated that Professor Phillimore and Professor Drum were 
part of the discussion that led on to appointing the other two members. There is a broad academic community in 
relation to these sorts of things, but I cannot say specifically whether they were considered or rejected. In any 
event, even if they were, we probably would not want to make such disclosures for the sake of people’s reputations. 
That is not why I am giving this answer, but in the broader sense, we would not say the people whom we rejected 
because of how that would reflect on them. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I do not think that surprises me. Malcolm McCusker is probably self-recommending; he is 
an eminent person. Nevertheless, was the decision to appoint both him and Professor Murray to the committee 
taken by the minister or was it also recommended by Professors Phillimore and Drum? I refer to Professors Phillimore 
and Drum only because the initial meetings obviously occurred with them, presumably because of administrative 
arrangements initiated by the minister. Were those meetings also used to seek views about who else might be 
appropriate members of the committee to round out the team, as it were? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot say the exact process in that regard, but in terms of the debates that 
happened in the other place and what the Attorney General has said himself about the appointment of the former 
Governor, he was very clear that it was his choice to appoint the former Governor based on, obviously, the Governor’s 
esteem. He is not only a former Governor, but one of the pre-eminent barristers in Western Australia and a very 
experienced person in relation to the affairs of all Western Australians, beyond his philanthropic and charitable work 
as well. As I said, the Attorney General made specific statements in the other place about that process and I do not 
think I can take it any further than his own comments on that. In relation to Professor Murray, who the member 
also discussed, I believe the discussions were about her specific expertise as a legal expert and a constitutional law 
expert. That came up through discussions within that group of people—Professors Drum and Phillimore—as to the 
appropriateness of a person of her calibre and expertise.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Were the initial meetings and subsequent conversations that the minister had with both 
Professor Murray and His Honour Malcolm McCusker minuted in any way? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No, they were not. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: At least as it relates to the meetings on 1 and 8 April, which I presume would have taken 
place in the minister’s office — 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: By way of interjection, I think they both did happen in the minister’s office, yes. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Who else was present at those two meetings in the minister’s office? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot be specific about who was there in terms of an exclusive list. I know 
that at the first meeting, I was there for the original general discussion. I certainly was not there for the second 
meeting. Marion Buchanan, who sits next to me as the Attorney General’s adviser on electoral affairs, was there as 
well. There may have been other people who came in and out of the meeting to say hello, as is the nature of those 
sorts of things when you have meetings and people come and go. I cannot be more precise than that. 
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Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. At least as far as the meeting on 1 April that you attended 
and are knowledgeable about, were any public servants there? Was anyone from the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet or other departments present? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: By way of interjection, member, no. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Were any documents created at that meeting or subsequent to that meeting? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Not that I am aware of in relation to any specific documents. It was a relatively 
informal meeting from my recollection, and a general discussion, and obviously specifically about what we have 
talked about before in terms of the general point about the start of the MEC idea and those sorts of things. My 
advice is that no formal documents were created at that meeting. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Perhaps before the dinner adjournment, would the parliamentary secretary mind re-assessing 
whether a document of some kind was created as a result of that first meeting? The sheer fact is that it resulted in a second 
meeting a week later, on 8 April, so presumably there were issues to discuss or to settle on. It seems to have been 
characterised as a kick-off meeting, and the kick-off has eventuated in the bill that we are discussing now. I would find 
it completely unusual that at least cursory handwritten notes were not taken at that meeting. If the parliament secretary 
would be in a position to provide further advice at an appropriate stage, that would certainly be most welcome. 

Can I ask also, as it relates to the meeting on 8 April, again involving Professors Phillimore and Drum, who else 
other than the minister and his direct staff were present at that meeting, and were any notes taken at that meeting? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I was not at the 8 April meeting, but obviously Ms Buchanan was. In terms of 
who else was there, I think I have covered that off by saying Ms Buchanan was there as the minister’s adviser. We 
will have to, as the member has asked, have a further look to see whether there is anything that we are able to provide 
to the member; therefore, following the dinner adjournment I will confirm with the member whether any documents 
are available that can be provided to him. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: At this stage, we have not been able to establish the date when the in-person meeting with 
His Honour Malcolm McCusker occurred, and, if that could be established, that would be desirable. Was that a private 
meeting between the minister and His Honour Malcolm McCusker, or was the minister accompanied by a member 
of staff or an official; and were any notes, formal or otherwise, taken at that meeting or subsequently? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No-one at the table was at that meeting. As the member may be aware, the former 
Governor and the Attorney General are quite familiar with each other. They worked together on the Mallard case—
I will not go into the details of that—so there is a degree of familiarity between those two gentlemen. In terms of 
those specifics that the member asked for, all I can do is what we are doing with the other question and come back 
to the member after the dinner break with anything that I am able to be more precise about. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I will await the advice. In the period of time between the government being sworn in and 
the announcement on 30 April—although the decision was made on 28 April, and there was possibly a cabinet 
decision prior to that—had the minister engaged with any individuals from the Western Australian Labor organisation 
about electoral reform? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I presume the member means a lay party official or someone like that? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Someone like Mr Picton. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No-one at the table knows about any discussions between Mr Picton and the 
Attorney General; we are not aware of any discussions having occurred. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Again, if it is possible after the dinner adjournment, we would seek some clarification on 
that issue, specifically between the dates of 19 March and the announcement that was made on 30 April. 

I might get off this topic for now, which is probably to the relief of some. I ask a question of interest, only because 
the processes of forming the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform and its work, and the reading in of 
this bill, have been compressed together in time somewhat. Would it be fair for me to categorise the two processes—
the bill, and also the consultation piece—as operating sequentially, or in parallel, or has there been a bit of an overlap 
between the two? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Member, there was no overlap. The MEC conducted its process and inquiry 
and delivered its reports and recommendations. We have said that they were then considered by the minister and 
cabinet and whatever drafting process started was only after the report was received.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I take it then that that 11-week period between 28 June and the final report being tabled on 
15 September was when all the action occurred, and I am not seeking the cabinet dates, so just hear me out. 
Presumably the report was presented to cabinet—you have said as much in your answer, and it does not really bother 
me when it was presented to cabinet in that 11-week period—towards the early end of July, I would imagine. But 
permission to draft and print a bill is presumably the cabinet process—I am talking in very generic terms—and the 
bill is produced within that 11-week period. That to me sounds like a pretty expedited process, when we consider that 
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the bill has 97-odd clauses and affects three acts. Bearing in mind criticism made by both sides of this house over 
a variety of parliamentary terms about a government being able to fulfil its legislative agenda and the like, and the 
time it takes to formulate and consult on the drafting of legislation, what was the resource implication on the 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, because presumably it was responsible for drafting the bill—or has this bill been 
drafted by many hands? I can only assume that that had to occur—if the answer the parliamentary secretary gave me 
previously about this being a sequential exercise—and that no work was done on drafting even the merest outline 
of this bill occurred prior to 28 June. The parliamentary secretary previously answered a question I asked in this 
chamber about any additional work or assistance rendered by any individual or group of individuals to the PCO in 
drafting this bill, so I use this opportunity to ask: was this bill drafted solely by PCO in that extraordinarily compressed 
period of time or did it rely on advice and assistance from other people; and, if so, who were those people?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The PCO did the drafting but, as you can imagine, advice was sought during the 
course of the drafting process, particularly given that the bill affects the Constitution Act and the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act, so I can say to you that advice was sought from the Solicitor-General and the State Solicitor’s 
Office was also consulted, but they did not have any involvement in terms of any policy decisions, just on content. 
It is fair to say that PCO overwhelmingly did the drafting and, as is often the case with these things, further advice 
was sought about the precise nature and technicality of some of those drafting requirements.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: It might be different when you are a government member, but when a non-government 
member goes through the process of getting a private member’s bill drafted or even if you have amendments 
constructed in an appropriate way by PCO, PCO relies on instructions. Was the PCO relying on instructions from 
the minister or somebody in his office in resolving some issues when it came to clarifying the structure and the 
content of the bill, or was there a broader range of individuals whose advice was sought either by the minister’s office 
or the PCO in constructing the final version of the bill that we have in front of us?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: While my adviser is getting more information, I will turn more generally to 
the processes of bills. Obviously, drafting instructions are prepared and cabinet gives approval to print. As is the case 
for all cabinets of all political persuasions, cabinet then determines the priority of a particular bill. I do not know what 
all the codes are, but they give them codes and obviously the PCO will act in accordance with the instructions given, 
and, consistent with what I have said, the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office drafted the bill and then sought advice 
on aspects of it—the Solicitor-General, particularly, in relation to the Constitution Act and the Constitution Acts 
Amendment Act to make sure they are compliant. Obviously, there are placements in the Attorney General’s office 
of State Solicitor officers who work on the technical aspects of those things. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I have a process question that I think perhaps everyone would benefit from. The parliamentary 
secretary referred to the coding issue in his response. Is he intimating a priority status for the drafting of a bill and 
is that part of the instructions that are normally provided to PCO as a measure of its urgency or a sense of priority 
that the government ascribes to having a bill drafted and then printed?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Not being a member of cabinet or PCO, my understanding is that priority will 
be given to a bill and how quickly it is dealt with. Obviously, COVID bills, for example, have to be expedited due 
to the circumstances. The member can draw whatever conclusions and inferences he likes in terms of the time it 
took from the procedure of the report and the production of the bill. The member asked a question on 16 September 
regarding specific details of the drafting of this bill, and I want to be consistent with the answer that was given 
then, which was that the drafting of bills is a decision of cabinet and is cabinet-in-confidence. In any event, I am 
not a member of cabinet, so I am not likely to be able to give the member any insight into that.  
Hon Stephen Dawson: Not yet. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Not yet; not yet.  
Parliamentary secretary, I will ask a more direct question then, and it comes back to the membership of the ministerial 
expert committee. I refer here to its final report, and just clarify that its term of appointment was eight weeks from 
the date of the cabinet appointment, which I imagine was the Monday before the press release went out, which was, 
I think, 27 April, or until at least the conclusion of its body of work on 28 June. Was any member of the MEC, 
either individually or collectively, relied upon by, or did any of them provide advice to or render assistance to, the 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office in the drafting of this bill since this body of work—the report that was finalised 
on 28 June but not tabled in Parliament until the day before the bill was read in—because they put such a degree of 
intense labour into this two-month process, and whether they also provided the government with assistance either 
directly to the minister’s office or through the PCO to draft this bill? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: There was no consultation between Parliamentary Counsel’s Office and the 
MEC in relation to the drafting of the bill. However, there was contact between some or all members of the MEC 
and the minister’s office in relation to the bill. Drafts were provided to them in relation to that process. I am advised 
that the reason there was discussion or advice between them is that the bill gives effect to their recommendations. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: That is an interesting revelation. That is effectively the kind of answer I was seeking on 
the question I put through the parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Electoral Affairs on 16 September, which 
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the parliamentary secretary read in. I will keep this simple. Was this done by phone or email? On what occasions 
was advice sought from, or drafts provided by, these “up until this point” independent members, before it was 
provided back to the minister’s office, then, presumably, for forwarding to the PCO?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think the member asked about specific phone calls or emails, or those sorts 
of things. I can confirm that there was contact with them via telephone and email, but I am not going to go into 
any more specifics than that because it was part of the drafting process for the consideration of cabinet. Obviously, 
what was produced and what is before us was the final decision of cabinet. What happened during the course of 
that was the development of the bill. As is often the case with bills, or proposed laws, there is a process through 
which people have input. I cannot elaborate more than that, and I cannot provide specific content as to the advice 
and things of that kind, because it is subject to cabinet-in-confidence. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Is it fair to say, though, parliamentary secretary—I will do this in a constructive and mature 
way where we can—that these were not just one-off instances? Would it be fair to categorise these as a series of group 
or individual consultations that occurred in that 11-week period? On what general issues—I do not need to know the 
full details—and on what general questions was the minister’s office seeking an answer as it relates to the construction 
of this bill? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In the broadest possible way, I think the consultation with them was to ensure that 
the bill gave effect to their recommendations. I think that it is important to note that the MEC had been disbanded by the 
time the drafting of the bill commenced, so it did not exist in any formal capacity. It ended its functions at the time the 
report was delivered to the minister, as a body. Obviously, there were discussions with those individuals, as I said before, 
regarding the drafts. I think it may have even been disclosed to members of the opposition alliance during their briefing, 
by the members themselves, that they were given access to drafts through this process, so I am not sure whether it is 
a revelation. I was not at that meeting, so I do not know whether that is, in fact, the case. As I say, the purpose of their 
having any kind of contact during that process is because they made recommendations as the MEC—obviously, the 
individuals. The bill is seeking to give effect to those recommendations, so the contact with them was in relation to that. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. I will tell the parliamentary secretary why I find it so 
interesting. I find it interesting for a couple of reasons. First of all, the PCO, obviously, always drafts bills, but 
I find it highly unusual that a highly charged political piece of legislation like this one, drafted and delivered within 
a compressed period of time, when we know that the PCO is short on drafters and is besieged by a range of competing 
government priorities, that the PCO would be able to produce this body of work unassisted. That was the reason 
I put the question in the terms that I did to the minister on 16 September, which the parliamentary secretary has 
helpfully reminded me about. If I were to take the answer that the parliamentary secretary, an honourable person, 
read in on the minister’s behalf, a fair-minded person would say, “Perhaps they did—perhaps the PCO just dealt with 
this in a professional way, despite the fact that it is 97 clauses long and amends three reasonably technical acts.” 
I also find it interesting, because the involvement of those individual panel members in the construction of this bill 
was not divulged to me when I attended the opposition briefing, not on the bill, but on the report. I will not name 
the member, but I put a question directly to them and said, “This is very substantial. I presume that the government 
will want to move quickly with this. Have you been involved in drafting a bill?” I got the answer that I had anticipated. 
It was neither a declarative yes or no, which, in my mind probably means yes. Can I in the very least understand 
when the first interaction took place between the minister’s office and any ex-member of that panel on issues relating 
to the construction of this bill? The parliamentary secretary does not need to tell me what particular issue, whether 
it was on the phone or by email; I just want to ascertain the very first contact after their tenure of appointment as 
a panel member had ceased and when commencement of the bill commenced.  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: To the extent that I can answer the member’s question, they were not involved 
in the drafting of the bill. When there was contact with them, there was already a draft bill. That is as much as 
I can say. The bill had been drafted. As the member knows, with all bills there are iterations and work is conducted, 
but they did not have any involvement in the direct drafting of the bill. If the member looks at the questions he asked, 
he will see that I have been consistent in my responses. He did not specifically ask—in the question I am looking 
at, anyway—in relation to members of the MEC, not that that would have helped, because the answer was still, 
“The drafting of bills is a decision of cabinet and is cabinet-in-confidence”, which remains the case.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Can I still ask the parliamentary secretary when the first occasion transpired when an iterative 
draft was shared with an ex-member of that panel? Is that question answerable?  
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Member, are you after the date that that happened?  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Yes.  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot give the member an answer right now because I do not know the answer 
or whether an answer can be given. With the member’s indulgence, the best I can do is come back to him after the 
dinner break.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I appreciate that very helpful offer of the parliamentary secretary. This might be my last 
on this line of questioning, and I get back to the panel itself, its operation and its interaction with the minister and the 
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minister’s staff. In the period between it being stood up on 28 April and it handing down its final report on 28 June, 
had members of that panel either collectively or individually had any contact with the minister or the minister’s 
staff in any capacity?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: If the member has a copy of the ministerial expert committee’s report and 
opens it up to page 2, he will note that the chair specifically thanks Ms Marion Buchanan for all her work. She is an 
adviser to the minister, but she provided secretarial work to the committee during its process. There was definitely 
a person from the minister’s office involved in that capacity and, as I said, it is front and centre in the report.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: My colleague has asked quite a few questions about the ministerial expert committee, and 
I can understand why, because there are quite a few references to the ministerial expert committee in the parliamentary 
secretary’s second reading speech. Indeed, I think it is fair to say that the government has placed quite a bit of weight 
on its report. The one thing that the second reading speech does not explain is why the ministerial expert committee 
was formed.  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I can only take the member to the words of the minister himself in the other 
place. He said — 

… so I rolled up my sleeves and got on with it. What I came up with is the idea that if I did it, if I sat down 
at my desk and went about the task, the Leader of the Opposition, her party, the Liberal Party and people 
in the community would say that I am being partisan and doing what people do in America when they try 
to redraw the boundaries to suit a party. That is why I thought: why not go to a former Governor to chair 
a committee—he has travelled the length and breadth of this state and is an eminent jurist … 

I think the wash-up is that the reason the minister created a ministerial expert committee was to have independence 
in the decision of which model would be best to achieve electorate equality.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The reason the ministerial expert committee was established was to provide some form of 
independence in order to ground the work of this bill. The bill that is before us is quite extensive; it is 97 clauses 
over five parts. Is it based on the recommendations of this ministerial expert committee?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Yes, the answer is to overwhelmingly give effect to the recommendations 
contained in the report but the member will note that some matters are in there that were not related to the report. 
It includes an additional member of the Legislative Council. That did not form part of the recommendations. As is 
the case with all these sorts of things, the recommendations are, for want of a better word, general recommendations. 
Obviously, when we go to draft, we get down to the specifics. Obviously, some of the other changes are consequential 
to those recommendations and are necessary to give fuller force to those recommendations, but were not necessarily 
specifically recommended by the panel itself because it did not get down into that level of detail. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In his second reading speech, the parliamentary secretary said — 

This bill, the electoral equality bill, is based on the recommendations of the final report by the independent 
Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. 

I take it that notwithstanding what the parliamentary secretary just said, he does not waver from that comment that 
he made in the second reading speech. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: No. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: By what power was the ministerial expert committee established? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My advisers at the table cannot advise me on that point at this time but we 
will try to seek an answer for the member about under what power the MEC was created. Is that the question the 
member asked? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes. While we are waiting for an answer on the basis of the power of the ministerial expert 
committee to be established, in the second reading speech the parliamentary secretary said — 

In April this year, the Minister for Electoral Affairs established the Ministerial Expert Committee on 
Electoral Reform to conduct a review into the electoral system for the Legislative Council. 

A little later in his second reading speech, the parliamentary secretary indicated that the government set the policy 
question how to best achieve electoral equality in the Legislative Council. He then went on to say — 

It then asked a panel of leading experts in electoral and constitutional law to turn their independent minds 
to providing the Minister for Electoral Affairs with the best way to achieve reform … 

The use of the word “it” is a reference to the government. Was it the government that established the ministerial 
expert committee or was it the Minister for Electoral Affairs? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: This might sound cute, but it was the minister on behalf of the government. 
The minister is not separate from or different from the government. He is part of the government so I cannot separate 
those two things. I think I know what the member is getting at or where he might be leading me. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: Does the parliamentary secretary have a copy of the ministerial expert committee report 
handy? If so, I ask him to turn to pages 45 and 46, where annexure 1 of the report sets out the terms of reference. 
Is that a faithful reproduction of the terms of reference? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think it is faithful but one of the advisers suggests to me that there may 
have been an issue with something that was previously published to the best of our understanding. I do not have 
the originating document here with me to compare the two but the intention was for it to be faithful to the actual 
committee. I am not trying to make more of this but it appears to do that. Yes, I think that would have been picked 
up subject to any typographical or clerical errors. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To be clear, at page 45 or 46 of the report, annexure 1 sets out the terms of reference. Is 
the parliamentary secretary saying there could be some error on one of those two pages? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: We think this is correct but I was saying that there may have been an error in 
what was published on the website. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thanks for that clarification, parliamentary secretary. If there is an error somewhere else 
in the ether, I am not too concerned about that, but for the purpose of the Legislative Council’s consideration of 
this important bill, which is seeking to change the electoral laws of Western Australia, can we be confident that he 
is saying that pages 45 and 46 faithfully set out the actual terms of reference for the ministerial expert committee? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Yes. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you very much. The parliamentary secretary will see that halfway down the page 
reference is made to the fact that the government now asks the committee to review the electoral system of the 
Legislative Council. This goes to my earlier question about the distinction in the second reading speech where it 
says that it was the Minister for Electoral Affairs who established the committee, or not. The parliamentary secretary 
indicated that there is no distinction in this instance; the Minister for Electoral Affairs is the government or acting 
on behalf of the government. A little later it refers to the term of appointment being from the date of cabinet 
appointment. That seems to suggest that it was actually cabinet that appointed this ministerial expert committee. 
Can the parliamentary secretary confirm that is correct? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The terms of reference speak for themselves on that point about a cabinet 
appointment. It is fair to say that it was on the recommendation of the minister himself. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Not too much turns on that, I think, other than to say that certainly cabinet was involved 
in this matter. In the second reading speech, the parliamentary secretary said — 

In April this year, the Minister for Electoral Affairs established the Ministerial Expert Committee on 
Electoral Reform … 

He may well have facilitated and established it, but it was done under the power of cabinet resolution, which is 
what I was going to a little earlier when I asked what the power was by which the ministerial expert committee 
was established. Is it fair to say that it was established under the power of cabinet resolution? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think, yes, that is fair. Regarding the previous question that we were seeking 
advice on, I was perhaps interpreting that the member was asking in terms of what legislative power there was 
rather than something else. I understand it is an executive power that exists. But, yes, in answer to the first question. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: We are absolutely on the same page there, parliamentary secretary. Under this executive 
power that was used to establish the ministerial expert panel, these terms of reference are set out on pages 45 and 46 
of the report The parliamentary secretary said these are the actual terms of reference, notwithstanding what else 
might be on the web and the like. Was the ministerial expert committee then constrained by the terms of reference 
that had been established for it? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In a general sense, yes, the committee was constrained by its terms of reference. 
They gave legal effect to its existence, so it would be a fair statement to say that committee was constrained by its terms 
of reference, just as our committees are constrained by theirs. I might add that many committees wander off sometimes. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As the parliamentary secretary indicated to my colleague earlier, subsequently the ministerial 
expert committee was disbanded. It does not exist anymore. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Functus officio. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Indeed. 
I note that in the same report we are looking at there is a letter signed by the chair of the committee. It is issued to 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs and is dated 28 June 2021. It says — 

The Committee Appointed by your Government on 28 April 2021 … 
This goes to my question earlier about the terms of reference on page 45, which said that the terms of appointment 
were from the date of the cabinet appointment. Can we say that that was 28 April 2021? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Yes. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: If the cabinet appointed the members on 28 April 2021 and if this is a faithful reproduction 
of the terms of reference at page 45, it says there that the term of appointment was eight weeks from the date of 
cabinet appointment. That being the case, the committee was functus officio on 28 June when it handed down 
its report. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am not going to argue with the member about the dates. I am not sure what 
the member wants me to say about his conclusion about the legal status of the committee. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is what I was asking earlier about what power the ministerial expert committee was 
established by. The parliamentary secretary indicated that it was done by way of a cabinet resolution. We have 
established that that was on 28 June 2021. I asked whether the terms of reference established here at annexure 1 
were a faithful reproduction and the parliamentary secretary indicated yes. He said there may have been some 
errors in other documents, but the Legislative Council could faithfully rely on the terms of reference here on 
pages 45 and 46. It says there that the term of appointment for the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform 
is eight weeks from the date of cabinet appointment. The parliamentary secretary has told us that the date of the 
cabinet appointment was 28 April 2021. Eight weeks after that is 23 June 2021. It is not 28 June 2021, so there was 
no power for the ministerial expert committee to issue the report. That is my question. Was any extension of time 
provided to the ministerial expert committee? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Can the member ask the question again? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: My question was about an extension of time sought and granted for the ministerial expert 
committee to table its report outside of its eight-week term of appointment. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No, I understand there was no formal extension of time from the eight weeks 
the member is talking about. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I want to be really clear about our language here. When the parliamentary secretary says 
there was no formal request, was there an informal request for an extension of time? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think it would be fair to say that the report was ready within the eight-week 
period as set out. What was being finalised was the printing, formatting and those sorts of things, which is often the 
case. I think it is fair that the member has taken 28 June as the date here, but there had to be a settling of the substance 
of the material provided. I do not have a ready reckoner here to work out what the date would have been — 
Hon Nick Goiran: It was 23 June. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: We are talking about five days. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think two of those were a weekend. That is the best I can do at the table for 
the member. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The letter at page 2 signed by the chair of the committee is dated 28 June 2021. Is that 
a faithful reproduction? Are we satisfied that that letter signed by the chair was issued on 28 June 2021?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In relation to the member’s question about 28 June, I think his wording was 
whether this was “faithful”. My advice is that, yes, that was the date of it. I also have some additional information. 
The MEC held its last meeting on 23 June. The report was then formatted and printed, so that the chair could pass 
it formally to the Attorney General following that date. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: What this means is that there was no power to issue the report. The report that we have in 
front of us and on which the government is basing its entire bill was issued out of power. It cannot then invent another 
five days of power. If the ministerial expert committee needed an extra five days, it had a lawful obligation to go 
back to its master, which the parliamentary secretary indicated earlier was ultimately a decision of cabinet, to make 
sure that it had the power to do what it needed to do. It did not do that, so what we are now embarking on is an 
unlawful process. 
Hon Sue Ellery: What’s unlawful about it? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Because the committee did not have the power to issue this report. It had to report by 
23 June, in accordance with a decision on which the Leader of the House presumably was involved around the 
cabinet table. It did not do it. There was no head of power for the ministerial expert committee to continue to exist 
after cabinet said that it needed to report by 23 June. It might be inconvenient and really awkward for the Minister 
for Electoral Affairs or those people around the cabinet table who did not pick this up, but there was no power at 
law to issue this ministerial expert committee report. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Sorry? 
Hon Sue Ellery: You heard what I said. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: No; I want you to repeat it! 
Hon Sue Ellery: You’re just trying to exaggerate something that is ridiculous. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: The Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council does not want to know about the 
rule of law! The parliamentary secretary at the table referred to an executive power that was provided by you, 
Leader of the House, and your colleagues at a cabinet meeting, and under that power, the ministerial expert committee 
was required to provide the report by 23 June 2021. That did not happen. This document, on which the government 
is basing its entire bill, has no status whatsoever. This is no small matter at all, deputy chair, because let us remember 
that this is in circumstances in which the Premier of Western Australia told the people prior to the election that 
this was not on the agenda. When members of the opposition previously asked that this matter be considered by 
a parliamentary committee, the Leader of the House, amongst others, said no. Part of the explanation that was 
provided was that there was no need for a parliamentary committee to go and do this work because the ministerial 
expert committee had already sought submissions and done all the work that a parliamentary committee would have 
done. Now we find out that the committee tabled its report without power. It is an unlawful report. The Leader of 
the House thinks, “Oh, well; don’t worry about that.” The people of Western Australia were misled prior to the 
election. The most senior person in government said, “This is not on our agenda.” Effectively, five minutes after 
the election, it suddenly became a top priority. My colleague has been cross-examining the parliamentary secretary 
this afternoon on the time line. It is amazing what the McGowan government can do when it has a will to do 
something at express speed. That has certainly applied on this matter. If the government wants to mislead the people 
of Western Australia prior to an election and afterwards move with express speed, it at least needs to do it within 
the law of Western Australia. There was no power to issue this report on 28 June. I asked the parliamentary secretary 
whether any extension was sought and the answer was no. As difficult as it is for the Leader of the House to accept, 
it is no trivial matter. Somebody has monumentally messed this up. You expect us to just roll out the red carpet 
and say to you, “No, that’s fine.” You misled the people of Western Australia, you are not interested in a referendum, 
you are not interested in genuine consultation, but, as per usual, this government, which behaves like a dictatorship, 
just thinks that it can do whatever it likes. When it is faced with this kind of situation, is any apology or explanation 
provided? No; there is just sheer arrogance by the Leader of the House. It is unacceptable. Any conscientious member 
of the Legislative Council ought to vote against clause 1 of this bill. The entire bill is based on this unlawful report. 

Interestingly enough, the parliamentary secretary indicated earlier that there might be some other documents floating 
around that might have an error in them. I understand that in response to a question without notice from my colleague 
Hon Tjorn Sibma, the parliamentary secretary provided tabled paper 188 to the house. This document is a letter signed 
by the Minister for Electoral Affairs and sent to Associate Professor Martin Drum, and attached to it are the terms of 
reference. The term of appointment states “Seven weeks from the date of Cabinet Appointment”, yet the document 
that is in the report—this unlawful report—says “Eight weeks from the date of Cabinet Appointment”. Why did the 
terms of reference sent to Associate Professor Drum, Mr McCusker, Professor Murray and Professor Phillimore 
all say seven weeks and then, inexplicably, the document that is appended to the report says eight weeks? What was 
the term of appointment—was it seven weeks or eight weeks? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The appointment was eight weeks. The documents that the member refers to 
contain a typographical error. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Were any typographical errors contained in the covering letters that were provided to each 
of those members? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not have those documents before me. The member has them. I am not going 
to canvass whether there are typographical errors. If the member has a specific issue that he wants to draw to my 
attention, I am happy to deal with that, but I am not going to give a general statement about whether there are 
typographical errors in a document that I do not have before me and I did not author. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: When the parliamentary secretary has the opportunity to peruse and consider tabled 
paper 188, he will see that the Minister for Electoral Affairs erroneously sent to the members of the ministerial 
expert committee a covering letter that states — 

Your term of appointment — 
For each of these individuals — 

will commence on 28 April 2021and expire on 28 June 2021, unless otherwise agreed by Cabinet. 

We now know that the final terms of reference provided to the committee members, for reasons still not explained, 
say seven weeks from the date of cabinet appointment, but in any event, the parliamentary secretary has assured us 
on multiple occasions this afternoon that we need not regard the seven weeks and that what we need to have regard 
for is annexure 1 of the unlawfully tabled report, which refers to eight weeks from the date of cabinet appointment, 
which plainly meant 23 June and not 28 June. All of which is to say that the government is relying entirely on the 
Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform report that was issued without power and without any explanation 
from the government, with no extension granted. This is a case of the government taking shortcuts and expediting 
something that it told the people of Western Australia beforehand was not on the agenda. That is bad enough, but 
now it is acting outside of its powers. It had no power to issue the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform: 
Final report. We are told that we can be satisfied because those other matters were simply typographical errors. 
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Quite apart from whether there were any typographical errors and the intrigue, I must say, about how the term of 
appointment under the terms of reference suddenly changed from seven weeks to eight weeks, it does not change the 
fact that the committee acted out of power. Cabinet had the power to establish this committee. It did so. Cabinet said 
it had the power for eight weeks, and at the eight-week mark, no report had been provided to the Attorney General. 
That is when the work of the ministerial expert committee finishes. The committee does not have the opportunity 
five days later to say, “By the way, here is our work”, just as it does not have the opportunity to do so now.  
As the parliamentary secretary was at pains to explain to my parliamentary colleague earlier, when some of these 
individuals were consulted on the drafting of the legislation and provided with copies of the draft bill, they were 
not doing so as the ministerial expert committee. It had been disbanded. According to my notes, that is what the 
parliamentary secretary indicated earlier. I think we now have an opportunity for the government to pause to seek 
advice on the validity of this report. For us to proceed in these circumstances is unconscionable. How can the electoral 
laws of Western Australia be changed by the Legislative Council when it has been identified that the government’s 
so-called expert committee has issued a report out of power?  
Might the parliamentary secretary be minded to report progress so that he can take further advice on this matter? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I similarly want to ask some questions on the ministerial expert committee before 
we move on to other areas at clause 1. I think Hon Tjorn Sibma has gone through the identification of the meetings 
in the lead-up to the establishment of the committee by cabinet on, I think, 27 April, with effect from 28 April this 
year, quite well. I have asked some parliamentary questions of the parliamentary secretary about the costs of the 
ministerial expert committee process and in particular the remuneration of the committee members. I know that even 
as recently as the budget estimates hearings, some of the information was still not entirely settled. I am wondering 
whether today the parliamentary secretary is in a position to provide to the chamber an understanding of the total 
cost of the MEC process and also some detail around the breakdown of those costs, particularly as far as they relate 
to remuneration of committee members and advertising—the parliamentary secretary has mentioned a number of 
dates when advertising occurred—and any other expenses incurred by the committee. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My advice is that a parliamentary question on notice has been directed not to 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs but to the Premier because it comes within his remit. That question is in train at 
the moment, so I am not in a position to answer a question on something that has already been put on notice, firstly 
because I do not have an answer, and also because it is outside the information the advisers and I have available. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Parliamentary secretary, it is a little unusual that a question like that on a bill cannot 
not be answered, notwithstanding that there may be a question on notice from a member. It may even be me; I am 
not sure. Certainly, I asked some questions about this at budget estimates and I think some questions were taken on 
notice from budget estimates, so therefore there may be some outstanding questions to the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations. But the establishment of the ministerial expert committee played a significant 
role in the establishment of this bill. The entire consultation process is contained within the MEC, because the 
government has made it clear that that was the extent of the consultation that it was going to endure on this issue. 
I think it is rather unreasonable if the government is not in a position at this stage of the bill to present the costs of 
that process as they directly relate to the bill that we are now considering at clause 1. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am not trying to be difficult with the member. I do not have that information 
in a way that I can give to the member, but what I will seek to do is to see whether we can obtain that information 
through the Premier’s office and make it available to the member, if an answer is ready. I understand it was the 
member’s question and it was directed to the Premier. If that is available, we will give it to the member. If not, 
I will come back and explain it to the house. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that undertaking. It is a little unusual, because the 
MEC was established by the Minister for Electoral Affairs and, as far as I can tell, according to the terms of reference, 
executive support was provided by the office of the Minister for Electoral Affairs and resourcing was provided by the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. I suspect that the question may have been referred to the Premier because it 
relates to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, but it obviously has direct relevance to the bill that is before us.  
Earlier in the debate, the parliamentary secretary answered a question from Hon Tjorn Sibma around a series of 
dates and time lines. I did my best to write down as many of them as I could, but I am particularly interested in 
the advertising that was undertaken. I have recorded here that advertising occurred on 1 May and 18 May, on both 
occasions in The West Australian, but on the latter date, 18 May, it was also advertised in regional and rural 
newspapers, and further advertisements in The West Australian on 28 and 29 May called for further submissions. 
Can I get confirmation that those dates are correct? Is the parliamentary secretary in a position to identify the rural 
newspapers in which the advertisements that he mentioned earlier occurred? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I may not have been clear when I answered previously. There were not 
advertisements in the rural and regional papers. On 14 May, rural and regional newspapers were provided with the 
discussion paper and reminded of the call for submissions, so that was sent out to them, rather than advertising, as 
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the member says. I may have led the member into error in the way I answered the question previously, and I apologise 
if that was the case. It was not actually further advertisements. The advertisements occurred in The West Australian 
on 1 May, and then further on 28 May and 29 May in calling for submissions.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The entire press advertisements were contained in The West Australian and occurred 
on 1 May, 18 May, 28 May and 29 May? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: By way of interjection, I do not know where the member got 18 May from. I have 
1 May, 28 May and 29 May 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Okay; 28 May might be the day on which they were provided to the rural press. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No. That was 14 May; my error. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: So 1 May, 28 May and 29 May. The parliamentary secretary is not in a position to tell 
me the cost of those advertisement; that would be a matter that he has taken on notice as part of the entire MEC costs? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not have the information at hand. I suspect there would be a straightforward 
answer to that one, but I will seek it in conjunction with the other costs.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Did any other forms of advertising occur, such as radio, online or in other mediums? 
Given particularly the relatively short period of time for public submissions, and the lack of regional engagement 
by the committee members themselves, was there anything other than three ads in The West Australian and an 
encouragement to journalists to promote the fact that this was occurring; and, if there was, what forms did that take? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think it is correct to say that there was no further advertising outside of 
The West Australian. I am advised—I am not certain about the dates—that the chair did do an interview on 
ABC Radio, which some members probably heard, but there was no other advertising outside of The West Australian. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: What sorts of obligations were the members of the committee under during their term 
with respect to codes of conduct or management of conflicts of interest? I note that in the appointment letter, which 
is tabled paper 188, the Minister for Electoral Affairs makes reference to him seeking advice from the Public Sector 
Commissioner regarding the remuneration and travel allowances applicable to the members. I assume that it was 
a cabinet appointment, and not necessarily under any legal instrument, and that the PSC played some sort of role 
in determining the remuneration. Is the parliamentary secretary able to tell me what policies applied to the committee 
members with respect to both the code of conduct and the disclosure of conflicts of interest? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I take the member to the terms of reference on pages 45 and 46. It says that 
there is an obligation of confidentiality—members are to maintain confidentiality of all information and discussions 
that are not in the public domain. I am not aware of any specific codes of conduct that apply generally in these 
circumstances, but I am advised that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet required that members disclose 
any conflicts of interest that they have; therefore, they were asked, and were required, to disclose any conflicts. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Were any conflicts of interest disclosed by members of the committee or staff 
assisting the committee in the conduct of its inquiry? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No conflicts of interest were disclosed by members of the MEC. There was 
no requirement on the secretarial support for her to disclose conflicts of interest, but I can advise that during the 
course of the hearing she did disclose one conflict of interest, which was a submission that was received from her 
ex-husband; she disclosed to the committee that that person was her ex-husband. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: In the course of the second reading debate, I made reference to a parliamentary 
question that I had asked of the parliamentary secretary on 11 May. Part (2) of the question was — 

Are any of the committee members previous or current members of the Labor Party or staff to Labor 
members of Parliament? 

The answer that the parliamentary secretary provided to the house on 11 May to part (2) of the question was — 
No committee member is currently a member of the Labor Party. I table their CVs.  

That does not quite answer the question that I asked, so I will ask it again, parliamentary secretary: are any of the 
committee members previous or current members of the Labor Party? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am not going to take the member any further than the answer that was given 
previously. I think it is a bit cute to expect me to do so. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I think the record reflects my concern about this matter, particularly when the 
process has been engineered in the fashion that it has, with a commitment made to the voters of Western Australia 
prior to the election, and a different decision being made just days after the election. It seems strange to me that 
a government would not be in a position to rule out the political affiliations of the four members of the ministerial 
expert committee. The fact that the government has not been prepared to rule it out in either question without 
notice 88 or today in the debate on clause 1 of the bill I think stands for itself.  
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I understand that 184 submissions were made to the MEC. Can the parliamentary secretary provide for me how 
many of those submissions were made public by the committee and how many were kept private?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not have the precise number here, but the member will note that there is 
a list of submissions at pages 57, 58 and 59 of the MEC report. There were 184 submissions and I have been instructed 
that all submissions were delivered. The ones that were not published have been listed in the report with a reference 
number and are put down as “not for publication”. The best advice I have at the table is that five submissions were 
not published, but if it is more than five, I will correct that after question time. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: If about five submissions were not made public, would it have been on the request 
of the submitter that they remain private or was a decision taken by the committee? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: That was based entirely upon the request of the submitters. 
Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 5087.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
CORONAVIRUS — INTERSTATE BORDER RESTRICTIONS — TRANSITION PLAN 

895. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the government’s announcement on 5 November of a plan to have a plan for the opening of the state from 
COVID restrictions, called WA’s safe transition plan. 
(1) What is the government’s backup transition plan if Western Australia fails to achieve 90 per cent vaccination 

of people 12 years of age and over? 
(2) By what date will the government consider failure to reach 90 per cent vaccination of all persons aged 

12 years and over as a permanent failure to reach it? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) As the Premier outlined, after the state achieves an 80 per cent double-dose vaccination rate for the eligible 

population aged 12 years and over, a date will be set and locked in. The transition will then be set, and 
enhanced public health and social measures, pending the most up-to-date health advice, will be applied 
if there is not 90 per cent vaccination coverage. 

(2) The 90 per cent double-dose target is a vaccination target based on health advice and is aligned to national 
modelling by the Doherty Institute, which recognises that 90 per cent is a safe transition target. The 
government is committed to this target to keep WA safe. 

CORONAVIRUS — MANDATORY VACCINATION POLICY 
896. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the government’s requirement for mandatory vaccination for employees of businesses in Western Australia, 
which was announced on 20 October 2021. 
(1) How will businesses in Western Australia be assessed for compliance with this policy? 
(2) How does the government expect businesses to deal with employees who refuse to get vaccinated? 
(3) How will the government assist businesses who lose critical employees due to noncompliance? 
(4) What assistance will the government offer to businesses to help them to comply with the policy? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(4) The government is currently consulting with affected industries on the mandatory vaccination 

requirements announced on 20 October 2021. That consultation will inform the drafting of legal directions 
and implementation issues such as compliance. The government encourages all Western Australians, 
including employees captured in the mandatory vaccination policy, to get vaccinated as soon as possible. 

SOUTHERN PORTS AUTHORITY — TENDER 202049E 
897. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Ports: 
I refer to request for tender 202049E—“Industrial Vacuum Cleaning And Road Sweeping Services” at the 
Southern Ports Authority port of Esperance. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
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Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: 
(1) Can the minister confirm that the contract that was awarded as a result of the abovementioned tender is 

being performed in accordance with the internal projected year-to-date budget allocation for the provision 
of this service as at the date it was awarded? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: What a Tory of a question! 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: 
(2) In the event that it is not, can the minister provide details of any variations made to the internal budget 

and why a variation was necessary? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
Lots of Tories—lots and lots of Tories. 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1)–(2) The contract is charged on an hourly basis and is driven by customer activity. There have been no variations 

to the internal budget for this contract. 
SHARKS — HAZARD MITIGATION 

898. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to shark hazard mitigation activities. 
(1) Prior to this past weekend’s tragedy, when was the most recent occasion on which the Department of 

Fisheries undertook a shark tagging operation in the metropolitan area? 
(2) How many sharks, by species, length and interception location, have been tagged and released in the year 

to date? 
(3) I refer to the minister’s media statement of 17 October and ask whether the two automated shark warning 

towers allocated “for deployment” to the Town of Cottesloe are operational? 
Hon KYLE McGINN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. The following answer has been provided to me by the Minister 
for Fisheries. 
(1) The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development last conducted shark tagging operations 

in the metropolitan area on 3 November 2021 in Cockburn Sound. 
(2) To date, 14 white sharks have been acoustically tagged and released in Western Australian waters in 2021. 

The rest of this part of the answer is in tabular form. I seek leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 

Date Species Total Length (cm) Release Location  
24-Oct-21 White Shark 280 Cockburn Sound Metropolitan 

14-Oct-21 White Shark 361 Cockburn Sound Metropolitan 

14-Oct-21 White Shark 303 Cockburn Sound Metropolitan 

22-Sep-21 White Shark 269 Cockburn Sound Metropolitan 

18-Jun-21 White Shark 431 Nanarup Beach Albany 

31-Jan-21 White Shark 319 Alexander Point (East) Esperance 

30-Jan-21 White Shark 308 Alexander Point (East) Esperance 

16-Jan-21 White Shark 260 Salisbury Island Esperance 

16-Jan-21 White Shark 419 Salisbury Island Esperance 

16-Jan-21 White Shark 387 Salisbury Island Esperance 

15-Jan-21 White Shark 361 Salisbury Island Esperance 

15-Jan-21 White Shark 292 Salisbury Island Esperance 

15-Jan-21 White Shark 356 Salisbury Island Esperance 

15-Jan-21 White Shark 356 Salisbury Island Esperance 
 

(3) Two shark warning towers were installed by the Town of Cottesloe on 1 November 2021. The towers can 
be manually activated by Town of Cottesloe rangers. DPIRD is currently working on programming these 
towers to operate automatically when a shark is detected on an adjacent shark monitoring receiver. It is 
expected that the towers will be automated by the end of November 2021. 
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CHILDREN IN CARE — WHEREABOUTS UNKNOWN 
899. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the answer to my question without notice 831 in which the minister informed the house that on 
26 October 2021 there was one child in the care of the CEO of the department whose whereabouts was recorded 
as unknown and who was not in contact with their caseworker. 
(1) Has this child been found? 
(2) If no to (1), has this child been placed on the Australian Missing Persons Register? 
(3) If no to (2), why not? 
(4) According to the end-of-month reporting for October, how many children in the care of the CEO had their 

whereabouts and/or living arrangements recorded as “unknown”? 
(5) Further to (4), how many are not in regular contact with their caseworker? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. I provide the following answer on behalf of the Minister for 
Child Protection. It is not possible to provide the information in the time frame, but I will endeavour to have 
a response for the honourable member on the next sitting day. 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 

CARERS RECOGNITION ACT — REVIEW 
900. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 

Community Services: 
I refer to the answer given to question without notice 866 asked on 27 October 2021 regarding the review of the 
Carers Recognition Act 2004. When does the minister intend to release the outcomes of the review? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question and provide the following answer on behalf of Minister for 
Community Services. 
The minister intends to table the review by the end of the year. 

POLICE — MENTAL HEALTH SUPPORT SERVICES 
901. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer the minister to question without notice 646 asked on Tuesday, 7 September 2021. 
(1) Have any of the four vacant psychologist positions been filled? 
(2) If yes to (1), how many positions have been filled and when? 
(3) If any of the positions referred to in (1) have not been filled, how long have they been vacant? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided by 
the Minister for Police. 
The Western Australia Police Force advises the following. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) Three positions have been filled. Two people commenced on 13 October 2021 and another person has 

been offered a position to commence on 13 December 2021. 
(3) One position has been vacant since 1 August 2021 and police are working to fill it. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — WAITLIST 
902. Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the public housing waitlist. 
(1) How many applications were on the public housing waitlist at the end of — 

(a) September 2021; and 
(b) October 2021? 

(2) How many individuals do the applications in (1)(a) and (1)(b) represent respectively? 
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(3) How many applications were on the public housing priority waitlist at the end of — 
(a) September 2021; and 
(b) October 2021? 

(4) How many individuals do the applications in (3)(a) and (3)(b) represent respectively? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(4) As at 30 September 2021, there were 17 689 applications on the public housing waitlist, representing 

30 774 individuals. Of the 17 689 applications, 3 646 were priority listed, representing 7 313 individuals. 
As at 31 October 2021, there were 17 824 applications on the public housing waitlist, representing 
31 114 individuals. Of the 17 824 applications, 3 683 were priority listed, representing 7 438 individuals. 
The current waitlist remains a long way below the peak of 24 136 applications in November 2010 under 
the former Liberal–National government. 

TRANSPERTH — CUSTOMER SATISFACTION AND PERFORMANCE RATINGS 
903. Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer the minister to the posters that have appeared on a variety of Transperth services in recent weeks, headed 
“How We’re Tracking”, advertising the fact that 93.9 per cent of trains ran on time in April, May and June 2021, 
while passengers reported a 94.0 per cent overall satisfaction rating. Acknowledging that these figures are effectively 
meaningless without comparative figures for previous quarters, will the minister share the timeliness and satisfaction 
figure for the preceding 12 months; and, if not, why not? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Public Transport Authority publishes monthly 
on-time performance figures on the Transperth website dating back to 2012. On-time performance figures for the 
train network from February 2020 to March 2021 are—it would not be entirely accurate for me to say—in tabular 
form, but there is a long list of percentages. I wonder whether I might ask for that component of the answer to be 
incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
2020 
February:  91.37% 
March:  93 .41% 
April:  98.52% 
May:  96.41% 
June:  95.36% 
July:  95.50% 
August:  96.25% 
September: 96.90% 
October:  98.00% 
November: 96.53% 
December: 95.37% 
2021 
January:  93.41% 
February:  94.96% 
March:   94.13% 
 

The overall customer satisfaction rating for 2021 at 94 per cent; 2020, 92.2 per cent; and 2019, 92.6 per cent, referred 
to by the member, is available on page 28 of the Public Transport Authority Annual Report 2020–21 tabled in the 
Legislative Council on 12 October 2021. 

GERALDTON HEALTH CAMPUS — STAFF 
904. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to Geraldton Health Campus. 
(1) What is the approved FTE staffing level for nursing staff at the hospital? 
(2) What is the current permanent FTE staffing level? 
(3) What is the approved FTE staffing level for doctors at the hospital? 
(4) What is the current permanent staffing level? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) A level of 281.1 FTE nursing and midwives. 
(2) A level of 134 permanent FTE. There are 66 FTE of nursing staff on fixed term contracts. Casual and 

agency staff are not included. 
(3) A level of 77.9 FTE 
(4) There are no permanently employed doctors. 

CORONAVIRUS — ALBANY HEALTH CAMPUS 
905. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the Albany Health Campus. 
(1) Can the minister advise what contingency plans are in place at Albany Health Campus in the event of 

a COVID-19 outbreak in the great southern region? 
(2) Has any modelling been performed as to what resources would be required at Albany Health Campus in 

the event of a COVID-19 outbreak in the great southern region? 
(3) If yes to (2), will the minister table the modelling; and, if no to (2), why not? 
(4) What other hospitals in the great southern region will be resourced to treat COVID-19 patients should the 

need arise? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Health. 
(1)–(4) All WA Country Health Service hospitals’ COVID-19 plans are reviewed to reflect changing circumstances, 

and assurance exercises against these plans are ongoing. Training and assurance exercises are routinely 
undertaken to test and refine preparedness. Personal protective equipment, training and fit testing is ongoing 
to ensure staff are confident in using the equipment safely and effectively and have the correct PPE available. 
Albany Health Campus has undertaken a ventilation review and is working hard to optimise ventilation 
and air circulation, including the maintenance of negative pressure isolation rooms. The WA safe transition 
plan: Modelling report by WA Department of Health has been released. WACHS will use this modelling to 
further inform planning and preparedness for local COVID-19 outbreaks. All hospitals in the great southern 
region have the ability and resources to treat lower acuity COVID-19 patients. Patients who require ICU 
level care will be transported to a metropolitan health service, as currently happens with ICU patients. 

KIMBERLEY JUVENILE JUSTICE STRATEGY 
906. Hon NEIL THOMSON to the minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services: 
I refer to the Kimberley juvenile justice strategy and comments made by the director general for the Department 
of Justice and ask for clarification. 
(1) Is it anticipated that those attending the on-country diversion or therapeutic centres will be subject to 

orders of a court? 
(2) If no to (1), will the youths who commit crimes, including minor crime, be compelled to attend? 
(3) If yes to (2), how will the state compel youths to attend these diversion centres? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided by the Minister for Corrective 
Services. 
(1) The Kimberley juvenile justice strategy is being progressed as one element of a broader approach to 

Aboriginal youth wellbeing in the Kimberley and in partnership with the local Aboriginal Regional 
Governance Group. Funding has recently been allocated to co-design options for on-country alternatives 
to detention. This will occur through the ARGG and partner agencies including the Mental Health 
Commission, Department of Education, Department of Communities and WA Police. As the project has 
only just commenced, no decision has been made regarding the role of the courts. 

(2)–(3) Not applicable. 
GERALDTON HEALTH CAMPUS — MATERNITY SERVICES 

907. Hon STEVE MARTIN to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the decision by the St John of God Geraldton Hospital to suspend its maternity services from this week. 
(1) Is Geraldton Health Campus fully staffed in relation to nurses, midwives and doctors? 
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(2) Will staffing levels be increased to cope with the extra demand on maternity services due to the St Johns 
closure? 

(3) Are two birthing suites adequate to meet the demand of Geraldton and the midwest region? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Health. 
(1)–(3) Yes. 

CORONAVIRUS — MANDATORY VACCINATION POLICY 
908. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the government’s mandatory vaccination requirement for employees of businesses in Western Australia 
announced on 20 October 2021. 
(1) Will the government offer protection to small businesses that are required to terminate an employee as 

a result of applying the government’s compulsory vaccination mandate policy? 
(2) What form or framework will comprise this protection? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) The government is currently consulting with affected industries in relation to the mandatory vaccination 

requirements announced on 20 October 2021. This consultation will inform the drafting of legal directions 
and implementation issues such as compliance. The government encourages all Western Australians, 
including employees captured by the mandatory vaccination policy, to get vaccinated as soon as possible. 

POLICE — VACANCIES — WHEATBELT 
909. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to current vacancies in police FTE numbers. As at today, what is the number of sworn police officer FTE 
vacancies in the wheatbelt police district? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Police. The Western Australia Police Force advise that a response to this question cannot be provided 
within the time frame. The honourable member may wish to place the question on notice. 

CONSUMER PROTECTION — RETIREMENT VILLAGE DISPUTES 
910. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Commerce: 
I refer to complaints and concerns raised on or on behalf of residents of retirement villages. 
(1) Which branch or department within the Consumer Protection division has principal authority for these matters? 
(2) What is the staffing of this branch or department, presently? 
(3) How many complaints are under investigation or have been investigated and closed within the previous 

18 months?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer has been provided to me by 
the Minister for Commerce. 
(1) The property industries directorate of the Consumer Protection division has principal authority for retirement 

village matters. 
(2) The staffing is 73 full-time equivalent staff. 
(3) In the past 18 months, the directorate has received 50 complaints related to retirement villages. The 

majority, 36, were resolved through a process of conciliation and compliance. Of the remaining 14, five are 
currently under investigation and nine investigations have been closed. 

WAYNE VALENTA — RESOCIALISATION PROGRAM 
911. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the recent recommendation made to the Attorney General by the Prisoners Review Board to release 
Wayne Valenta into a resocialisation program, notwithstanding his violent murder of Deborah Boyd after hiding 
under her 15-year-old daughter’s bed for three hours. 
(1) On what date did the Attorney General receive this recommendation? 
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(2) Has the Attorney General received a petition that was started by Ms Boyd’s daughter, Melissa Whitten, 
urging the Attorney General to reject this recommendation? 

(3) Has the Attorney General made a decision in relation to this recommendation? 

(4) If yes to (3), what is the Attorney General’s decision and when was it made? 

(5) If no to (3), what period does the Attorney General ordinarily require to consider recommendations from 
the board? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
On behalf of the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General, I thank the member for the question. 
The following information has been provided by the Attorney General. 

(1) The Prisoners Review Board never made a recommendation to release Mr Valenta, but rather for him to 
participate in a resocialisation program run by Corrective Services. This recommendation was received 
on 18 October 2021. 

(2) The Attorney General is aware of the secondary victim’s opposition to this recommendation. 

(3)–(5) Matters related to recommendations made by the Prisoners Review Board are treated on a case-by-case 
basis. This matter is still under consideration. 

JOINT ADVISORY COMMITTEE — PARTNERSHIP FORUM EARLY YEARS WORKING GROUP 

912. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Community Services: 

I refer to the answer to question without notice 832 asked on 26 October 2021 regarding the joint advisory 
committee and the review currently underway into its terms of reference. 

Can the minister advise when this review is expected to be completed; and, if not, why not? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question and provide the following answer on behalf of the Minister for 
Community Services. 

The initial stages of the review were completed on 19 August 2021 during a joint workshop that included staff 
from the Department of Communities south metropolitan region, members of the joint advisory committee and the 
joint leadership team to explore the roadmap for change developed by the JLT and consider the future governance 
arrangements. 

Options to progress the future arrangements are currently being developed and it is anticipated these will be provided 
to JAC and JLT members for consideration by the end of 2021. 

POLICE — NON–POLICE OFFICER EMPLOYEES 

913. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
(1) What was the total number of police staff, not including police officers, employed by the Western Australia 

Police Force in 2018, 2019 and 2020? 

(2) What is the total number of police staff, not including police officers, currently employed by WAPOL? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 

(1)–(2) The Western Australia Police Force advises that as at 30 June, in 2018 there were 2 113; in 2019, 2 165; 
in 2020, 2 295; and in 2021, 2 291. Like any agency and business, staff numbers can vary daily, including 
through resignations, retirements and transfers. 

NET ZERO EMISSIONS — 2050 TARGET 

914. Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT to the minister representing the Minister for Climate Action: 
I refer to the Western Australian government’s aspiration of net zero emissions for Western Australia by 2050 
announced in 2019 and note that the aspiration is increasingly being referred to as a formal target. 

(1) When did the net zero aspiration become a government target? 

(2) Was the decision to embed the net zero aspiration as a target the result of a formal policy decision by cabinet? 

(3) What regulatory changes have been made or are intended as a result of the aspiration of economy-wide 
net zero emissions by 2050 becoming a target? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Climate Action. 
(1)–(3) The McGowan government is committed to achieving net zero emissions by 2050 — 
Hon Neil Thomson interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: You are not even asking the bloody question, for goodness sake! 
I withdraw. 
The McGowan government is committed to achieving net zero emissions by 2050 and is currently considering 
a potential legislative framework to support a pathway to 2050. I refer the honourable member to the Western Australian 
climate policy, published in 2020, which underscores the state government’s commitment to adapting to climate 
change and to working with all sectors of the economy to achieve net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. 

GERALDTON HEALTH CAMPUS — MATERNITY SERVICES 

915. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the closure of maternity services at St John of God Geraldton Hospital from this week. 
(1) What is the expected service demand increase that will be placed on Geraldton Health Campus? 
(2) How many midwifery positions by FTE are currently filled at Geraldton Health Campus? 
(3) How many midwifery positions by FTE are currently vacant at Geraldton Health Campus? 
(4) When did the state learn of the temporary closure of St John of God Geraldton Hospital maternity services? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Health. 
(1) The expected demand is eight to nine births per month. 
(2) There are 19.7 FTEs. 
(3) There are 3.4 FTEs, excluding positions currently filled by agency staff. 
(4) It was 1 November 2021. 

ALBANY RING-ROAD — FAUNA MANAGEMENT 

916. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to wildlife management at the Albany ring-road project. 
(1) Was a fauna specialist formally engaged in relation to kangaroo management within the ARR development 

area; and, if so, who paid for the service? 
(2) Was a fauna management plan professionally prepared for the ARR by a fauna specialist and endorsed by 

the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions; and, if so, will the minister table the plan? 
(3) Why was a three-hectare containment area built for kangaroos in 2020 and then dismantled in November 2020, 

and were these actions explicitly endorsed by the fauna specialist and DBCA? 
(4) Can the minister advise whether the kangaroos in question are now believed to be located on neighbouring 

pastures; and, if so, has the minister been advised what affected landholders plan to do with regard to the 
kangaroos on their pastures? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) The project contractor received advice from a fauna specialist and prepared the project’s fauna management 

plans. There was no regulatory requirement for such plans to receive DBCA endorsement. 
(3) The fence in question was built to reduce the risk of kangaroos interacting with construction traffic, not 

to contain the kangaroos. The fence was removed when the land was subsequently required to support 
construction activity, such as the installation of drainage basins. 

(4) Given the high prevalence of kangaroos in the general area, some kangaroos remain on Main Roads’ land, 
and it is possible that some kangaroos have migrated to neighbouring properties. Local landowners are 
entitled to manage kangaroos on their properties in accordance with established protocol. 
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PUBLIC HOUSING — WAITLIST — PORT HEDLAND AND SOUTH HEDLAND 
917. Hon NEIL THOMSON to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to reports of homelessness in Port Hedland and South Hedland. 
(1) How many residents of Port Hedland and South Hedland are on the housing waitlist? 
(2) Separately, how many one, two, three and four-bedroom dwellings are managed by the Department of 

Communities for the purpose of social housing in Port Hedland and South Hedland? 
(3) How many of these are currently vacant? 
(4) Of the vacant dwellings, how many are considered unfit for habitation in their current state? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) As at 31 October 2021, there were 343 applications on the public housing waitlist for Port Hedland and 

South Hedland preference zones. 
(2)–(4) As at 31 October 2021, there was a total of 668 public housing properties in Port Hedland and South Hedland. 

Of these, 30 vacant properties were undergoing maintenance and will be re-tenanted, with a further 
18 undergoing assessment for their future use. 
As part of the record $875 million investment into social housing, the single largest investment into social 
housing in the history of the state, the McGowan government committed $12.8 million to carry out 
building assessments on public housing and Government Regional Officer Housing assets. This, along 
with maintenance funding under the social housing economic recovery package and business-as-usual 
funding, will help these properties stay in the system longer. 
I seek leave to have the information, which is in tabular form, incorporated into Hansard. 

[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 

Public Housing Stock – Port and South Hedland as at 31 October 2021 

Dwelling Type Total 

Singles 1 bedroom 41 

Singles 2 bedroom 4 

Seniors 1 bedroom 35 

Family 2 bedroom 190 

Family 3 bedroom 339 

Family 4 bedroom 55 

Family 5 bedroom 3 

Family 6+ bedroom 1 

Total 668 
 

CORONAVIRUS — BUILDING BONUS PROGRAM 
918. Hon STEVE MARTIN to the minister representing the Minister for Finance: 
I refer to the government’s $20 000 building bonus grant, initially announced in July 2020. 
(1) How many people have applied for the grant? 
(2) How many applicants have had the grant paid out? 
(3) How many applicants are still waiting for their application to be assessed and why? 
(4) What is the longest time that an applicant has waited for assessment of their application and why? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Finance. 
As at 31 October 2021 — 
(1) A total of 26 309 people have applied for the government’s $20 000 building bonus grant. 
(2) A total of 14 518 applicants have been paid the building bonus grant. 
(3) A total of 10 852 applicants are waiting for their application to be assessed. This includes 5 894 who are 

yet to provide evidence that their home’s foundation has been laid. The majority of applications involve 
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new detached homes for which the grant is payable only after the building foundations have been laid. 
Applicants may commence applying for a grant once they enter into a contract to build, purchase an 
eligible off-the-plan residence or are an eligible owner–builder. 

(4) The first building bonus applications were received in late July 2020. Applicants have 18 months from 
signing their contract to commence construction of their home. The grant is not payable until either the 
home’s foundations have been laid or an off-the-plan home is completed. Some early applicants are yet 
to reach these construction milestones and are still waiting for their grant application to be processed. 

CORONAVIRUS — MANDATORY VACCINATION POLICY 
919. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the government’s requirement for mandatory vaccination for employees of businesses in Western Australia, 
announced on 20 October 2021. 
(1) What legal advice has the government received on the legality of the proposed mandate? 
(2) Will the Premier table that advice? 
(3) If no to (2), why not? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(3) Any legal advice received by government is subject to legal professional privilege. It will not be tabled, 

as to do so would waive legal professional privilege. 
ANIMAL WELFARE ACT — REVIEW 

920. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to the review of the Animal Welfare Act 2002. 
(1) When will drafting of proposed legislation, which will give effect to the review recommendations 

supported by the state government, be completed? 
(2) What consultation will be undertaken with the animal production sector prior to the proposed legislation 

being introduced into Parliament? 
(3) Is the government open to making amendments to the proposed legislation based on matters identified 

during any consultation process? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 
(1)–(3) I find the last part of the question quite bizarre. It is my intention to have a draft bill ready by the end of this 

financial year. I just point out that this bill follows an extensive review of the Animal Welfare Act that had 
consultation with all stakeholders absolutely built into the very fabric of it. Once we have a draft bill, there 
will be another opportunity for stakeholder engagement. As always, all contributions will be fully considered. 
However, I am sure that the member agrees that this matter should not be kicked into the long grass. 

CHILD PROTECTION — MANDATORY REPORTING 
Question without Notice 875 — Answer Advice 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.03 pm]: I would like to provide 
an answer to Hon Nick Goiran’s question without notice 875 asked on 28 October. 
I seek leave to have the response incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave denied.] 
The PRESIDENT: Member, I ask that you read the answer out. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: The answer is — 
(1)–(2) The mandatory reporting service refers all reports to the Western Australia Police Force through the 

ChildFIRST child assessment interview team under section 124D(2) of the Children and Community 
Services Act 2004. Child sexual abuse of a criminal nature where parents are protective falls outside the 
Department of Communities’ mandate to investigate. The mandatory reporting service intakes these cases 
with no further action for Communities and refers them to the ChildFIRST CAIT for further investigation 
by the WA police. Communities and WA police share information in order to assist in the exercising of 
their respective duties, functions and powers, and provide timely information to each other relating to the 
mandatory reporting of child sexual abuse, subject to any relevant legal or operational considerations. 
Separate from the circumstances outlined above, WA police do not, as a matter of course, provide routine 
updates to Communities on every mandatory report submitted to the mandatory reporting service. 
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(3) There is not a backlog of what the member referred to as “incomplete investigations”. In 2020–21, there 
were 4 272 mandatory reports that led to 1 043 child safety investigations. A mandatory report may not 
proceed to CSI for several reasons, including: the mandatory report received relates to an investigation that 
is already open; multiple mandatory reports are received for the same child or matter; and/or the mandatory 
report relates to a matter that is referred to WA police to conduct a criminal investigation. This may include 
an allegation of extra-familial sexual abuse, where a matter relates to historical child sexual abuse, or where 
there is evidence of criminality. Mandatory reports of child sexual abuse are submitted in relation to a child. 
The working with children screening unit may receive notification from WA police under section 17 of 
the Working with Children (Criminal Record Checking) Act 2004 when a person in child-related work, 
or reasonably believed to be in child-related work, has been charged or convicted of a relevant offence. 
As a result, the WWC screening unit is authorised to assess or re-assess the suitability of the person to hold 
or retain a working with children card. An interim negative notice may be issued in some cases when the 
WWC screening unit receives information relevant to the immediate safety of children—for example, 
a charge or conviction for a relevant offence. This prohibits a person from engaging in child-related work 
during the assessment or re-assessment until a final decision is made. The subsequent issuing of a negative 
notice would prohibit the person from being engaged in child-related work. 

CHILD PROTECTION — CASEWORKERS 
Question without Notice 894 — Answer Advice 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.06 pm]: I have an answer 
to the question asked by Hon James Hayward on 28 October, and I seek leave to have the response incorporated 
into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
Answer 
(1) 140 case workers. 
(2) 112 case workers. 
(3) A newly recruited entry level Child Protection Worker requires 25 days initial training in the first six months and a minimum of 

a further 12 days face to face training in the next six months, plus online modules. 

The training costs for the initial 25 days training include: 
• a minimum of $6,150 for an entry level non-qualified Child Protection Worker and up to $9,253 for a qualified Senior 

Child Protection Worker 

• $4,752 (on average) for training materials, accommodation and meals if required 

• any flights and/or associated travel costs. 

(4) The Department of Communities (Communities) acknowledges that the recruitment and retention of suitably trained child protection 
staff presents a challenge particularly in regional areas. 

Communities has embarked on a comprehensive recruitment campaign to address current vacancies across the Child Protection workforce. 

To encourage a broader field of applications, Communities advertised widely across Western Australia. Communities has developed 
an integrated talent acquisition plan centred on regular planned recruitment campaigns. 

Further to the recruitment campaign, Communities is dedicated to retaining staff and has implemented a number of strategies to 
achieve this, including: 
• a six-monthly support process for new staff 

• leadership and trainee programs 
• one on one personal and professional development plans. 

Communities provides a supportive work environment, opportunities for professional development and access to counselling support 
services such as the Employee Assistance Program; a 24 hour-a-day, 7 days-a-week service available via telephone, in person or online. 

 

SAFEWA APP — ACCESS — POLICE INVESTIGATION 
Point of Order — Question without Notice 886 — Ruling by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) [5.07 pm]: At the Council’s last sitting I advised the house that I would 
consider a point of order raised by Hon Nick Goiran and provide a ruling at a later date. The point of order related 
to the answer to question without notice 886 asked by the member to the Minister for Mental Health representing 
the Minister for Police. Question without notice 886 asked the minister representing the Minister for Police: “Did the 
Commissioner of Police ever raise this issue with the Minister for Police who immediately preceded the current 
minister?” The Minister for Mental Health representing the Minister for Police replied: “I refer the honourable 
member to standing order 104.” Though I am sure the minister was trying to be helpful with his answer, it is and 
has always been the role of the presiding officer to determine whether a question is in breach of the standing orders. 
Standing order 104 provides that questions may be asked of a minister or parliamentary secretary relating to 
three types of matters: public affairs with which the minister or parliamentary secretary is connected; proceedings 
in the Council; or any matter of administration for which the minister or parliamentary secretary is responsible.  
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These three areas are very broad. Under the principle of responsible government, ministers are responsible to Parliament 
individually and are accountable for the administration of their own portfolios and for the acts of government 
collectively. Hon Nick Goiran’s question asked whether the Commissioner of Police ever raised an issue with the 
former minister. The actions taken by the Commissioner of Police are a matter of public affairs and administration to 
which the Minister for Police is connected. Any suggestion that matters pertaining to public affairs or administration 
that occurred during a former minister’s time are beyond the scope of standing order 104 is contradictory to the 
principle of responsible government. 
My ruling is that Hon Nick Goiran’s question was not out of order; however, rulings of successive Presidents of 
the Legislative Council have been consistent in stating that it is not the responsibility of the chair to tell ministers 
how they should respond to questions. This is purely a matter for ministers, provided that the answers comply with 
the standing orders. Although members may not agree with the answers to questions and sometimes members do not 
like the answers, it is the minister’s answer.  

CONSTITUTIONAL AND ELECTORAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT  
(ELECTORAL EQUALITY) BILL 2021 

Committee 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chair of Committees (Hon Martin Aldridge) in the chair; 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Committee was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: The parliamentary secretary kindly gave an undertaking earlier to reply to some questions, 
I think, after the dinner adjournment, so I am not expecting them any earlier than that. There is a thematic link to 
the next tranche of my inquiry, which relates to some of the evidence that has been helpfully provided to us already. 
It concerns consultation on iterative versions of the draft bill with ex-members of the Ministerial Expert Committee 
on Electoral Reform. All governments obviously have sensitivities to consider when drafting bills, yet they are put 
in the practical quandary, I suppose, of needing to solicit advice. What caveats applied to the four members of the 
committee when the government consulted them or sought their feedback on those iterative drafts? Were they obliged 
to maintain a level of confidentiality; and, if so, how were their obligations conveyed to them? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Any information that was provided to the former members of the MEC was 
provided in the strictest of confidence, and that confidentiality was expected to be maintained by them. I think it would 
be fair to say that given the professional and academic nature of those members, they understood the difference between 
matters that were before cabinet and those that were not, so that confidentiality was expected to be maintained. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: To some degree I anticipated that response, but I suppose the circumstances around this are 
a little unusual. Although I understand that these things almost need not be spoken of when the government consults 
at an intradepartmental or interdepartmental level—that is, in a bureaucratic sense—seeking external advice brings 
with it the potential for a misapprehension or misunderstanding of these responsibilities. Was it essentially a caveat 
in an email that said, “Please be aware that this is obviously a cabinet-in-confidence document”? That would have 
been a reminder. Was that information provided? The parliamentary secretary just told me that there was an 
assumption that they would do the right thing. I would like to think that they did the right thing, and they probably 
did. But if I might put it this way, the whole construction of this looks to me just a little too chummy or matey. 
Considering that this is a very serious undertaking, I want to understand how the government went about reminding 
these esteemed people of their responsibilities. I am not casting aspersions on anybody; I just want to understand how 
formal this process was, given the fact that the committee had ceased to be lawful at the point at which consultation 
was taking place between the minister’s office and the parties concerned. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Each of those individuals, who were formerly members of the MEC, were 
specifically advised that the bill was before cabinet and that any information that was provided to them was provided 
in confidence. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the parliamentary secretary. I think the parliamentary secretary referred a couple of hours 
ago to other agencies that were consulted on this bill, among them the State Solicitor’s Office. Were any other agencies 
consulted? I think the parliamentary secretary referred to the Western Australian Electoral Commission at some stage. 
I am talking about the bill itself, not the bit before it. I want to confirm whether I understood the parliamentary secretary 
correctly and whether any other government parties or agencies were consulted on the construction of the bill. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I did say the Solicitor-General, but I am not sure whether he is in fact an agency. 
Obviously, I sometimes get confused myself between the Solicitor-General, the State Solicitor’s Office and the 
State Solicitor, but they are different things. I can confirm that the Western Australian Electoral Commission was 
also consulted, particularly about things like ballot paper design, eligibility of political parties, returning officers, 
the electoral roll, increasing the nomination deposit and other such matters that were collateral to and contingent 
upon the broader reforms. 
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Hon TJORN SIBMA: I might just get into the nature of the consultation on what I will call an exposure draft or an 
iterative draft of the bill, noting, of course, that the policy of the bill has been set. I will park that for a moment. Before 
I get into that, I want to ask whether any consultation occurred with non-government organisations or individuals, 
aside from the four ex-members of the MEC. Did any consultation occur with any other individual, journalist, political 
party or organisation as the bill was, as I say, iterated, reformed or amended over time? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No private individuals were engaged other than those we talked about before 
who were connected to the MEC. I am advised that a discussion happened between the ministerial office and the 
New South Wales Electoral Commission and Electoral Commission South Australia about their electoral systems, 
but no draft bill was provided to them. It was more about seeking clarification about their own electoral systems. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: That is fine. I understand that those two bodies are cited in the report as being consulted 
on the first piece of policy work and they were subsequently consulted, presumably on the operation of the 
whole-of-state electorate, I imagine. Both states operate that system. I will just park that. 
Aside from the four individuals who were ex-members of the MEC, the Solicitor-General and then at some stage the 
Western Australian Electoral Commission, no other organisation or individual was consulted on the construct, form 
or substance of the bill; is that correct? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think the member missed from his list, by omission, the State Solicitor’s 
Office, but I confirm that nobody outside those ones that the member mentioned, plus the State Solicitor’s Office, 
was involved. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Ordinarily, because we see this from time to time in other portfolio domains, we can have—
I will use one of the most abused words in the Australian political lexicon—reform. One person’s reform is another 
person’s change and sometimes it is needless, but we have lost that fight. Oftentimes, a minister will seek a review 
or a report into a particular issue. That report might suggest that there is regulatory or legislative change and then 
a government will consider and release that report and then potentially embark on a further round of consultation 
about the bill or the regulations. This is a reasonably standard practice. For example, it is going on for cost recovery 
for the purposes of undertaking environmental assessments in the environment portfolio. At least there has been a staged 
approach so that everybody understands effectively what they are getting into when the detail of the regulations or 
legislation is exposed. I suppose this is a question that can be asked only of a government, an elected official. Why 
did the government determine not to undertake a further range of consultations on the form and the substance of the 
bill, particularly in light of the fact that the next state election is still a number of years away? That is a discretionary 
thing, but is there a reason that it was not undertaken; and, if there was a good reason, please explain it to me. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think it would be fair to say that because we have almost exclusively adopted 
the recommendations of the MEC and it conducted a process that we were satisfied was sufficiently consultative 
and took into account the relevant materials, we then just proceeded with drafting the bill. Other people might take 
a different view about that pathway, but that was the pathway that we chose. As I said, the bill does not really diverge 
from the recommendations of the ministerial expert committee so we proceeded to legislate. Other ministers or 
other governments might choose a different path, but in this instance this is the path that was chosen. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I might ask the parliamentary secretary questions about the consultation process that was 
engaged in at a later stage. Was the consultation that took place between the minister or the minister’s office and 
the WAEC on the bill a one-off consultation or was that a series of engagements? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: It was a series of ongoing engagements with the Electoral Commissioner. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Would the parliamentary secretary be in a position, potentially, to outline a number of these 
issues, because I presume we will talk about some of this as we go deeper into the clauses of this bill? Would the 
parliamentary secretary be in a position to identify, for example, which specific clauses on which advice was either 
sought or received? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot be specific about the clauses on which advice was sought because 
obviously the drafting of the bill at that stage is cabinet-in-confidence. The member talked about tired terms in politics, 
but it has a specific and important meaning. The Electoral Commissioner gave evidence in the other place during 
its estimates hearings. If it is of help to the member, when it came up, he said — 

No, we were not asked about reform of the upper house either before the election or recently. As the minister 
has said, we were only recently asked for technical and operational advice around the drafting of the bill. 

That is the substance of what advice was sought on technical and operational issues. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I fully expected that to be the case, but I was hoping the parliamentary secretary might be 
in a position to identify a little more precisely what specific technical and operational advice was sought and how 
that is reflected in the bill on which we are deliberating. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I know the member wants to drill down to very specific things on that. I think 
once we get into the details of the bill, it may become more apparent, as we work through, where the commissioner 
gave advice. He certainly outlined things in his estimates evidence. As I said to the member previously, the kinds 
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of things that were consulted on included ballot paper design, eligibility of political parties, returning officers, the 
electoral roll, increasing the nomination deposit and other matters. I am not trying to be obtuse here, member. I think 
the consultation with the Electoral Commissioner was reasonably detailed. I thought we would probably flesh that 
out in the detail that the member is seeking now as we go through the particular clauses of the bill. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the parliamentary secretary. Look, I gathered that, but I was also looking for an 
opportunity to potentially fast-track deliberations when we get to the clause 60 mark. I raised in my second reading 
contribution, for example, the issue of the determination for one to 20 sequential candidates being listed in their 
order of preference. Where did that find its origin when we reflect on, for example, how optional preferential voting 
works for the Senate, which has one to 76? This seems to be an exhaustive threshold. We will park that issue for 
the clause 68 determination if the parliamentary secretary would prefer. My question then is: there was a series of 
interactions with the Western Australian Electoral Commission during the iterative versions of the draft bill; by what 
means did the WAEC convey its views back to the minister or the minister’s staff? Was that done by email? Was 
there a piece or a series of pieces of formal correspondence that articulated the WAEC’s views on these technical 
and operational matters? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: It was by phone and email, not formal correspondence—I suppose emails, 
however we wish to characterise emails in this day and age in terms of their level of formality, as opposed to 
a letter that is put in a letterbox and posted and those sorts of things. I do not want to get stuck into the technicalities 
of that. It was by email and telephone. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I am chancing my arm a bit by venturing into territory that is probably not that profitable 
for me, but I will get as close to the mark as possible. With whom did that email exchange occur? I will focus on 
just the email exchange. Was that between the minister’s office and the Electoral Commissioner or was it between 
the minister’s office and another senior official within the Electoral Commission? Who was conveying back to 
government the WAEC’s views on the matters that the government wanted to seek its views on? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: As specific as I can be, it was between the commissioner himself and one of his 
senior staff, whose position and name I do not have here, but obviously between the commissioner and the ministerial 
office. As the member can appreciate, there is no department that this falls within, so there was not a departmental 
arrangement in that regard. It was strictly between the minister’s office and the Western Australian Electoral 
Commissioner and his senior staff member. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I think we talked about this in the second reading debate and in the parliamentary secretary’s 
reply, and in the debate on the appropriation bills. To what degree is the WAEC, as an independent statutory authority, 
bound by considerations of cabinet confidentiality? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Member, I do not have an answer at the table to what I think is a very specific 
question, which is to what degree is an independent statutory officeholder like the Western Australian Electoral 
Commissioner bound by cabinet confidentiality in these circumstances, so we might seek some further advice and 
come back to that. The member is asking a very specific question and it has probably a very specific answer. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the parliamentary secretary. I will await the answer to that. I think it is a reasonable 
proposition that reasonable individuals might disagree on particular issues, and in fact that applies to organisations as 
well. When we have that interface of executive government and an independent statutory authority, there is obviously 
a difference in perspective and in callings, and that is completely appropriate. Taking the evidence at face value that 
the WAEC was consulted almost specifically on the technical and operational dimensions required to give effect 
to the government’s policy direction, would it be fair to say that, in the main, the WAEC’s technical and operational 
advice has been considered and is reflected in this bill, or are there areas of difference between the government 
and the WAEC? For example, was advice provided or a view expressed by the WAEC to the government on this bill, 
or a recommendation, if you like, that has not been taken up or was rejected or is otherwise not reflected in the bill? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think it would be fair to say that when we engage as a government with people 
like the Electoral Commissioner, we want them to engage with us as fully and as frankly as possible. My advice 
is that in terms of what the commissioner came back with, no, we did not quibble with the points that he wanted to 
make. We have not rejected recommendations that he has made on specific things. I cannot get into some of those 
specific things, for obvious reasons, but it is not the case that we have picked and chosen what we want. There might 
be things he was indifferent about, but there was nothing in terms of an outright rejection of his position. It comes 
back, member, to the fact that he was consulted on the things that we would expect him to be most interested in, 
which are the technical and operational aspects of the bill, because the commissioner is the authority on those things. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: If it transpires at some other time, perhaps during the adjournment, that there might be 
a qualifier that needs to be added to the statement that the parliamentary secretary has just provided, we will accept 
that. I take what the parliamentary secretary has provided at face value, but I anticipate that there might be some 
differences of interpretation. I will ask the parliamentary secretary this question, and perhaps it will not be known 
even by the WAEC, but what will be the likely resource implication on the WAEC as an agency of implementing 
the full scope of the measures embedded in the bill? Aside from the potential for the ballot paper to grow quite 
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large as a consequence of the quota being dropped to what I think is an unreasonably low level, through to the kinds 
of registration and governance duties additional to that, or expanding those that the WAEC does have, is there a view 
on what the WAEC would require in order to be in a position to implement the bill; and, if so, what are the details? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I will again use to the Electoral Commissioner’s words from the estimates 
hearing in the other place. He said — 

We were asked questions about the possible costs that might arise from the bill, but our analysis of the 
bill as it stands is that most of the additional work will be around the party registration side of things and 
those elements. We are confident that we can absorb those costs within the existing resources. 

He went on to say — 
The only other item I would identify at this point—we are probably not able to estimate what it would 
be, and I do not even know whether it will be an additional cost—is the explanation of the changes in the 
voting system for the Legislative Council, the change to optional preferentials. There will be an element of 
an educative program that we will have to do in conjunction with the normal education program we will run 
in the lead-up to the 2025 election. It may be that we will need to spend some more money in that space — 

Although technically the educative program is not part of the bill — 
and that will be the subject of ongoing negotiations with Treasury about an increased amount for the state 
election in 2025 … 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. As I forecast when I first stood up, I want to talk about 
the submissions received by the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. This might be labouring the 
point, but I suppose I want to understand the thinking. Originally, the opening up of—I will not say consultation 
because although consultation occurred, it was with a series of organisations, which are listed in the annexure, and 
they were largely official organisations, the respective Electoral Commissioners from other jurisdictions and the 
like. The decision was made early to open submissions for four or five weeks, which is, I think, a reasonably short 
period—we do not need to argue about that—and then there was a determination to extend the submission deadline 
by another week to take it beyond the public holiday. In the middle of that, a discussion paper was released; it was 
released at the midway point during the opening of submissions, which I found to be an unusual and irregular 
process because my experience of these things is that discussion papers are provided at the start of a consultation 
process rather than at the midway point—but that is beside the point. It gets down to the parliamentary secretary’s 
reply to the second reading debate, which I will quote from, and it concerns the number of submissions received. 
Hon Martin Aldridge asked whether the final number of submissions received was 184. He was trying to ascertain 
the circumstances in which the five submissions that were not published were kept confidential. I want to go back 
over the vote of support for what the government was intending to do that was expressed via those submissions. 
During his reply to the second reading debate, the parliamentary secretary took issue with Hon Martin Aldridge’s 
breakdown of submissions and what camp we would put them in. I will quote from Hansard, ask a series of questions 
that relate to it and then apply that to the bill. The Hansard reads — 

With respect to Hon Martin Aldridge, he misrepresented the breakdown of submissions for and against 
the government’s model. He said he was advised in his briefing that 62 of the 184 submissions supported 
electoral equality and 79 did not. It is inaccurate to characterise what the advisers said in that way. The 
advisers made the point during the briefing that the remaining submissions were varied. The true position 
is that 62 submissions supported equality of votes. The remaining submissions were extremely varied in 
how they addressed the terms of reference. 

I will stop at that sentence. The parliamentary secretary identified that 62 of the 184 submissions were in support of the 
government’s proposition—I will call it equality for ease of reference. One-third of the submissions expressed a view in 
support of the government’s position. That is not the majority view, is it? I think we can agree on that. The parliamentary 
secretary said that the remaining submissions were extremely varied in how they addressed the terms of reference. 
Should I interpret that to mean that the residual—what is it?—122 submissions were varied? I am concerned about 
how the parliamentary secretary reflected on the two-thirds of submissions that did not necessarily express full-throated 
support for the government’s proposition. There is a point to this. The parliamentary secretary went on — 

For example, only 29 specifically favoured keeping the existing system, five submissions called for the 
abolition of the Council, — 

I read a few of those — 
eight favoured a threshold to be returned at an election, eight favoured half terms, four favoured mixed member 
proportional representation similar to New Zealand, and eight submissions called for first-past-the-post 
voting. Of the remaining submissions that favoured a regions-based system, there was a variety of 
proposed models, such as four by nine or two by 18, or other adjusted weighting. It is important to note 
that disagreement increased over time, and there are reasonable grounds to believe that some submitters 
collaborated in their opposition. 
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After I have finished reading this in, I want to understand what the parliamentary secretary meant when he said 
that it was important to note that disagreement increased over time—disagreement on what, specifically? Was it 
different models of retaining regional representation? I presume that that is the implication. With respect to the 
parliamentary secretary’s charge of collaboration, he cited 24 submissions from the Western Australian Local 
Government Association and local government shires and stated — 

The submissions from WALGA, Great Eastern Country Zone and Regional Capitals Alliance Western 
Australia were virtually identical. Other shires appeared to have copied directly from the WALGA template, 
including the Shire of Trayning, the Kulin Shire Council, the Shire of Bruce Rock and the Shire of 
Mt Marshall. The Shires of Narrogin and Boyup Brook also apparently relied on a joint template. The 
Shire of Chapman Valley and the City of Karratha at least indicated that they had relied on the submission 
put forward by WALGA and did not simply copy the template and put it forward as their own work. They 
were perfectly entitled to do that, but there is a question about how much weight can be given individually 
to template submissions. 

I might leave it there and ask a question because I think the implication in the parliamentary secretary’s reply to 
the second reading debate is quite clear. Were the submissions from WALGA, Great Eastern Country Zone, the shires 
of Trayning, Kulin, Bruce Rock, Mt Marshall, Narrogin, Boyup Brook and Chapman Valley and the City of Karratha 
effectively discounted by the government? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not think that the government discounted those submissions; they 
were submissions to the Ministerial Expert Committee. The government’s final position was based on the 
recommendations. As I understand it, the MEC considered all the submissions it received. In terms of me saying 
in my second reading reply that the weight that was given to the template submission, in terms of the numbers 
and the point that Hon Martin Aldridge made about how we chop up the numbers to work out whether it was 
a straw poll for support and reflective of the broader community, was a fair one to make, but it does not reflect the 
views of the MEC’s recommendations. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: For clarity, was it the MEC’s position that these—let me call them—consistent submissions 
were discounted on account that a number of them expressed very similar sentiments? Or was it the government’s 
decision to effectively park those views—discount them—because busy local government authorities used a template 
to reply to a government-run consultation process that was operating on some very tight time frames and it would 
appear, through answers provided by the parliamentary secretary previously, that the government did not necessarily 
go out of its way to advertise this process in rural and regional media? I do not know whether to ascribe to the 
view of the parliamentary secretary about what weight can be attributed individually to those submissions. I do 
not know whether that is a value judgement that the government made or whether the MEC made that value 
judgement with which the government also agrees? Could the parliamentary secretary clarify that position for 
me, please? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The MEC was independent of the government. It took all the submissions 
and, the report, which we both have in front of us—I was not a member of the MEC; I am not considered an expert 
on these matters—into account. It made recommendations that were contrary to the position put forward by 
Western Australian Local Government Association and those associated local governments. The government 
adopted the recommendations of the MEC and we disagreed with the position—therefore implicit in our adoption 
of the recommendations for a whole-of-state electorate and for electoral equality in the Legislative Council—that 
was put forward by WALGA and those groups that relied on the WALGA template. 
I do not know how we can necessarily take this issue any further on that point—that is, to say that they were lazy 
or anything else like that. That is not what we are saying. Groups do those sorts of things; they work together with 
peak organisations or with each other. They are entitled to do that. I made that point in my reply. But the simple 
reality is that the government did not agree with the position put forward by WALGA and those local shires. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. I appreciate that at the end of what had been presumably 
a difficult week for the government, the parliamentary secretary might have expressed things in a way that was 
not necessarily consistent with my experience of him as a member of this house. I just want to note that it would 
prove to be a disincentive for particular regional shires to engage with the government in good faith if a view is 
formed, or they form the impression, that government will not take seriously their views anyway if there is a range 
of difference. I think perhaps, constructively, with the benefit of hindsight—this could have been appreciated at 
the time—the government might have received far richer engagement and deeper consultation or submissions had 
the MEC been empowered, resourced or guided, independent or not, to go out and seek input directly from the 
regional communities on which this bill is going to affect. But can I take it that this is a policy issue, because it also 
came up, for example, in the decision to close the native timber harvesting industry? That was largely directed or 
justified on the basis of survey results. Presumably, a lot of submissions received by the government through that 
process were templated, or very similar. I just hope that the government adopts a policy that is consistent across 
the board—that it does not just discount the views that it does not like and accept the ones that are consistent with 
its policy framework—because I think that is exactly what the government has put in here. 
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I want to reflect on one submission that I read in and that the parliamentary secretary quoted back to me throughout 
the process—that is, the submission of former Senator Andrew Murray. I do not know this person but I thought 
that it was probably a good submission from the perspective that it was thoughtfully constructed and was borne of 
deep political experience. He is neither a fellow traveller of the Australian Labor Party or the Liberal Party either—
he is a former Democrat and I think that sometimes that is actually a perspective worth reflecting upon. He put the 
view in his submission that he did not detect an overwhelming public appetite for the reforms that the government 
had decided to proceed with and that are embedded in this bill. The parliamentary secretary did not take the 
opportunity to refute that assertion. Is that assertion a reasonable and fair representation of the public will from the 
government’s perspective—that there is no burning platform that requires mediation in the form of abolishing 
regional representation? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: With all due respect to former Senator Andrew Murray, I do not think he is 
the final authority on what the public vibe is on these sorts of matters. Certainly, following the election, there was 
a lot of light and movement around our electoral system; there often is. We think that this reform is justified and 
appropriate. If the member wants to use anecdotes, when I speak to people in my East Metropolitan Region, most 
of them are absolutely of the view that their vote should be equal to everyone else’s vote. What the member asked 
me to do is a bit of a mug’s game in divining the public will. I can take that only so far when the government certainly 
is of the view that this is important enough for us to legislate, and that is why we are here today. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Minister, I want to make a small contribution. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Parliamentary secretary. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Sorry, parliamentary secretary—I think you should be promoted. You are doing 
remarkably well. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, it might be a demotion. 
We did not have a lot of debate from members during the second reading speech. The only speech I can really go 
on, apart from your good self, parliamentary secretary—you made a considerable contribution between the second 
reading and the second reading reply—was from the Minister for Regional Development, who seemed to be 
concerned about the worth of regional people. In Hansard on 28 October she said — 

If that is the way that we were going to vote weight, why would we say that a wheat farmer in Esperance, 
who lives on a property that is conservatively worth between $4 million and $5 million — 

Then Hon Darren West interjected, after which the minister said — 
Sorry, it is much higher than that; it is more like $10 million. 

At least the definition, in a regional area, presumably, of “wealth” is identified by the government in that particular 
comment. She then commented — 

Why would we not look at a pastoralist, for example, in the Kimberley—a cattle baron? 
Two things spring to mind. Firstly, I am concerned that there was a bit of politics of envy; but, most importantly, 
because there was mention of cattle barons during the debate, the minister referenced Mrs Rinehart, for example. 
I am interested in whether the government has a definition of “cattle baron” that we should consider so we will 
know who to consider to be certainly not disadvantaged. Do we have a definition of “cattle baron”? 
The CHAIR: Order, members! I just remind members that we are on clause 1 of the bill. Clause 1 does not allow 
members a right of reply to everything that was said and done during the second reading stage of the bill unless there 
is some direct relevance to the clauses that we are now considering and ranging over as we progress into the technical 
detail of the bill. But I will leave it to the parliamentary secretary as to whether he wants to respond to that. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I have nothing further to add to the comments of Hon Alannah MacTiernan. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In the second reading speech, the parliamentary secretary indicated the three purposes of 
the bill. Which provisions establish the whole-of-state electorate? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Clauses 10 and 15 are the significant operating clauses with respect to the 
whole-of-state electorate. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will defer my questions on that matter to those clauses. Another purpose of the bill, as 
indicated in the second reading speech, is to abolish group voting tickets. What provisions do that? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Clauses 10 and 63. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary mentioned clause 10 on the other matter. Can he explain why 
clause 10 will establish a whole-of-state electorate and also abolish group voting tickets? I do not want to go into 
great detail on clause 10. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: That is the definition clause. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: So the answer is clauses 15 and 63, understanding that clause 10 relates to definitions. 
What clauses implement the third purpose of the bill, which is the introduction of optional preferential voting? 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Before the break, Hon Nick Goiran asked which clause deals with optional 
preferential voting. The answer is clause 68. During the course of this afternoon, I took a number of matters on notice, 
for want of a better word. I have some responses to those questions. Hon Tjorn Sibma asked a number of things. 
I note he is on urgent parliamentary business — 
Hon Nick Goiran: It’s all right, I’ll take notes. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Okay, Hon Nick Goiran will take notes. One of the things he asked me early 
on was about the dates of conversations between the Minister for Electoral Affairs and each of Malcolm McCusker 
and Professor Murray as to their participation in the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. My advice 
is that there was a phone call to Professor Murray on or about 8 April. We cannot be more specific about that at 
the moment. In relation to Mr McCusker, it was also by telephone and, again, at this stage, we cannot be more specific 
about the time because we have not had a chance to verify the date. Hon Tjorn Sibma asked whether any documents 
were created from the first meeting on 1 April. I can confirm that the minister did not take any notes. I do not have 
the authority to table any notes taken by the ministerial adviser, if such notes were created. I am certain that the 
minister himself did not make any notes. Hon Tjorn Sibma also asked whether any documents were created at the 
second meeting and I refer back to the answer I have just given about the minister not taking any particular notes 
and that I do not have the authority to table any notes taken by his ministerial advisers. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma asked the date of the in-person meeting between the minister and Mr McCusker. The answer to 
that is not in his ministerial diary, so we are not able to verify the day at this point. The question was asked whether 
anyone else was at the meeting with Mr McCusker and the minister and the answer is no. Hon Tjorn Sibma asked 
whether any notes were generated in that in-person meeting between the minister and Mr McCusker and the answer 
is no. He also asked whether, in the period between being sworn in on 19 March and the announcement of the 
MEC on 30 April, the minister had engaged with any individuals from the Western Australian Labor Party—that 
being the lay party rather than the parliamentary party. The answer to that question is no; I think that was in relation 
to the ministerial expert committee. Hon Tjorn Sibma asked when the first iterative draft of the bill was shared 
with members of the MEC, or former members as they would have been at that time. That was on 23 July 2021. 
Hon Martin Aldridge asked about the cost of the MEC remuneration and advertising. He asked this question prior 
to the budget estimates and it has been answered. I have a copy of the answer. My undertaking to him was to seek 
that answer from the Premier’s office and this is the answer that was received. I am happy to read details of that 
answer into Hansard if the member wishes, or to table a copy of the answer he received. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: If you’re prepared to table it, that will be fine. Then everyone can have access to it. I will 
have some follow-up questions. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: That is right. I table that document. 
[See paper 859.] 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Hon Tjorn Sibma asked to what degree the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission or other, similar independent statutory bodies are bound by cabinet confidentiality. The answer to that 
is all public sector organisations, including the Western Australian Electoral Commission, are bound by the code 
of conduct required by the Public Sector Management Act. That code includes the requirement of confidentiality. 
Hopefully that covers off on most matters. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am going to follow on from the questioning on the level of consultation and analysis 
done on this bill. The first questions I have to clarify are: Who was the instructing officer for parliamentary counsel? 
Were they from the department or the office of the Attorney General?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: One of the reasons we were taking a bit of time is that we want to be consistent 
with the answers that were previously given to questions without notice. Regarding the question about who was 
involved with the drafting of the bill on those specific details, the position that we have put forward consistently 
is that the drafting of the bill is a decision of cabinet and that information is cabinet-in-confidence. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Without necessarily dealing with a specific person, I assume that somebody, or a group 
of people, provided advice regarding the nature of this bill between the ministerial expert committee and 
Parliamentary Counsel. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The ministerial expert committee did not provide any instructions to the 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office. It was not involved or it did not have any contact with the office. The MEC finished 
its role upon the presentation of the report. More generally, perhaps to give the member context to help with this 
line of questioning, there is no department that is responsible for electoral affairs in the same way that, for example, 
the Department of Justice might be responsible for other bills or those sorts of things. The matter was dealt with 
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out of the minister’s office and, as previously explained, in consultation with the State Solicitor’s Office and 
the Solicitor-General on some specific areas relating to the Constitution and also the ongoing advice with the 
WA Electoral Commissioner. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: We assume somebody somewhere, probably out of the Attorney General’s office, did some 
sort of assessment of the report that was prepared. I would like to focus on the due diligence that might have been 
done about some of the assumptions that led to the committee’s conclusions and recommendations. I particularly 
want to focus on page 26. The analysis is at paragraph 2.3 of the report. Paragraph 2.3 is titled “Conclusion: Whole of 
State electorate is preferable to Regions-based system”. There are a series of dot points, which I think are quite 
informative. I would suggest they might be a little scant in their assessment. I assume that the Attorney General’s 
office and cabinet formed a view in relation to these dot points. It states — 

While Regions Options — 
The options are outlined — 

… would all be a significant improvement on the current system, by achieving … electoral equality while 
retaining a form of proportional representation in the Legislative Council, each regions-based option has 
these disadvantages: 

That is the point I would like to get to. One of the disadvantages is that it is more complex than a whole-of-state 
system. Did the government form a view about how that would be more complex than a whole-of-state system? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: If the member turns to page 27, there is a recommendation that the state of 
Western Australia be one electorate. That recommendation was accepted by the government. From there, I suspect 
that the drafting instructions were prepared in order to achieve that rather than dealing with the commentary that 
is at paragraph 2.3. The MEC considered those matters and then made that recommendation. We accepted that 
recommendation and proceeded from that point forward. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I hoped that some sort of analysis would have been done of the rationale for the 
recommendation. Is the parliamentary secretary suggesting that the Attorney General’s office and the government 
only read the recommendations? I am sure the parliamentary secretary is not suggesting that. Maybe I could make 
some conjecture about the greater complexity. I assume the expert committee was referring to the mathematical 
complexity of the allocation of regional members to regions or districts and that it was not actually referring at all 
to the complexity of the election itself. Without verballing the Electoral Commission, I noted that some concerns 
were raised in our briefing with the Electoral Commission about the complexity of the ballot paper. I assume it is 
not referring at all to the complexity for the average voter. I would suggest that they would not be disadvantaged. 
I am wondering, without labouring the point too much on that particular issue, whether those matters were raised 
in consideration of this decision about discounting the regions-based system in relation to the complexity. I would 
have thought that in a lot of ways, for the consumer—the voter—this would be a whole lot more complex. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The member has taken us to paragraph 2.3 on page 26, which I note is the MEC’s 
conclusion of the matters dealt with in chapter 2. They deal with some of the issues of complexity arising out of 
that. The committee made a recommendation that the government accepted. The member is now asking whether 
we engaged in more analysis of a recommendation that we accepted. The analysis was done by the MEC and I think 
we were reasonably entitled to rely on its recommendations, which is what we have done. The fact that others prefer 
a different model or might have a view that there are issues of complexity is open for others to make that conclusion. 
We have accepted the recommendation and that is what we are trying to legislate today. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I note that there is a significant assessment of various items, which I will get to during 
my further points about the analysis that was done prior to paragraph 2.3. The second dot point states — 

• Requires the Electoral Distribution Commissioners to undertake a redistribution every 4 years. 
Would it be fair to say that that would not be a significant deterrent to a regions-based system insofar as that would 
simply be a mathematical equation, if we still had the principle of equality? Maybe that is a rhetorical question, 
but the parliamentary secretary can respond to that if he wishes. The third dot point, which is probably worthy of 
a bit more interrogation, states — 

• Involves a trade-off between proportionality and regional connectedness. 
When there is a trade-off, there is usually a negative and a positive. We are talking about a disadvantage here. Is 
it fair to say that the assessment done by the expert committee in coming to its conclusion on a statewide system 
found that the proportionality was a positive outcome and the connectedness was a loss of a positive outcome, 
being a negative? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The policy of the bill has been set, and the member is asking me to comment 
on an evaluative thing about different possible models that sit outside of what this bill now proposes to do. I do 
not propose to get into a debate about what is fair or not. We debated those matters during the second reading speech. 
I made a second reading speech and a reply, and I think that everything I have to say about those sorts of things are 
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contained in that speech and reply. I do not propose to get into the mind of the Ministerial Expert Committee on 
Electoral Reform. The report is here for the member to read and make his own judgements about whether he thinks 
it is good, bad or indifferent. The government has selected its position, which is that we adopted the recommendation 
for a whole-of-state model, and I do not think I can take it any further than that. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: That is a somewhat surprising response, I must say. There has been a lot said in and around 
this particular reform, not so much in this place from the other side, but in the media about regional representation. 
To me, it is quite clear, actually, so I will make my own assumption—I think it is there in black and white—that 
a disadvantage that the expert committee saw was that it involves a trade-off with proportionality. The whole aim 
of the reform bill that is sitting before us is to ensure equality and proportionality, but what we are seeing is that 
in order to get equality—I think it is very honest of the expert committee to put this into the report; I think it should 
be highlighted in Hansard—this government is actually trading off proportionality, which it believes is a higher 
objective, for regional connectedness. That is what it says here in black and white. I guess it underscores the 
comments by people like Hon Don Punch in the other place, but, clearly, from this report, the government is trading 
off regional connectedness. The parliamentary secretary has said that he will not comment on that, but I have one 
last question on this point. The last point states that it — 

• Delivers, most importantly, a lower standard of electoral equality compared to a Whole of State … 
I am sure that the good people in the Attorney General’s office or whoever was advising the Parliamentary Counsel’s 
Office had considered this matter, and that they saw that somehow this whole-of-state concept was going to result 
in a much higher rate of electoral equality than something that could be seen here, such as having maybe a different 
number of representatives. Was there at any stage a serious consideration of a regional-based system with different 
representation that met the government’s objective of equality? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: As the member can see from the report, the MEC considered those matters. It 
weighed them up. As is the case with any kind of recommendation, generally speaking, there are always pros and 
cons in what is accepted. In this instance, the government accepted the recommendation to go to a whole-of-state 
model, and we saw the reasoning of the MEC. But, as I say, the policy of the bill has now been set, so I am not 
going to get into a debate about whether it would have been more appropriate to have three regions, four regions, 
multi-member proportional systems or anything else like that, because we are now in a position whereby the policy 
of the bill has been set. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: It is good that the parliamentary secretary has cleared that up, because we have the pros 
and cons, as we said before—proportionality is a pro and regional connectedness is obviously a con for the people 
of Western Australia. The parliamentary secretary said earlier on—these are my notes of his words; I tried to write 
them down as quickly as possible—that “almost exclusively we adopted the recommendations and it does not really 
diverge from the recommendations”. That is something that the parliamentary secretary said earlier. But in relation 
to the number of seats that have been proposed in this place, I refer to table 7 at page 22 of the report. This is coming 
back to the analysis we talked about earlier, whereby the parliamentary secretary said that some analysis was done to 
come to the summary of conclusions in paragraph 2.3. In table 7, a mathematical table outlines the impact of smaller 
regional seats. I guess that this is the crux of some of the expert committee’s thinking as to why it could not do 
this mathematical equation and say, for example, “We might have only three members in Mining and Pastoral and 
three in Agricultural.” We can see this table running down the line. The right-hand column of table 7 is titled 
“% of vote required to win a majority of seats in the region”. It goes through with the variation being much greater 
when there is a smaller number of seats. We get down to the bottom of the table where there are 36 seats, and the 
variation required to have a majority is 19 seats, or 51.4 per cent. Does the parliamentary secretary know the majority 
required for 37 seats? It is not on that table. Does the parliamentary secretary know what that is? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am not sure that the table says exactly what the member thinks it says, but 
in relation to the percentage of votes required to win with 37 seats, I do not have a figure for the majority of seats. 
I will tell the member that it will be less than 51.4 per cent but greater than 50 per cent. As to the exact amount, it 
is simply a mathematical formula—there is no magic to it—but I do not have that figure right now. I am sure at 
a later stage we can calculate what it would be, but, as I say, it is not something that is particularly novel or difficult 
to work out if someone has a competency in maths, which I suppose some of us do and some of us do not. I am 
not suggesting the member does not; I am perhaps reflecting on my own mathematical abilities. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I will save the parliamentary secretary the pain: it is exactly 50 per cent. That is what is 
required to have a majority of the vote. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Sorry, member, at 37 members, you are saying it’s 50 per cent? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: If you have 19 seats, that is right; it is 50 per cent. The parliamentary secretary can do 
it on his calculation. That is on the assumption — 
Hon Kyle McGinn interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: It is a valid point; I was just about to go into this, because there is more to this. That is on 
the assumption that an equal number of votes for each quota is provided. We know from the discussion on this matter 
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that the advice is that there could be up to four, five or maybe six of those last seats because of the exhausting votes, 
so the quota will not be fully filled in order to fill a seat in this place. It is an important point, because despite what 
the parliamentary secretary said earlier about almost exclusively adopting the recommendations, clearly the “almost” 
part was this particular recommendation for 37 seats. It is important. The good people who wrote this report had very 
limited time to write it. They are obviously smart people. I will bring one of the recommendations to the parliamentary 
secretary’s attention. So we do not waste time, it is important to go straight to it. A fair point is made in the first dot 
point in the group of dot points under paragraph 2.2.3 on page 23 of the report. It is a technical point. It says — 

Whether or not the percentage of votes required for a party to win a majority of seats in that region is 
realistic and fair. 

That indicates that the committee was not going to worry about whether it was realistic or fair. It continues — 
This strongly suggests that regions should have an odd number of MLCs. 

That is the only time this idea of an odd number is thrown into the report. If we look at the second paragraph on 
that same page, we see that Electoral Reform Australia, a significant body, actually said something that is a bit 
more nuanced. It submitted, as stated in the report — 

“there is no problem with electorates electing even numbers of representative if district magnitude [i.e. the 
number of members elected in a district] is sufficiently large so that the quota is small enough to avoid 
electoral stasis”. 

That is a very important point. If we go back to the table, there seems no justification whatsoever for the recommendation 
of 37 members. That idea of an odd number only applies when there are a smaller number of seats in a region because 
of this electoral stasis. Who directed parliamentary counsel to add another member of Parliament to this place? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think the member is misrepresenting what I said earlier in the day. I think 
Hon Nick Goiran may have asked—I stand to be corrected—whether the bill reflects the recommendations of the 
MEC. I said that the bill almost exclusively represents those recommendations, in the sense that some additional 
matters are included in the bill that were not subject to MEC recommendations. One of those includes the addition—
I believe I brought this to the attention of the house—of the thirty-seventh member, which has been included. 
The addition of a thirty-seventh member did not come out of a recommendation of the committee. During my 
second reading speech, I justified why we are including a thirty-seventh member. It relates to the President. It does 
not necessarily relate to the things that the member raised here. I make the point that an uneven number of members 
at an election is the preferred model reflected in the commentary that the member set out. The panel did not 
recommend an additional member. We acknowledge that. We are not saying that that came from the report. That 
is a separate matter. 
As I said, I am sure the member can check Hansard to see what question I asked. I understand why the member 
has taken the view that I am somehow suggesting that it arose almost exclusively out of the report. I was saying that 
the bill reflects in its entirety almost what was in the report, but some additional matters have arisen, which includes 
the thirty-seventh member that the bill deals with, that do not come from the report itself. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Sally Talbot): Before I give Hon Neil Thomson the call, I remind him as a new 
member that although the debate on clause 1 is broad ranging and, as I referred to earlier, there are plenty of precedent 
rulings on that matter, it is nevertheless not a debate without limits. One of the ways to test those limits is that, from 
the chair, I really do not want to hear the parliamentary secretary repeat what he already said during the second 
reading debate. If it helps to clarify the member’s line of questioning to bear that in mind, I advise him to contemplate 
that matter. I give Hon Neil Thomson the call. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you for your advice, deputy chair. I appreciate that. 
I suppose I am trying to understand this concept in its simplest terms. Notwithstanding that the parliamentary 
secretary said this relates to the President, we have seen the who and why in relation to this extra member. I have 
some questions that relate to that. Is it true—this is my reading of the constitutional bill—that the ability to increase 
the number of members in this place can be done through this process but to decrease the number of members, we 
would have to have a referendum? Is that correct? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: That is correct, member. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I guess we can agree to disagree. I posit, given the analysis here, that the actual justification, 
as Electoral Reform Australia says, is that there is no problem with this even number. One might form the view, 
given it was not a recommendation of the expert committee, that somebody who was instructing PCO had the idea 
that it would be easier to increase the number in order to protect the statewide regions. Was that ever a consideration 
by whoever was instructing PCO that this might be undone with relative ease if 36 members were retained? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I will take the member to our rationale of why we increased the number of 
members to 37 members. I cannot tell the member about matters that are subject to cabinet-in-confidence, which 
the member has pushed and pushed. I suppose that is his entitlement but I will not go into which person said what 
about those things. With an even number of seats, the vote required to secure a majority of seats is above 50 per cent, 
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often significantly so. Having an odd number of Council members makes it easier for a party that wins a majority 
of votes to win a majority of seats. Of course, any party will only win the seats under this system that are proportional 
to the number of votes it gets. An odd number of seats also addresses the anomaly of the President having only 
a casting vote. With 35 members voting, excluding the President, there is no need for a casting vote. Increasing to 
37 members means that if all members vote, excluding the President, and the vote is equal, the casting vote has 
no value. That is the rationale for it. That is the decision we have made. Some will agree and some will disagree. 
The policy has been set on that matter. We will get to it specifically when we get to the particular clause that deals 
with that, which I am sure we will debate further. I do not think I can add anything more to the member’s line 
of questioning. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Prior to the adjournment for the dinner break, the parliamentary secretary indicated to me 
that with regard to the three purposes of the bill set out in the second reading speech, clause 15 deals with the first 
of those three things, which is to establish a whole-of-state electorate. Clause 63 deals with the second, which is 
the abolishment of group voting tickets. Clause 68 deals with the introduction of optional preferential voting. Are 
those three things matters that were recommended by the ministerial expert committee? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Yes, member.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary will recall that prior to the interval I indicated that there remains 
a very substantial issue that the government needs to address—that is, the validity of the final report. The government 
now seeks to rely on recommendations that do not exist. At law they do not exist; there was no power for the report 
to be made. That is incredibly inconvenient to the government, but it remains the case. That said, as I understand 
it, the government has included matters that certainly have no basis in the report, whether it exists at law or otherwise. 
The parliamentary secretary has just been dealing with one of those matters with my colleague—that is, the increase 
in the number of members. In the bill before us, parliamentary secretary, there are some 97 clauses. Which of the 
clauses will require an absolute majority of the house? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Member, an absolute majority is only required at a vote at the second reading 
and the third reading speeches; it is not required at individual clauses.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That being so, parliamentary secretary, which of the provisions other than the matter that 
was just discussed—which I understand is clause 6 to increase the membership of the house from 36 to 37—fall 
outside the remit of matters purportedly recommended by the ministerial expert committee? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: On the comments I made on things that specifically arise out of the 
recommendations, I clarified that some things arise in the act that are necessary consequences of making changes, 
so they may not specifically relate to a recommendation, but because we are making changes, we have to make 
consequential or collateral changes. There are some provisions that were not specifically dealt with in the 
recommendations by the committee. There is clause 23, the entrenchment clause. The death of a candidate was not 
dealt with by the committee, as I understand it, but of course to some degree that comes up when we move away 
from a region because the provision in the current act relates to the death of a candidate in a region as opposed to 
a whole-of-state electorate. The death of a candidate clause 54 and clauses 73 and 92 are tangentially connected—
I think that is a term that Hon Tjorn Sibma likes to use.  
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Sorry; am I going too fast? 
Hon Nick Goiran: What clause number is that?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: It is clauses 54, 73 and 92. The continued registration of political parties was 
not a specific recommendation of the MEC, which is clause 39. Registered party groups being first on the ballot 
paper was not a specific recommendation of or issue for the committee, although it does connect more broadly to 
recommendation 3, which deals with how to manage the size of the ballot paper. The point I am making here is that 
we can argue whether or not the position of registered political parties on the ballot paper does or does not technically 
fall within that provision, to put it to you. That is clause 63, if I did not already mention that.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To clarify: the government is saying that the clauses in this bill that do not find themselves 
as a matter purportedly recommended by the ministerial expert committee final report or are not consequential 
upon amendments associated with those recommendations are clauses 23, 39, 54, 63, 73 and 92. With the exception 
of those six — 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Clause 6 is the 37 elected members, but we have already covered that. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank the parliamentary secretary. That is right. I had asked about any clauses other than 
clause 6. Other than those seven clauses, the balance of the 97 clauses can be described as originating from the 
ministerial expert committee’s final report—putting aside my comments about the validity of those things—or are 
consequential upon amendments to those recommendations or other structural drafting matters; for example, 
clauses 1 and 2 and those types of things. Is that a fair description of the clauses before us with particular emphasis 
on those groups of clauses that are not found in the ministerial expert committee report? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think so. We have constructed that from the table here. I do not wish to say 
that there is something outstanding, but there may be something minor. However, they are the significant matters 
that we have identified to the member. As I say, if there are other things, it would be drawing a long bow between 
them and those that are tangentially related. I do not want to give the member an absolute answer about that. This 
is the best advice I have at the table now. I hope the member will be fair to me and the advisers here that we have 
given the member an answer in good faith about that. If we come back later and say that we have missed one, it 
will not be because we have tried to mislead the member. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is a fair caveat. I thank the parliamentary secretary for making that. I am happy to 
abide by that. 
One of the documents the parliamentary secretary tabled immediately after the suspension was a response to 
a question prior to a hearing that was delivered to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 
The date that the question is said to have been received is 8 October this year. The parliamentary secretary will see 
that in response to question (1)(b), asking about the hourly rates and total cost of each committee member, there is 
a reference to a fee of $110, excluding GST and expenses, per hour for work performed outside of meetings. Earlier, 
it was identified at clause 1 that the ministerial expert committee’s final report was provided to the government on 
28 June this year. The committee was functus officio on 23 June this year. Were any costs incurred during that 
additional five-day period? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: We do not have information in that level of detail available to us. The best I can 
do is seek an answer for the member and come back. I am sorry—not sorry; it is not possible. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: While that information is being obtained — 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: It will not be today. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand and accept that. During the time it takes to obtain the information, would it 
be possible to provide the invoices that the committee gave? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I can only take that one away with me. As the member would note from the 
question here, not all the invoices have yet been received. I would suspect that because — 
Hon Martin Aldridge: This was 8 October. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I appreciate that. Again, it is the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, not 
the Department of Justice. We are aware that we still have one outstanding invoice. I would have to take advice 
on whether they can be provided. As I say, the invoices are not coming from the individuals themselves but from 
the institutions because they have asked for the moneys to be paid to their institutions rather than to them personally. 
At this stage, I just do not understand the status of those invoices in terms of whether those documents can be 
provided, because they are not technically the government’s documents. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will just make this point to the parliamentary secretary, and then we will move off this topic: 
this is a very significant issue. If this ministerial expert committee has acted without power and members of the 
committee have then been paid by the taxpayers of Western Australia for work that was done outside of that power, 
that absolutely needs to be inquired into. I accept that the parliamentary secretary does not have that information 
at the moment. I also accept that we do not need to get to the bottom of this issue with respect to clause 1, but I just 
want to be clear to those people in government who might be observing this debate that this matter definitely will 
not be dropped. Somebody had better get to the bottom of this and find out exactly what is going on, because the 
situation involving the ministerial expert committee’s final report is nothing short of a debacle. It is the key document 
that the government is relying on for the entirety of the bill except for the seven clauses that we have identified. 
Ninety of the 97 clauses rely on this document, which is a nullity at law. I absolutely do not want to see this mischief 
that has occurred being compounded by the taxpayers of Western Australia paying people—not one person—over 
that five-day period when these matters were being handled in an unlawful fashion. I am not saying an illegal 
fashion. No illegality has occurred here, but there was no power at law to issue this on 28 June and no explanation 
has been provided. 
Prior to the suspension, one of the matters that I thought was taken on notice and for which an answer might have 
been provided was the seeming anomaly between the seven weeks in the terms of reference that was provided to 
the members of the committee and the eight weeks that is found in the document. Have we managed to get to the 
bottom of that or is the explanation for it that it was simply a typographical error? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: I think it was typographical.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Okay. I did not know whether there was some further explanation. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: No; there was simply an error. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Sally Talbot): Hon Nick Goiran, you still have the call. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you very much, Deputy Chair. 
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With regard to the seven clauses that the parliamentary secretary referred to that do not have their genesis in the 
purported final report of the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform, are any of those matters that arose 
from the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020—in other words, matters that were carried over from the bill in the last 
Parliament and/or matters arising from the forty-seventh report of the Standing Committee on Legislation? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No, member. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Why is that? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Although they are obviously in the same category of electoral matters, this 
bill deals with electoral equality and those matters that we think are consequential to that. Those other matters in 
relation to that particular bill are not being progressed by the government at this point. Just let me get some more 
advice on it. The Minister for Electoral Affairs has indicated that he intends to progress the matters that were dealt 
with in that previous bill at a later stage. He has made the statement that he intends on doing that. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is pretty interesting. We have a situation in clause 1. My colleague Hon Tjorn Sibma 
has taken us through the time line that there was, I think by anyone’s measure, an expedited process embarked 
upon by the government. The government expedited a process that the Premier said was not on the agenda prior 
to the election. No sooner had the election occurred, the Premier appointed Hon John Quigley as his Minister for 
Electoral Affairs and that began this expedited process that sees us have the bill that is before us now. The core 
document that the government relies upon for this expedited bill is a report that has no status at law, yet a bill that 
was pressed through the fortieth Parliament, with the benefit of Parliamentary Counsel’s Office and funded by the 
taxpayers of Western Australia, is not included in the matters before us. According to the parliamentary secretary, 
there are 97 clauses in this bill and not one of them deals with the matters pertaining to the Electoral Amendment 
Bill 2020. But we are then told that the Minister for Electoral Affairs is intending to progress it at some later stage. 
Would it be possible to construct a process that could be more inefficient than this? A bill was already prepared in 
the fortieth Parliament. The government could have uplifted it and brought it into the forty-first Parliament, but it 
decided not to. It gave some vague indication that it will happen at another stage. As I recall, these matters were 
actually promised not at the 2021 election but at the 2017 election. We now find out during the clause 1 debate that 
not one of the 97 clauses before us deals with the commitments made at the 2017 election, and the matters that are 
put before us were certainly not promised in the 2021 election. In fact, the exact opposite was said. The government 
said it was not on the agenda. This is remarkable. The more time we spend on clause 1 interrogating this matter, the 
more revelations are made. It is no wonder that there was resistance to this matter going to the Standing Committee 
on Legislation for further interrogation. The truth has come out, most certainly, today. 
There was a discussion earlier between the parliamentary secretary and Hon Tjorn Sibma with regard to the 
Electoral Commissioner. The parliamentary secretary indicated that there were a series of engagements with 
the Electoral Commissioner. In a response after the adjournment, following a question from Hon Tjorn Sibma 
about whether the Electoral Commissioner was bound by matters that might be said to be constrained by cabinet 
confidentiality, the parliamentary secretary indicated that the Electoral Commissioner is bound by a code of conduct 
with respect to confidentiality. How many recommendations did the Electoral Commissioner make to the government 
with respect to the bill before us? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot give the member those specific things because there were a number 
of them. I have come back to say that they were in relation to the technical and operative parts of the bill rather 
than anything to do with policy—it was ongoing. I cannot give the member anything tonight because I do not have 
a ready reckoner for anything that relates to clauses rather than sections of the existing Electoral Act, if I can describe 
it that way. Therefore, I think we might take it under contemplation, if I can do that, and see whether there is anything 
we can provide to the member at the next sitting day to consider in relation to those matters that were engaged in 
with the Electoral Commissioner. 
I think I said this to Hon Tjorn Sibma: as we get into the clause-by-clause debate, there will be times when the member 
may ask why we went down this path and not that path and we will say to him that we received advice from the 
Electoral Commissioner. I am not trying to be obtuse or difficult; I just need to put it in a fashion that is presentable 
to the chamber. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Parliamentary secretary, that is very fair. So that we can make some progress and not 
be too concerned about the feedback from the Electoral Commissioner for those parts that do not warrant it, the 
bill consists of five parts. Is it fair to say that when we look at part 1, which is the preliminary provisions, part 2, 
which is the amendments to the Constitution Act 1889, and part 3, which is the Constitution Acts Amendment 
Act 1899 amendments, we see that they are not matters that would have invoked the consultation process with 
the Electoral Commissioner, but rather it would be part 4, which is the amendments to the Electoral Act 1907, and 
some of the clauses thereafter that would have been subject to the consultation process?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I have been advised that that is a fair comment. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: If we can park that piece of homework, or whatever we want to describe it as, it would be 
ideal for those assisting with the passage of this bill if those matters could be ascertained before we get to clause 9.  
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Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Before I move to another matter, following from questions asked by Hon Nick Goiran, 
I understand one part of the bill—clause 45 replacing section 75—was an inclusion that was requested by the 
Electoral Commissioner on the advertising of writs and changing the form of advertisement requirements. That 
was not something contemplated by the MEC and, as I understand, it was not contemplated by the government until 
it was suggested to it as part of the consultation process with the Electoral Commissioner. Is that correct? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My advice is that the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office originally flagged the issue 
and that the Electoral Commissioner concurred with the issue PCO raised, which has been resolved by the new 
proposed section 75.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I must be mistaken; I will go back and check my notes. Unless there is a different 
clause that amends the advertisement requirement, I thought this would naturally be it, but I understood it was 
one of the perhaps unrelated but practical suggestions that the Electoral Commissioner put forward as part of the 
consultation with him over one of the earlier drafts of the bill. I will have a look at that later on. Of course, it is 
also something we can address when we get to clause 45. Were other practical matters, whether they were related 
to the policy of the bill, presented to government by the Electoral Commissioner that were not progressed in this 
bill? Is the parliamentary secretary able to identify them and would they be considered as part of the second tranche 
of reforms, which I think the parliamentary secretary has just had an exchange with Hon Nick Goiran about delivering 
the 2017 election commitments? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The minister has indicated in the other place that, as soon as he gets the third 
reading of this bill through—he said the house, but I suspect the Parliament—he will be discussing with the 
Electoral Commissioner what improvements can be made to the system he uses here but, more broadly, to the 
Electoral Act because obviously there are some archaic issues with the act that go beyond what we are dealing with 
here. Those matters will be looked at post the passage of this bill. What they might finally look like will be revealed 
in the fullness of time, if I can put it that way. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I guess we will see how that progresses in terms of government priorities and the 
extent to which the government wishes to engage with others on electoral reform post this bill. I will make the 
observation that I think it was the 2017 election report in which the then Electoral Commissioner—I think it was 
Warwick Gately—made his first recommendation, which was for a rewrite of the Electoral Act. Then we had the 
Labor Party’s 2017 election commitments, which were the basis for the 2020 bill, which has not progressed in this bill, 
yet these reforms are being prioritised ahead of those two matters. Particularly given there is no need for this bill to 
pass in any short period, one would have thought that those matters, whether it be an entire review of the act or the 
delivery of the government’s now ageing election commitments, could have been contemplated as part of the bill that is 
before us, perhaps with cool heads prevailing in 2022. However, they are just comments, and I know the parliamentary 
secretary is not in charge of the portfolio or the decisions relating to this matter; he is merely the messenger.  
Can I move back to the issue of the remuneration of the committee. The parliamentary secretary provided some 
information to the Legislative Council after the dinner adjournment. He tabled an answer to a question asked prior 
to hearings of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. It is something I would like to take 
members to now. Part (c) asked — 

On how many occasions did the committee meet providing the date and duration of each meeting; 
I would not have thought that question would need to be referred to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
because we know that the terms of reference for this committee, which are found at annexure 1 of the report, show 
that executive support was provided by the office of the Minister for Electoral Affairs. The answer provided to the 
standing committee was — 

The Committee met on five occasions with secretariat support, with each meeting lasting between 2 and 
5 hours. The Committee also held multiple meetings by video conference and telephone with Committee 
members only for the purpose of drafting the discussion paper and the final report, without secretariat support. 

Can I start with the five occasions on which the committee formally met: can the parliamentary secretary provide 
me with the dates, the duration, and the attendance at those meetings?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I understand from the advice I have received that there is another question 
from the honourable member relating to these specific matters with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. To 
be consistent with the answer that we want to give, we want to be able to confer with the department before we give 
the member an answer today as to the information. Hopefully we will be in a position to address that the next time 
we meet. We do not have the answer that the department is either working on or has finalised in relation to that. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thanks, parliamentary secretary; that would be very helpful. I appreciate this 
was something that I raised at estimates and has been taken as supplementary information. Obviously, it would be 
useful during consideration of this bill because it is directly relevant. The answer provided was that committee 
members met on a number of other occasions without secretariat support. To the extent that it is possible, could 
the parliamentary secretary provide information relating to the frequency of those meetings and the attendance of 
committee members at those meetings? 
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The other part of the answer I want to take the parliamentary secretary to is part (f). I asked the committee to seek 
from the Premier to table any correspondence between the committee members and the government, including 
letters of engagement or other documents relating to their engagement or appointment. In answer to this question, 
I was referred to Legislative Council tabled paper 188 on 12 May 2021. We learnt earlier today that that paper 
was tabled by the parliamentary secretary in response to a question without notice by Hon Tjorn Sibma on that 
date. We know that an error has been identified in those documents. Is it the parliamentary secretary’s intention 
to correct not only the answer that was provided to Hon Tjorn Sibma, but also the answer that was provided to the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations? There is a factual error relating not only to the terms 
of reference, but also in the body of the letter of appointment to the members of the ministerial expert committee. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I will have to consider what the member has just put to me, although if the 
error is contained within the document, I do not know how it would have been misleading on my part to provide and 
table a report, but I will reflect on that. If the record needs to be corrected, of course I will correct it, but at this 
point in time I will need to reflect on that answer and the documents. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I am certainly not accusing the parliamentary secretary of misleading the Council; 
that would not be the case. I will identify what I believe are the errors. The error in the letters of appointment refers 
to the appointment from 28 April 2021 expiring on 28 June 2021. We know now that that exceeds the eight weeks’ 
authority provided to the committee by cabinet. The terms of reference that were attached differ in a couple of respects 
from the terms of reference contained in the committee’s report. The parliamentary secretary confirmed to us today 
that the terms of reference contained in the final report are accurate. The inconsistencies relate to the titles and 
postnominals of the members, which is a relatively minor matter, but a more significant matter is the term of 
appointment that was reflected in the terms of reference in the tabled paper to which the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations has been referred in answering a question to that committee. It reflects a term 
of appointment of seven weeks; clearly that is inaccurate. They are the two aspects contained in those documents 
that were tabled by the parliamentary secretary. I ask the parliamentary secretary to reflect on those and consider 
correcting the record in that respect. 
I asked again through the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations what was the total cost of 
the review and the report of the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. The answer I was given was — 

The cost of engagement of the committee members is estimated to be $42,231.20 (inclusive GST). The 
Department has not yet received all invoices for payment and therefore does not yet have the total costs. 

I think the parliamentary secretary is taking this on notice, in terms of trying to get to the bottom of DPC and making 
sure that he provides a consistent response in consultation with the department. It sounds as though the department 
is paying the bills; that is good. This did not completely answer the question. It is good to know what the estimated 
cost of the committee members was, noting that Hon Malcolm McCusker declined to receive payment. It is really 
just the cost of the three remaining committee members. Surely the committee and its processes incurred further costs 
other than the engagement of the committee members. Obviously, there was an advertising cost, because we know 
there were three advertisements in The West Australian; we know there was a printing cost because we have a nicely 
printed and bound ministerial expert committee report. I assume a number of other costs, such as secretariat support 
provided by the minister’s office, are probably internal costs so cannot necessarily be itemised in that respect. I am 
still none the wiser, after asking for several months what has been the total cost of the ministerial expert committee 
process. I am unsure whether the parliamentary secretary is in a position tonight to provide an answer to that question 
or whether that is something he can confer with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet on overnight and seek 
to get a response. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think, for the sake of consistency, I will seek advice overnight and see what 
we can come back with for the member. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We had a bit of a conversation about the submissions. This was also something that 
Hon Tjorn Sibma and Hon Nick Goiran pursued. I am also aware that I have attracted a fair bit of criticism for my 
second reading contribution on this matter, including some disorderly contributions in members’ statements last 
Thursday. Is the parliamentary secretary able to confirm a couple of minor matters with respect to submissions? 
I started to ask a question before about the five private submissions. The parliamentary secretary was going to confirm 
for me whether that was the right number.  
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: That is the right number.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The parliamentary secretary also confirmed with me earlier that they were made 
private by the committee at the request of the submitters. We have ascertained that. Did the government have access 
to the private submissions or were those private submissions accessible only to the ministerial expert committee? 
I know there is a little bit of a crossover here because the secretariat support was provided by the minister’s office. 
To the extent that you cannot necessarily delineate the ministerial expert committee from the government because 
of that common linkage, were those private submissions protected to the committee itself or were they available 
to the government? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My advice is that it was the MEC itself and the secretariat, which was obviously 
Ms Buchanan from the minister’s office, but that they did not get distributed outside of that. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The parliamentary secretary provided some numbers earlier, and I will reflect on the 
Hansard overnight, so I will not ask him to repeat them. Is the parliamentary secretary able to provide a breakdown 
of the submissions into those that were submitted from regional Western Australia versus those from metropolitan 
areas, to the extent that the government was able to identify the submissions, or is that not something the government 
has considered in its analysis of the submissions? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: My advice is that a breakdown of those submissions into where people live 
has not been conducted. It is not that it is not possible to conduct it, but we would have to go back manually through 
the submissions and work it out. I think that submissions were submitted through an online portal as well, so it may 
be the case that some submitters did not provide their address details. But as I think the member already contemplated 
in the question he asked, to the extent that that is possible, based on the submissions, it has not been done, so I cannot 
provide it to the member. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I appreciate that work has not been done, but maybe that is something we can talk 
about at a different stage of this bill. Another thing I want to come back to arose from my briefing, and I just want 
to clarify this point. I will probably get the terminology wrong, because it is a Legislative Assembly thing, which 
I do not tend to occupy my mind with, but a bill requiring an appropriation requires a message from the Governor. 
Obviously, there is a constitutional limitation—I think it is section 46 but I am happy to be corrected—so that bills that 
require an appropriation be introduced into the Assembly with a message from the Governor. At the briefing, I thought 
I was advised that there was not a message accompanying this bill, but on further investigations I am advised that that 
is not correct. Is the parliamentary secretary in a position to set me straight on whether this bill does require an 
appropriation; and, if so, whether it received a message from the Governor prior to introduction in the Assembly? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I was at that briefing with the member. I am not sure where he obtained the 
additional qualified advice from. Perhaps he could indicate to us where he got that additional advice from in relation 
to this particular bill. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I was out on urgent parliamentary business, so unfortunately I was not in a position to listen 
to the answers that the parliamentary secretary had undertaken to report back on with respect to, at the very least, 
the administrative arrangements that applied in the meetings that were undertaken with Professors Phillimore and 
Drum on 1 and 8 April. I apologise for putting the parliamentary secretary through this position, because I was not 
here, but am I correct in ascertaining that no notes of those two meetings were kept by the minister’s staff? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think the answer that I provided was that the minister did not keep any notes 
of his own, and that I am not authorised to provide any notes that have been provided or created by any of his staff. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I actually would not have expected the minister to keep his own notes, even though that 
would possibly have been helpful. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: I said that he didn’t make any notes. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: He did not make any notes. The parliamentary secretary has been advised that he did not 
make notes of those meetings, but he is not in a position to confirm whether the minister’s staff took notes of those 
meetings, or he is not in a position to divulge to us the contents of those notes? Can I just clarify that position, please? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The member can take from my answer that notes might and possibly do exist, 
but I am not authorised to provide any details or copies of them through this process. I am here in a representative 
capacity. If such things exist, the member is entitled to seek them through other means, but I am not in a position 
to provide them to him. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Is it the usual practice, whether for this minister or other ministers in the McGowan government, 
for notes to be taken at meetings, particularly when those meetings — 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Member, I can’t answer that question. 
Hon Sue Ellery: How would he know? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Exactly; how would I know? I mean, you’re asking me to speculate on something I could 
not possibly have any knowledge of. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: We are changing the law—in fact, changing three acts—in contradiction of election promises, 
and we are dealing with the appointment of a ministerial expert panel, which is a draw on taxpayer funding. The 
parliamentary secretary has reflected on the fact that at least two if not four of the members of this expert panel were 
consulted in establishing the terms of reference that they were bound to report upon as their key function. It would 
be highly unusual, would it not, that notes would not be taken? I put it to the parliamentary secretary in the simplest 
terms—yes or no—do notes exist of the meetings of 1 and 8 April as they relate to meetings between the minister 
and Professors Drum and Phillimore? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I have given my answer in relation to this. I cannot take it any further. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: What is required for the parliamentary secretary to obtain authorisation for those notes to 
be released? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not really understand the member’s question about what would require 
me to get authorisation. I have been given my instructions. I do not have any power to do anything further than that. 
There is no process for me to get authorisation to obtain those notes. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In other words, it is not that the parliamentary secretary has not asked for authorisation to 
release the notes; it is the case that he has asked and he has been expressly told not to table the documents. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I have conferred with the Attorney, and they are my instructions. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Seeing that we cannot rely upon notes—I will give the government fair warning that it should 
expect an FOI request, and it will not be of any use to me because the bill will have passed but at least it will reflect 
somewhat on the anatomy of government operations — 
Hon Nick Goiran: Maybe they could expedite the freedom of information application. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I very much doubt that, if my experience concerning the Public Transport Authority’s 
contractual arrangements with Huawei are any guide. I will reflect on that on another occasion. 
Were issues of remuneration discussed at those meetings; and, if not, how were the rates, which were referred to 
in the answer by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet during the estimates period, determined? The following 
rates were provided for remuneration for time worked: $825, excluding GST and expenses, per full day for a meeting 
over four hours; $537, excluding GST and expenses, per half day for meetings of four hours or less; and $110, 
excluding GST and expenses per hour, for work performed outside of meetings. Were those market rates discussed 
at those meetings; and, if not, how were those rates established and by whom were they authorised? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The minister took advice from the Public Sector Commissioner. These rates 
are set by the Public Sector Commissioner. They are not rates that the Attorney had any input into. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the parliamentary secretary for that pretty reasonable response. They look like 
standardised rates. Nevertheless, I was interested in the fact that the three members of the committee, other than 
Malcolm McCusker, determined either individually or collectively or had determined for them that invoices for 
their services would be issued by presumably their employing tertiary institution. How was that decision taken? 
Presumably, these people were appointed based on their individual merit; however, that was determined by the 
minister. I find it very unusual that these specific individuals, with a body of work and an academic and policy 
pedigree, have now effectively not been remunerated directly by the state government for their work and their 
fees have been issued via invoice, I think, by three employing institutions collectively. I do not understand the 
procurement policies that apply to that. It is not a big issue but I find it unusual. Can the parliamentary secretary 
please explain to me how this set of arrangements came into force and what was necessary to give effect to them? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: These individuals are all salaried from their respective institutions. It was at 
their individual request that the money be invoiced from their institutions to the government rather than that the 
money be received by them. They had their own reasons for doing that; it was not at the insistence of the Attorney 
or the government or anything of that kind. Those were the arrangements that were agreed to. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the parliamentary secretary. I will probably leave that issue there. 
An earlier exchange between Hon Nick Goiran and the parliamentary secretary concerned matters included in the 
bill that were not recommended specifically by the committee in its report. I am talking about a difference of about 
seven clauses in a 97-clause bill. My area of interest is the adverse of that; it relates to matters that were canvassed 
by the committee but not included in this bill and possibly were not possible to include in the bill at this stage. 
I noted with some interest the minister’s appetite for further electoral reform in some way or another. I want to 
address a couple of specific issues on pages 41 to 43 of the final report of the expert committee, with a particular 
focus on paragraph 4.1, “Turnout in regional and remote communities”, which I think is particularly important 
considering some of the known and unknown implications of implementing a statewide electorate. I also wish to 
focus on paragraph 4.3, “Facilitating a regional presence of MLCs”. Over the next quarter of an hour or so, perhaps 
we could possibly turn our minds to these issues. 
I first want to reflect on an extensive quote attributed to our Electoral Commissioner, Mr Robert Kennedy. It is 
quite a good quote. It states — 

“Given the focus of the Committee’s work is on matters of electoral equality I would also take this 
opportunity to identify a legislative issue directly impacting electors in remote and regional areas around 
equality of access to voting services. Currently many of these electors rely on mobile in person polling 
teams who visit remote communities and town sites at election time. This service is subject to the vagaries 
of weather, remote travel arrangements and other impediments. The introduction of technology assisted 
voting provisions in the Act present a more reliable avenue for a greater number of these electors but 
unfortunately the application of this service is limited to a small cohort of electors defined under s.99C 
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of the Act. In other jurisdictions such technology assisted voting provisions are available for electors in 
remote areas who are enrolled at a location greater than a specified distance from a dedicated … location. 
A similar amendment in Western Australia would provide the Commission with a more efficient and effective 
means of receiving votes from those electors who in particular may be more directly impacted by any 
changes that your Committee may recommend.” 

Is this very amendment that the Electoral Commissioner recommended the government give consideration to 
somewhere in this bill that we are contemplating? I could not find it in there, but if it is, could the parliamentary 
secretary kindly direct me to it?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No, member, it is not addressed in the bill.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I will reflect on my contribution to the second reading debate when I invoked, probably 
against some of the better angels of my nature—others might consider them to be the worst ones—the invocation 
of the principle of charity when applied to arguments. In light of the fact that the government has attempted to 
elevate conceptually the issue of equality and voting equality, why was the interesting contribution made by the 
Western Australian Electoral Commissioner overlooked at this particular time?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not think we have overlooked it. This really relates to a broader operation 
of the act rather than the more specific matters that we are trying to deal with through this bill. We do not think that 
these things are not important. To the contrary, we think they are important. I think the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
has indicated his intent to engage in further activity on reform of the Electoral Act. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: You might also note that the federal government is also taking action on things like 
voter identification that we directly relate to the matters that have been raised here by the Electoral Commissioner.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I imagine that this recommendation will be part of a suite of potential further amendments 
that the minister might give some contemplation to following the passage of this bill, and I look forward with some 
interest to movement in that particular space.  
I will move on to probably the most pressing matter that will fall out of the passage of this bill, in that, axiomatically, 
having a whole-of-state electorate means the abolition of specified regional representation in the upper house. The 
Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform turned its mind to how a regional presence of members of the 
Legislative Council might be, in its words, “facilitated”. For the benefit of all, I might just read in very briefly the 
three paragraphs that the expert committee determined that it should include in its final report — 

Several of the submissions raised concerns about how accessible MLCs would be to electors living in 
non-metropolitan regions, should the current regional vote-weighting be abolished and replaced with 
a Whole of State electorate. This is a significant concern — 

I want to underline “significant” — 
given that the distance between major regional centres is considerable. While emerging technology can 
assist in this respect, there is nevertheless value in encouraging MLCs to situate their offices in locations 
where there is currently no other upper or lower house member of parliament. Even under the current system, 
where half the MLCs are elected from outside the Perth metropolitan area, there are very few MLCs who 
are based a considerable distance away from other members of parliament.  
There are two potential solutions to this challenge, should a Whole of State electorate be established. The 
first is to offer additional resources to those MLCs who base themselves a minimum distance from the centre 
of Perth. For instance, an MLC may be eligible to apply for additional staffing and travel allowances. This 
may be more effective than the current system of MP allowances, under which there are a number of such 
allowances available for MLCs who are elected from regional areas, even if they are based in West Perth. 
A second solution may be to offer similar resources to MLCs who base themselves a minimum distance 
from the office location of MLAs. This would ensure that the offices of MLCs complement MLAs rather 
than duplicate their location. 

I will make a personal reflection. My office is located in Cedric Street, in Stirling. 
Hon Dan Caddy: It is opposite David Michael.  
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I could kick a footy and it could be marked by Hon David Michael, the member for Balcatta.  
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Is he not an honourable member? Is he not a parliamentary secretary?  
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: He is a tall fella. 
Hon Sue Ellery: He is a parliamentary secretary. 
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Hon TJORN SIBMA: He is a parliamentary secretary but he does not get called honourable member.  
Hon Sue Ellery: I don’t think he gets it. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Not yet—okay; he has to work up to that.  
He could then punt the ball to Vince Connelly, who is currently the federal member for Stirling, who could then 
forward the ball to the City of Stirling. In a very concentrated area there are two members of state Parliament—
just coincidentally from different political sides and in different houses—next door to a federal member, who is 
just across the road from the local government building.  
Hon Darren West: What happens after local government? 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: What normally happens is that constituents who are seeking remediation are actually pretty 
well served by or at least triaged among the four of us in what I think to date has been a pretty cooperative way that 
has focused on the needs of the individual. I often reflect on that situation and think perhaps there is a better way 
to allocate that space, particularly as it relates to the two state members concerned. I do not know what other people’s 
experience has been coming into this place but effectively my experience with the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, irrespective of the government of the day, is: here is your office—take it or leave it. I am not necessarily 
sure at the moment the degree of discretion available to members in this chamber, even members from the regions, 
on where they can possibly situate their office. I know, for example, that some mischief has been made about regional 
members who have an electorate office in West Perth. I might just make the observation that some of those members 
had very few options for what has been provided to them, and I think that is unfortunate.  
My question at this stage is about something that cannot be contemplated in the bill but will be a consequence of the 
passage of the bill. Might I ask, because this is the only appropriate time to ask it, what the government is considering 
to safeguard or secure some measure of regional representation in the upper house post-2025?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: As the member knows, the current arrangements do not dictate that a member 
of the Legislative Council’s electorate office has to be in their region, so there are no requirements in place currently 
that protect regional representation in the way the member has described. It comes down to the individual members 
and political parties to, for want of a better word, “negotiate” with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, which 
works out where our offices are or where we can locate them. I am sure that members on both sides can share war 
stories about their involvement with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, but the fundamental principle 
generally is that individual members get to work with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet on the location 
of their office. 
The Premier has a draft letter that will go to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to ask, if the Council changes 
to a whole-of-state electorate, whether a review of entitlements would be appropriate and how the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal could continue to support members who choose to either base their electorate office in the 
regions or travel to the regions as a means of engaging with regional communities across Western Australia. 
Obviously, the Premier will not send that letter—I do not have a copy of it to table here, but my understanding is 
that a draft is available—until the bill passes the house. He will not write to the tribunal now because as a statutory 
tribunal, it will not deal with that issue until the law has changed. It will then, of course, be up to the political parties 
and members to write to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to advocate for that point of view because, obviously, 
the change in nature from six regions with six members to one region with 37 members will have some implications 
for the way the tribunal will structure allowances and things of that kind. SAT is an independent statutory body 
and it will make its decisions based on that process as it goes through. I encourage members to make their own 
submissions if the bill passes the house and the time comes for them to make those considerations. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the parliamentary secretary. That was very polite, but I put it to him that it is 
a matter of when, not if, this bill passes the house. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: I do not want to get ahead of myself. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I can reflect on the Hansard tomorrow. I do not need to ask the parliamentary secretary to 
table a draft version of a letter that has not been sent yet. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: I cannot table it. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: The parliamentary secretary cannot table it but, effectively, he has largely read in the text 
of the letter that is likely to be sent to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, which is quite good. 
I want to reflect on that without any accusation of self-interest because I am elected as a metropolitan member. In 
addition, I am concerned whether there will be much scope for metropolitan-based members—albeit upon the passage 
of this bill we will all be members for Western Australia after 2025—to travel the state and familiarise themselves 
with the issues that might be germane to a portfolio responsibility and whether their sworn responsibilities as a member 
of this place will be either facilitated or curtailed. My fear is that this bill will eventuate in a metropolitan-biased 
chamber. However, I am interested in the progress of that particular matter. I think it would be opportune for the 
government to at least establish some bare minimum criteria about office locations in the three regions in a very generic 
sense and ensure that there will be a regional presence, because nothing will guarantee that as a consequence of this bill. 
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I will reflect on chapter 4.5 of the final report of the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. This matter 
concerns civics and education. The expert panel says — 

Education and awareness of voting and civics education are critical for the functioning of any electoral 
system, and they are especially important when electoral reform is undertaken. Honorary Professor Harry 
Phillips AM … has opined that ‘there exists a very strong belief in the community about the importance 
and need for political and civic education’. While the WAEC, the Constitutional Centre of Western Australia 
and the WA Parliament … have significant education programs in place, the reform of the electoral system 
represents a unique opportunity to enhance electoral education. This may include a focus on some of the 
following issues well in advance of the next WA election: 

• The role of preferences in impacting outcomes in proportional voting systems. 
• Ballot paper changes. 
• The importance of enrolment and voting in elections. 
• The importance of representation in our political system. 
• The role of upper and lower houses of parliament. 
• Means of accessing and engaging with MPs. 

My broad question is: does the government see a need to revamp, I think in some form, remedial civics education 
or re-education, but, in particular, is the government committed to explaining to the population at large the different 
roles of the upper and lower houses of Parliament; and, if so, by what means? 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jackie Jarvis): The parliamentary secretary. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Thank you, deputy chair; it is nice to see a new face every now and again. 
The Electoral Commissioner himself—I have spoken about this before—acknowledged when he was at the estimates 
committee in the other place that an element of an education program will have to be done in conjunction with the 
normal education program. We will run that in the lead-up to the 2025 election. 
Recommendation 5 in chapter 4 states — 

That the measures discussed in Chapter 4 be considered, to improve the electoral system. 
I can confirm that the recommendation for chapter 4.5, “Civics and education”, is under consideration by the 
government and we accept that education is important. I do not think that has gone into the long grass, if I can put 
it that way, but the progress of this bill will result in a change. Having a degree in political science myself, I strongly 
believe that education is important as well, but perhaps that is my personal view and is not reflective of—I will 
not say the broader government, but I am not speaking on behalf of the broader government. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: A couple of thoughts occurred to me about the issue we were discussing previously on how 
to maintain a level of regional representation when there will be no such thing as dedicated regional representation 
anymore. The parliamentary secretary helpfully read in the draft letter that the Premier intends to send to the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. I suppose this is an early warning: I think it would be desirable for the Premier 
to also write to the party leaders in those terms, once he makes a decision to engage with SAT in that manner. 
I want to put two issues to the parliamentary secretary. Under what is contemplated in this bill, and by virtue of 
the draft letter that is likely to be sent to SAT, it might be possible now, but I want to clarify—I am not having a go 
at any individual or party—whether it will be possible for a member to have an ordinary residence in the metropolitan 
area and an electorate office as an MLC in a region. I am not picking on Esperance, but I will use it as an example. 
Would that member be considered a regional representative in the terms that the Premier might be contemplating when 
he sends the letter to SAT? Where will the line be drawn about who might be a member with regional representative 
responsibilities if they are no longer a member for the Mining and Pastoral Region, the Agricultural Region or the 
South West Region? I hope the parliamentary secretary understands my meaning.  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think I do understand the member’s meaning, but I do not think I can answer 
the question, because the bill does not deal with those kinds of issues at that level or specifically; who fits into those 
categories will be matters for the determination of the independent Salaries and Allowances Tribunal. But I will 
make this general comment about regional representation: both our political parties are political parties of the whole 
of Western Australia. We, the Liberal Party and the Labor Party, seek to represent the whole of Western Australia, 
and so we both seek to gain the broadest possible support from Western Australia. It is at our political parties’ peril 
if we do not address and make accommodation for regional Western Australia, and that will be a matter that we 
will be either rewarded or punished for as political parties because of those votes that are out there, and they are 
not inconsequential votes. Therefore, that is really an issue about how each political party wishes to get the best 
out of its elected representatives for the benefit of getting out to the community. As I say, any party that decides 
it will only be narrow in its base is not likely to get the necessary support to, firstly, be a party of government and, 
secondly, continue to be supported at future elections, and that is on us as members of Parliament and members of 
political parties. 
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Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. Oftentimes I think possibly in the public mind and 
oftentimes in the mind of what I will call the media establishment, there is a misapprehension of the resources that 
are provided to a member of Parliament, particularly when it relates to members of the upper house. I do not think 
I am telling a tale that is not shared by just about everybody here. We rely upon the two FTE staff we are gifted 
with to deal with inquiries, do our diaries, prepare notes and the like. I am reflecting somewhat on the circumstances 
of other upper house members in, say, the jurisdictions of New South Wales and South Australia. I know New South 
Wales a little bit better—not much better. My understanding is that those members have no office outside of the 
housing provided to them. There is no room for an upper house member other than inside the New South Wales 
Parliament. There is no other office. I am not completely sure about their staffing allocation, but I do not think that 
they enjoy even the two FTEs we are gifted with as an ordinary member—at least as an ordinary non-government 
member. Therefore, I seek to clarify that there is no government policy or intention to reduce the level of staff 
resourcing or to, I suppose, rationalise the accommodation expenses of upper house members post the passage of 
this bill. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: There has been no discussion along those lines. I am certainly not aware of it. 
I think if I were aware of it, I would be as alarmed as the member is. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Parliamentary secretary, while we are on this view, the argument for this change was 
largely around fairness. I note that the parliamentary secretary mentioned just recently that the Premier was preparing 
a letter to send to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal around potentially rewarding some members with some 
extra resources or looking at a model that might work. I am just wondering how the parliamentary secretary views 
that in terms of equity. If all 37 members will represent all of Western Australia, how would it be equitable that 
a number—whatever that number would be—of them would have resources to travel the state and others would 
not? How would that work out given that the whole process of this — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, I ask you to take a seat for a moment. Members, I am having trouble understanding 
how this line of questioning relates to the legislation in front of us, given that the second reading debate has been 
completed and we are on clause 1. If we can just make sure that we bring our comments or questions back to the 
bill before us. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Thank you, Deputy Chair. I would have thought, with all due respect, that this is exactly 
what the bill is about. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Member, you don’t argue with the chair. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Just ask the question. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: My question is: given that this bill is based on equity and that there is going to be — 

Point of Order 
Hon SUE ELLERY: As I understand, what you just did, Deputy Chair, was you provided advice to the honourable 
member. It appears to me that the honourable member is not listening or acting according to the advice that you 
have just given him. 
Hon Nick Goiran: He hasn’t even finished asking his question! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am making a point of order — 
Hon Nick Goiran: You can’t actually wait for that before you do your point of order. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Members! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: And I have the floor. 
Hon Nick Goiran: You’re not doing a very good job, again. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Are you getting tired and grumpy, mate? 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Leader of the House! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It is only day one. 
Therefore, I ask you, Deputy Chair, to remind the honourable member of the point you have just made to him. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, there is no point of order, but I will seek to remind you all that we are on clause 
1 of this bill and I would ask that the questions and comments relate to the bill before us. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Parliamentary secretary, much weight has been placed on the report of the Ministerial 
Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. On page 62 is annexure 5, which discusses other electoral models. The 
parliamentary secretary has previously explained to the house that the government has decided to take some of 
these recommendations—I believe there are five recommendations in this report—as the basis for the bill that is 
before us. Again, putting to one side the comments that I previously made about the validity and lawfulness of this 
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report, nevertheless, the government is seeking to rely on it. The parliamentary secretary has indicated that there are 
seven clauses in the bill that do not have their genesis in this particular report, so the government has decided to 
include certain things in the bill, notwithstanding that they are not in the report. 
Annexure 5 has some discussion about other electoral models. At the end it states — 

The Committee is of the view that none of these other models would satisfy the objectives of the Terms 
of Reference. 

Were these particular models nevertheless considered by government? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In short, member, no, they were not contemplated. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Therefore, by what criteria did the government decide what to consider and what not to 
consider? I understand that the chair of the ministerial expert committee had made some comments in the media 
around the time that the report was released, effectively—I am paraphrasing here—indicating that there was probably 
going to be no other model able to be recommended due to the construction of the terms of reference. Nevertheless, 
the ministerial expert committee saw fit to draw to the attention of the government these other electoral models, 
and it is not as though these models have been proposed by members of the public without any reference to the 
question. At the top of page 62, it states — 

In our Discussion Paper, we asked for submissions on “whether any other electoral model, not covered 
in this Discussion Paper, is better suited to achieve electoral equality”. 

The committee members have not provided any analysis on that, and, in fairness to them, their reason will be that 
it does not satisfy the objectives of the terms of reference. But that does not mean that the government cannot consider 
those models—four of which have been suggested. I am curious to understand by what criteria the government 
decided that it would then not consider certain matters that were still raised by the ministerial expert committee, 
yet the government then inserted things in the bill that have no reference to the committee report at all.  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The committee report does draw our attention to them based on the submissions 
that were provided. I would submit to the member that at least three of the four models could not possibly satisfy 
the requirement for electoral equality, including returning to the provinces system. The first-past-the-post system 
does not really deal with the issue of electoral equality at all, it is just the voting, so it sits outside the terms. The 
introduction of a weighted voting system in the Legislative Council is absolutely not consistent with our desire to 
achieve equality. The next model is the mixed-member proportional system that occurs in New Zealand, Germany 
and Scotland. It would involve the abolition of the Legislative Council so it would make it impossible for us to 
pick that system because it has never been our goal to abolish the Legislative Council in this term of government, 
although it might have been many, many moons ago. Some members in the past may have come here pledging it but 
I certainly have never been of that view. The government is not of that view at all. The report’s very last line reads — 

The Committee is of the view that none of these other models would satisfy the objectives of the Terms 
of Reference. 

We do not consider that we set the terms of reference in conjunction with the members, obviously, to then go down 
the path of the other suggestions. I think they were doing a courtesy to those who had suggested those options but, 
as I said, at the third dot point, the introduction of a weighted voting system in the Legislative Council, which 
would operate in a similar fashion to the voting system in public companies, is completely contrary to what we are 
trying to achieve. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I do not disagree with the parliamentary secretary but I think the analysis he has just provided 
is what the government should have done. I do not understand why it is left to the hardworking parliamentary 
secretary to provide it on the floor of the Parliament. Again putting aside the validity and lawfulness of this report, 
why did the government invest time in asking members of the public to make submissions and then not have any 
regard for them at all? At least the parliamentary secretary has provided some rational explanation. 
That said, turning back to the terms of reference on page 45, again, when I asked earlier in the clause 1 debate what 
was the purpose of the establishment of the ministerial expert committee, the response that was provided, in a word, 
was “independence”. There was a desire by government to establish some form of process that would be able to 
persuade members of the public and members of Parliament that these recommendations and the bill had some not 
only expertise but also independent expertise. I note that it says that executive support was to be provided by the 
office of the Minister for Electoral Affairs. That immediately calls into question this idea that what is before us has 
been established independently. Is the parliamentary secretary in a position to advise us to what extent the office of 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs provided support? I know that there was some discussion earlier about one member 
of staff being provided, but was that the sum total of the office of the Minister for Electoral Affairs’ contribution to 
the so-called independent process? Further to that, while the parliamentary secretary is getting advice on how many 
people from the office were involved, what protocols were put in place to ensure this was actually an independent 
process? How confident can we be that the result that is before us—this 97-clause bill—actually, genuinely has at 
its heart an independent process that has not been contaminated by the office of the Minister for Electoral Affairs? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The first thing I will bring to the member’s attention is who the members of 
this ministerial expert committee were. I think their esteem, standing and reputations would not have allowed them 
to be involved in a fix up, if the member wants to call it that, to begin with. I cannot contemplate the circumstances 
in which any of those persons would have agreed to be in a process whereby their independence was not respected 
and maintained. On the practicalities of the secretariat support, it was one person, whom we have already identified 
is Ms Buchanan. She is thanked in the report. There was additional support, which was just administration support, 
from a member of the Attorney General’s office, who received submissions and then uploaded them to the webpage. 
On the deliberations, considerations and drafting of the report, the minister’s office was not involved in any meaningful 
way other than providing support at a secretariat level. It is not the case that they were involved in the decisions 
of the committee at all. I think the member can be assured that what we have here is the independent mind of the 
committee. I know the member brought to my attention the comments made publicly by Mr McCusker on this. I do 
not want to speculate on what he meant. I am sure he has probably clarified it further along the way. The committee 
itself contemplated a number of different models and opportunities, including a four by nine and a three by something 
else, off the top of my head. It did consider other models and did do it judiciously and independently. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: For the record, I share the parliamentary secretary’s confidence in the professionalism that 
the four members of the ministerial expert committee would have brought to the task, as I do, I hasten to add, with 
anyone else who was involved in this process—whether they be what is described here as executive support or other 
forms of resourcing. Professionalism I do not question whatsoever, but there is an issue with loyalties and the conflict 
of loyalties in a process that is to be authentically independent. My question was: was there ever any discussion 
by those providing executive support to the Minister for Electoral Affairs that were matters being contemplated 
by the ministerial expert panel?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not think there was any issue of a “conflict of loyalties”, as it was described 
by the member. The role of the minister’s staff in the MEC process was simply facilitative; it was not deliberative. 
The hand of the Attorney General; Minister for Electoral Affairs has not steered this into the direction that it has 
gone. What we have are the conclusions that were drawn by the committee. Its recommendations were then presented 
to the minister on 28 June—I am testing my memory now; sorry. I do not know whether I can take this much 
further in terms of the point the member is trying to raise. We maintain the point that this is a report produced by 
independently minded and independently motivated people and that it reflects their genuine views. I do not think 
that anything can be said to the contrary. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary would be familiar with the concept of a Chinese Wall in law 
firms. What I want to be clear about here is that in the Attorney General’s office, was a Chinese Wall or something 
of that nature established during the course of the ministerial expert committee’s deliberations? I want to be 
satisfied that no conduit was established between the ministerial expert committee and the minister during this 
period. It is not me who has emphasised this issue of independence; it is the government that has emphasised this. 
It has made a big deal about the fact this was an independent process, yet it has chosen to insert somebody from the 
Attorney General’s office into the process. I hasten to add what I said earlier: all the individuals involved, including 
those from the Attorney General’s office, have my respect for their professionalism, but there is an issue with 
regard to loyalty and the potential conflict that can arise. I would like to be satisfied that no person has been used 
as a conduit for communication between the Attorney General and the ministerial expert committee. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The minister’s staff were not involved in the deliberations. To the extent that 
there was any influence, there could not have been because there was no deliberative involvement. We have talked 
about the meetings that were held and there has been recognition that there were meetings held between the 
members without any involvement of the committee. In the words of the adviser, they did not write a word of the 
report. I cannot be any clearer than that. 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: A couple of matters have been puzzling me; I am sure they will be quite simple to 
clear up. The first is that we have gone through a lot of information about the make-up of the MEC. We are dealing 
with an electoral amendment; all the excellent consultations have gone on. The first word of the title of the bill is 
“Constitutional” amendment. I am certain that the experts would have considered, with a Constitutional amendment, 
there would be the necessity to think about having a referendum and I am certain that the decision had been taken 
that this was no longer necessary. Could the parliamentary secretary walk us through why it was decided not to 
consider a referendum? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The MEC was not really in the space of dealing with an issue about the referendum; 
it was not in terms of how the process would then follow for the government to adopt its recommendations or anything 
of that kind. The reference to “Constitution and Electoral Legislation Amendment” is because there are entrenching 
provisions that deal with this that have previously been drafted into our Constitution, and our Constitution amendment 
acts require that. The naming of the bill is done by convention; hence why it is called what it is in relation to those 
specific things. But in terms of a referendum, there is a provision that requires a referendum if we want to reduce 
the numbers in the Legislative Council. There was that issue. I believe that that provision was put in there by the 
Charles Court government back in the late 1970s by an ordinary act of Parliament, I might add, not via referendum; 
so that was not considered. It is our job to make the laws of this land and that is what we are doing here today. 
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Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: I take very much on board the essential need for considering equality, which was 
one of the major remits of the expert committee. That would automatically mean, the focus being on equality, that 
the concept of equity—something dear to the Labor Party’s heart, I am sure—took maybe a second seat. Bearing in 
mind that in future discussions during Committee of the Whole we are going to look at the equity that may have been 
reduced when it comes to the voting public, I would like to have confirmed that the focus has been on equality and 
that equity would take second place. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not accept a characterisation that equity has taken second place. Voting 
equality relates directly to the concept that all our votes are the same; so equity is obviously a much broader thing. 
The Labor Party is not just interested in equity, but justice as well, and social justice. To follow that line of thinking, 
one can get past just equity and think about social justice—removing barriers for Western Australians to access 
social justice. As I said, the primary focus here was equality. It is in the terms of reference and it is in the title of 
the bill. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I have a question about the impact of this on the other place. Did anybody in the 
Attorney General’s office or anyone instructing the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office provide advice about the impact 
of this reform on the other place—the composition of the other place and the impact on the electoral boundaries? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No, member, I do not think there were any instructions about the implications 
there. There are necessary implications going from a regional system to a whole-of-state system, which I think the 
member is probably getting at in relation to the metropolitan region scheme, but that is a consequence of going 
from six regions—three metropolitan and three non-metropolitan regions—hence that is removed. We will get to that 
when we get to clause 15, I believe it is, in terms of more details. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: That is not surprising because there is not any commentary in the explanatory memorandum. 
I would contend that this reform has just as much impact on the future of the electoral boundaries in the other place 
as it will have on this place. 
I refer the parliamentary secretary to the third dot point on page 21 of the report, commencing “Another significant 
factor is the large district allowance in the Legislative Assembly”. As part of the rationale for this reform, it makes 
a comparison between the Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region. It states — 

… made up of 4 districts, the Agricultural region has a much higher enrolment per MLC (17,230 voters) — 
I think that is meant to be “MLA”; it is a mistake in the report — 

than Mining and Pastoral (11,609), because the latter region comprises four districts with the largest LDAs.   
Just for the record, I think that should be corrected. We are talking about the lower house electorates here. With the 
removal of the metropolitan region scheme boundary and the rabbit-proof fence boundary, if we can call it that, the 
boundary that designates or defines the difference between the Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, the question is—I assume that someone has thought about it—will it provide a lot more flexibility to the 
Electoral Commission? It is not the Electoral Commission; I think there is another body that sets the boundaries, 
if someone could give me the name of that other body.  
Hon Martin Aldridge: The boundary distribution commission. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you; the boundary distribution commission. Could the parliamentary secretary 
clarify that the boundary distribution commission will now not be encumbered by the regional boundaries, subject 
to this bill passing, when it undertakes the next review of the electoral boundaries for the lower house? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In the next redistribution, the Electoral Distribution Commissioners must 
continue to take into account the community of interest; land use patterns; means of communication, travel and 
distance from the capital; physical features; existing boundaries of districts; existing local government boundaries 
and the trend of demographic changes. The only thing that has been removed from there is the word “regions”. 
Obviously, I do not think it is a reference to the metropolitan region scheme, but it is in relation to the reference that 
comes back to the metropolitan regional schemes. The commissioners will still be constrained by all those other 
matters in section 16I of the Electoral Act. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The parliamentary secretary might give me some comfort here. He referred to land use 
patterns and the other points that he raised; I am sorry, I did not write them down, but there were a number of points 
there. Can the parliamentary secretary guarantee that the Electoral Distribution Commission will not be able to, for 
example, change the boundary of, say, North West Central into — 
Hon Darren West: Balcatta. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I do not think Balcatta; we can get onto that shortly—into the northern part of Moore, 
for example, in order to adjust its population. Is that correct? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot give any guarantees as to what that committee will do, because the 
committee is independent in its functions. Under its current functions, without any amendment to this act, the committee 
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still has to do a redistribution at a set time, and that may result in the moving of boundaries, the abolishment of certain 
seats, the creation of new seats and those sorts of things. The only effect of this bill on the functions of the relevant 
section 16I will be the removal of the term “regions”. The committee does not have to take into account the current 
six regions; however, it will still have to take all those other matters into account, including the matters that relate 
to the divergence from the district averages. As I say, I am not in a position to guarantee anything that the committee 
will or will not do. I do not think that is unreasonable.  

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you; I think that is very important. Will the parliamentary secretary agree with the 
statement that the boundary commission will have significantly more flexibility in the definition of future boundaries 
for regional lower house seats than it currently has? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am not going to endorse or disendorse anything that the member is saying. 
The point is that the committee is constrained by the provisions of the act in relation to regions, and I do not think 
I can take it any further than that. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Member, I note that the parliamentary secretary has noted that this 
will be dealt with in a further section. I just mention that. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you. I will keep to a few brief points on that, just to lay the groundwork for further 
discussion at the more detailed stage. I think one of the potential impacts of this reform will be that a seat like the 
Kimberley, for example, with 11 609 voters, notwithstanding its large district allowance attribution—I have done 
some rough, back-of-the-envelope type numbers; of course, I do not have the capacity of the same information that 
the government has—could potentially be in a situation whereby it could be taking parts of the Pilbara. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, I was going to let you finish your comment, but it has taken too long. Noting 
the time, I am required to report progress to the chair. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 

COMMONWEALTH PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION AUSTRALIA 
AND PACIFIC REGION CONFERENCE 

Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) [9.47 pm]: Members, I would like to comment on the very successful 
thirty-ninth Commonwealth Parliamentary Association Australia and Pacific Region conference that was held here 
in the Parliament of Western Australia last week. It was hosted and run by the Commonwealth Parliamentary 
Association WA branch and was incredibly successful. It was our pleasure to host delegates in person from 
South Australia, Tasmania and the Northern Territory and to have many other delegates online, because it was 
a hybrid conference, from right across the Australian jurisdictions, Fiji and the CPA United Kingdom. The theme 
for the conference was Parliaments, people and pandemics, known for the alliteration. The themes were broad 
enough and relevant to today’s Parliaments to enable presenters to give papers on a wide range of topics, and there 
were, indeed, a wide range of topics. I was personally impressed by the detailed work that presenters have undertaken 
to develop their papers and by the depth of thinking and the broad range of issues covered.  

I would like to thank all those presenters from Western Australia who took the time to participate in the conference 
and make presentations—in particular, those members from this chamber who made such an incredible contribution. 
To Hon Sandra Carr, Hon Jackie Jarvis, Hon Ayor Makur Chuot, Hon Lorna Harper, Hon Pierre Yang and 
Hon Colin de Grussa, thank you very much for your time. I greatly admire the work that you did before making 
your presentations. 

A unique presentation was made by the deputy chair of the conference, the Speaker of the Northern Territory Parliament, 
Hon Ngaree Ah Kit. She hosted a hybrid panel discussion—probably the first of its kind—on Aboriginal people 
and Parliaments, with four members of Parliament, including our own Hon Rosie Sahanna, who gave a fantastic 
presentation, Divina D’Anna, the member for Kimberley, Ms Sheena Watt, a member of the Legislative Council in 
Victoria, and for a very brief period, a dear friend of mine, Kyam Maher, from South Australia. That was the only 
point at which technology let us down, so Kyam could not continue with his contribution. That was an outstanding 
panel. I recommend all members look at all the papers when they are available online through the CPA conference 
website, and in particular spend time listening to the Aboriginal MPs and their experience of Parliament. 

I recommend that members read the opening address by Professor Colleen Hayward. It was an outstanding address 
on the broad themes of the conference, but so very cleverly woven together to make a very important statement 
around reconciliation, participation and sovereignty. When that is available, I will let members know. I highly 
recommend it. 

Much was learnt from this conference, including some forms of professional development. Deep personal and 
professional friendships were developed, information was shared and, at a technical level, we now know that within 
our own Parliament we have the technology and the skills to produce a hybrid conference whenever that is required 
of our Parliament. 



5112 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 9 November 2021] 

 

I have lots of people to thank, including the deputy chair, Speaker Ah Kit, all the presenters, as I said, all the delegates, 
in person and online, and the honorary secretary of the CPA WA branch, Mr Nigel Pratt. He and his team worked 
tirelessly for over a year or more, particularly in the last few months, to bring this conference together. I also thank 
Rebecca Burton, Kelly Alcock, Kristina Crichton, Anne Day, Tina O’Connor; in broadcasting, Graeme Orr and 
David Embry; and in IT, David Graham and Brayden Arnold. Of course, I wish to thank our very popular catering 
team for looking after us. Thank you, everyone, for being involved in such a highly successful conference. 

Members: Hear, hear! 

SMALL BUSINESS SECTOR 

Statement 

HON PIERRE YANG (North Metropolitan) [9.53 pm]: Tonight I rise to make a contribution on a matter of 
significant community importance. On 17 October, an article in The West Australian online was titled “Premier Mark 
McGowan urges support for Perth business Frontier Lighting, now in liquidation”. Tonight I wish to talk about 
small businesses in Western Australia, particularly micro, small and medium–sized businesses. In this article, 
the Premier urged the federal government to provide support for a Western Australian business that was struggling. 
It applied for funding from a scheme that was initiated by the federal government—the SME recovery loan 
scheme. As reported, the company applied for a $2 million loan but was rejected. The Premier told Mr Frydenberg 
that Mr Hawke was refused, despite the fact that the scheme was designed to assist businesses with a broad range 
of purposes. 

I find it unbelievable that a federal government, under the leadership of the Liberal Party, which prides itself on 
supporting businesses, failed to support a Western Australian business. What a shame. There goes Western Australian 
jobs and a business with a great reputation, which served the community for many years. It was a disgrace for the 
federal government not to support the company in this case. This is not a lone case. In the same article, it was reported 
that other Perth businesses affected by COVID-19 were also rejected by the mechanism of the scheme. 

When we talk about small business, it is more a colloquial term for a wide array of businesses. In fact, there is 
no universal definition of “small business”. The Australian Taxation Office’s definition of a small business, as 
set out on its website, is a business with an aggregated turnover of less than $10 million, yet the definition of the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics is based on the number of people a business employs. A micro business employs 
between zero to four people, a small business employs between five to 19 people, a medium-sized business employs 
between 20 to 199 people and a large business employs 200 or more people.  

There are a lot of small businesses—micro, small and medium–sized enterprises—in Western Australia. In fact, 
97 per cent of all businesses in Western Australia can be classified as small businesses, of which 65.5 per cent are 
non-employing small businesses, 31.8 per cent employ around one to 19 people, 2.5 per cent are medium-sized 
businesses and 0.2 per cent are large businesses. There are a total of 227 000 small businesses in Western Australia. 
They provide a huge amount of economic activity in this state. Of the 227 000 small businesses in WA, 77 per cent 
are based in metropolitan Perth and the other 23 per cent are regionally based. Seventeen per cent of those businesses 
are in construction, 12 per cent provide professional, scientific or technical services, nine per cent are in transport, 
postal and warehousing, 11 per cent are in rental, hiring and real estate services, 10 per cent provide financial and 
insurance services, and the remaining 42 per cent are in a huge number of other sectors. 

When we talk about the contribution made by small businesses, it is a huge amount. We could even argue that 
small businesses are the backbone of our community. Small businesses provide a total value of $54.4 billion to 
this economy. They collectively employ 460 000 Western Australians, a total of 38.4 per cent of Western Australia’s 
workforce. It could be said that micro, small and medium-sized enterprises in this state make a bigger contribution 
than any other sector in Western Australia. I am particularly proud that this government has been supporting micro, 
small and medium-sized enterprises from day one. Since Mark McGowan became Premier of this state, this 
government has always been on the front foot to support Western Australians who are helping the state by providing 
economic activity and helping to create more jobs in Western Australia.  

Research by the Bankwest Curtin Economics Centre reported that 36 per cent of small businesses saw a decline in 
revenue due to COVID-19 and 25 per cent of businesses stated their revenue declined by more than 25 per cent. Over 
half of Western Australian small businesses had to access JobKeeper and 13 per cent had to renegotiate their lease 
with their landlord due to COVID-19. Over the year to December 2020, almost 70 per cent of Western Australian 
businesses had to access funding to help maintain or grow their business.  

This government has been supporting the small business sector. It has always been on the front foot, as I just 
mentioned, providing assistance to small businesses in this state. I will quote a number of examples in the time 
I have remaining today. I may come back to this issue on a different day. A press release of 6 May 2021 advised 
that there was a $2 000 grant for Perth and Peel small businesses impacted by the Anzac Day lockdown. The small 
business lockdown assistance grants program, estimated to cost $38.1 million, was to provide targeted support to 
small businesses to cover some direct costs and lost bookings due to cancellations and closures. The program 
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assisted an estimated 15 000 small businesses in Western Australia. The press release also says that the program 
was in addition to the $1.2 billion of support and assistance that the McGowan Labor government has provided 
to Western Australian businesses.  

There was another media release three days later outlining the $4 000 payment for residents and businesses who 
suffered as a result of cyclone Seroja. The payment was designed to support businesses that suffered financially in 
the weeks following the disaster, including small retailers, tourism businesses and hospitality venues.  

I want to state that I am proud to be part of the McGowan Labor government. We have a Premier who cares about 
small business. The Minister for Small Business, Reece Whitby, also cares about small business. These programs 
will help Western Australian small businesses to take it to the next level. I look forward to the government’s further 
support for small business. 

PORT HEDLAND 
Statement 

HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [10.03 pm]: I rise to report on a recent trip to Port Hedland 
on 5 November on which I was able to host my colleagues. I want to talk a little bit about what is going on in 
Port Hedland. All of us would be aware of the tremendous success of the incredible iron ore exports from the port 
of Port Hedland. The current reported figure is 45 million tonnes per month. We were hosted by BHP and had 
a tour of its site. I am sure most members have had the honour and opportunity to see that site. We also saw firsthand 
the operating port. We went out on the port. It had been a few years since I had done that. It was certainly very 
enlightening to talk to staff from the marine section of BHP about some of the challenges and opportunities that 
are going on in Port Hedland.  

If we look at what comes out of Port Hedland, we can see that it earns over $100 million a year in exports. It is the 
largest bulk export port in the world, apparently. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: It’s billions. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Sorry; did I say million?  

Hon Kyle McGinn: That’s in a day. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: I meant to say $100 billion. I thank the member for the correction. That is the gross 
domestic product of a mid-sized country. It is a tremendous boon to Western Australia.  

I guess the important part is looking at the disparity and some of the challenges that we see in that town. We saw 
some of the challenges. We talked to some people. I attempt to get to Port Hedland as often as I can, whether by road 
from my home town of Broome or on the Aviair flight on Monday morning and then on to Parliament on Tuesday. 
There are some massive challenges and it is worth putting some things on the record. For example, apparently 
there are four intensive care unit beds at Hedland Health Campus. That is a challenge for the future, particularly after 
we go into the post-pandemic period, when we may be managing small outbreaks of COVID on a more regular basis, 
which is likely to be the situation. I think there has been some discussion in the media about the hospital and some 
of the challenges at that venue.  

There are practical challenges around infrastructure and the ability to grow the capacity of exports from the port. 
The number of vessels per tide is a limiting factor on how much can go out of that port. There was concern about 
the availability of industrial land, particularly for some of the heavy industries. Hon Alannah MacTiernan has talked 
about the hydrogen industry in the region. She has backed the proposal to industrialise Eighty Mile Beach and the 
Ramsar wetlands, which is obviously a concern. If I were in her shoes, my preference would be to get on with the 
study and continue work on the previously started Boodarie Strategic Industrial Area and look at creating an 
opportunity for heavy industry within Port Hedland to keep heavy industry concentrated around towns and centres, 
rather than dispersing it across more environmentally sensitive places.  

While we were there, the shortage of child care was raised. This is a problem across the region. It does not matter 
where you go, there is a shortage of child care. Apparently, Port Hedland is short 300 child care places at the moment.  

I think one of the greatest concerns is the low vaccination rates in the Pilbara; they are the lowest in the country. They 
should be an absolute priority for the government, given that Port Hedland plays such a key role for our economy. 
The latest figures I have from 1 November, which are on the health.gov.au website, are for statistical area 3. For 
the west Pilbara, we are looking at a fully vaccinated rate of 27 per cent. For the East Pilbara, the fully vaccinated 
rate is 30 per cent. These are quite terrifying numbers in view of the challenges of opening up in the future and the 
potential of a premature outbreak. Those vaccination rates are simply too low, and I do not think I would hear any 
objections from the other side of the chamber about that.  

One of the most disheartening aspects of our visit was meeting with a former nurse who was aged over 65 and was 
happy to go on the record about her situation. She had recently been made homeless because of rising private rents. 
This person was on a pension and had suddenly been required to pay $700 a week for a small house, which she 
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could not afford, and she went on a priority waitlist. She was given the run-around; she was living in her car with 
three pets. I am sure that all members who have been to Port Hedland in the middle of summer will appreciate 
how unpleasant that would be in 47-degree heat, quite apart from the fact that it is very unsafe for a vulnerable 
person to be living in a car with their pets. 
I am pleased to report that after a little lobbying by my good friend Camilo Blanco, the former Mayor of Port Hedland — 
Several members interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: He is an advocate, actually, and I think people should reflect on the words they say. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: People should reflect on the fact that he has stood up for his community and is standing 
up for this vulnerable lady who is living on the streets. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: He is standing up for her and bringing some attention to her situation. Fortunately, she 
was provided a home but it was reported to me today that when she went to that home she copped a bit of abuse from 
some people nearby. These are some of the challenges we face with, at times, antisocial behaviour in the community. 
It is the disparity of wealth and lack of investment that worries me. 
I asked a question today about the number of public housing houses that were available, and 668 have been built 
in Port Hedland, which is a considerable number. My view, just from driving around South Hedland, is that they 
really need a bit of TLC because many of them leave a lot to be desired; some of them quite frankly are in a very, 
very poor state. The answer I got today is that apparently there are 48 empty homes: 30 undergoing maintenance, 
and 18 under assessment. One might say that that is not a huge percentage of that 668, but given the reports I have 
heard about the number of people living in their cars, I would strongly advise the minister to talk to the director 
general of the Department of Communities and do whatever possible to fast-track the availability of those properties. 
It is only when we care for the most vulnerable in our community that we can enjoy and appreciate the wealth we 
generate in this state. I would like the government to invest more in the regions, which is very pertinent to today’s 
debate on the Constitutional and Electoral Legislation Amendment (Electoral Equality) Bill 2021. We must invest 
more in our regions. 

House adjourned at 10.14 pm 
__________ 
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