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fliegislative Gouncil
Tuesday, 26 May 1987

THE PRESIDENT (Hon. Clive Griffiths)
took the Chair at 3.30 pm, and read prayers.

FAMILY COURT AMENDMENT BILL
Report
Report of Committee adopted.

Third Reading

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the
third reading.

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon. J.
M. Berinson (Autorney General), and
transmitted to the Assembly.

ACTS AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
REFORM) BILL

In Committee

Resumed from 21 May. The Deputy Chair-
man of Committees (Hon. John Williams) in
the Chair; Hon. J. M. Berinson (Attorney Gen-
eral) in charge of the Bilt,

Clause 1: Short title—

Progress was reported after the clause had
been partly considered.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: There are many
amendments to this Bill which the Government
has presented. This could be the most complex
piece of legislation 1 have ever had to deal with.
I took the point of the Attorney General last
week when he said there have been Bills with as
many amendments, but they were nowhere
near as complex, One was the workers' com-
pensation legisiation, on which there was a
great deal of agreement between the parties
prior to the Bill coming before the House.

To make members aware of the present
position, this Bill has 104 clauses covering 69
pages, and it seeks to amend six Acts of Parlia-
ment. It is a proposal designed to change com-
pletely the electoral system of Western
Australia. If that is not tough enough to deal
with, we now have 36 amendments introduced
by the Liberal Party, and 14, near enough, by
the National Party.

We are addressing well over 100 amend-
ments 10 a Bill which, 1 repeat, will totally
change the electoral system in Westem
Australia. Some of the amendments from the
Government side represent complete departure
from the Bilt itself. The task before this Legis-
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lative Council—the task we are being asked lo
perform by the Government today—is to pub-
licly redraft.this complex Bill. I put it to the
Chamber that the complexity is such that it
would be a daunting task for even the most
skilled of drafismen.

Once again | call on the Government to con-
sider very seriously rewriting the legislation,
because quite clearly there are many areas of
common ground, and although in some cases
there are differences within that common
ground—if that makes sense—a number of
issues could be resolved in a rewriting of the
legislation, with consultation.

1 was interested to watch the television, listen
to the radio, and read some of the newspapers
last week after the Liberal Party had
introduced a brand new proposal, which admit-
tedly the Government did not have time to
consider, and it was gquite obvious it would
report progress last Wednesday. It was obvious
the Government would have to study and con-
sider the new proposals; and it was interesting
to note that only two or three hours after we
introduced the new amendments Mr Bryce, the
Minister responsible for this piece of legis-
lation, was reported on the radio and on tele-
vision as saying that the Liberal Party's new
proposals would ensure that the ALP never
gained controi of the Legislative Council.

During the debate | intend to make reference
to a computer analysis of our proposals which
demonstrates quite clearly that what Mr Bryce
says is wrong, and that the result of our pro-
posals would be a fair result. Again, 1 do not
propose to argue across the floor backwards
and forwards, saying “You are wrong, [ am
right”, but I am prepared to quote figures that
will subsiantiate the claim ! have made.

| ask the Government: Is it saying it will
accept a deal only if it ensures a Labor victory
at the next election? 1 mean “*ensures”, and it
may be in the Labor Party proposal, which cer-
tainly is biased and 10 the Government’s ad-
vantage.

I put it to the Chamber very seriously that
the figures I will produce will demonstrate that
our proposal is a fair proposal which ought to
be considered seriously, rather than the respon-
sible Minister saying it will give the Labor
Party no opportunity to gain control of the
Legislative Council. We must face the situation -
where the next election, under the present ar-
rangements—and reflecting the 1986 Bill
which led to the 1986 election results—would
result in the Labor Party gaining control of the
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Legislative Council. Maybe it is to the advan-
tage of the Labor Party to retain the present
situation for the time being; 1 do not know,
However, | feel our proposal is fair and proper
and can be substantiated by the figures 1 will
present.

[ also put to members that if they think this
debate will have any impact on the Govern-
ment if it were 10 be returned at the next elec-
tion with a majority in the Legislative As-
sembly and the Legislative Council, they are
deluding themselves. 1 refer to the comments
made by Mr Berinson last Thursday; namely,
that the Labor Party had not changed its views
at all on one-vote-one-value and indeed had the
same objections, | assume, 10 one-vote-one-
value in the Legislative Assembly, and in the
Legislative Council in the long term.

Hon. Tom Stephens: We are constantly being
attacked one way or another. You cannot have
it alt ways.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I am not attacking; [
am merely saying that Mr Berinson made it
clear. Hon. Tom Siephens should shut up be-
fore Mr Berinson comes over and slaps his
hand. :

Hon. Tom Stephens: He may well do.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: What I am saying is
that Mr Berinson made it clear to the Chamber
that that was in fact the Government's
objection, one way or another. It was quite ob-
vious the Government would be hell-bent on
gaining control as soon a possible; and, almost
from the day the Labor Party gained control in
both Houses, one-vole-one-value would be
introduced for both the Legislative Assembly
and the Legislative Council.

Hon. Tom Stephens:' You would suppori
that.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: | do not support it—
I do not support one-vote-one-value, and 1
have said | do not. But 1 said we must not
delude ourselves over this matter. We must
understand that when the Labor Party gains
fult control—if it does—this power would be of
no consequence al all. 1f we debate the Govern-
ment's Bill today, we would ensure its pro-
posals are effectual. At the same time it is, in
the Government’s view, a step forward in the
direction | have talked about. A1 the end of the
day all of those measures that the Labor Party
has sought to impose and introduce into the
Legislative Council in the last few years would
come in in one felf swoop. We must understand
that that is the Government’s intent. The Fed-
eral policy dealing with upper Houses, which
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has never been changed, says in effect that the
upper Houses in Australia should have their
powers greatly lowered with a view to their
ultimate abolition. That is a Federal policy,
and although the State Government says it is
not this State’s policy at this time, if it were
genuine in its comments that it has changed its
mind now, surely there would be a move on the
Federal scene 1o rewrite that policy; but that is
not the case.

So at the end of the day, when the Labor
Party gains control a number of things will hap-
pen. There will be no recognition of country
weighting and one-vole-one-value in the Legis-
lative Assembly or the Legislative Council.
There will be voting tickets in both Houses. We
will talk about those later, and there is common
ground between ourselves and the National
Party that there be voling tickets in the Legis-
lative Council only. However, there would be
voting tickets in both Houses if the Labor Party
gained control. There would be no metropoli-
1an boundary—there would be no need for
one—and optional preferential voting would
be introduced immediately.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What will happen if the
Liberal Party wins the next election? You have
such a record on this that you cannot point at
us. You have a terrific record on this.

Hon. G, E. MASTERS: My short answer is -
that I should be very pleased if we won the next
election.

Hon. Tom Stephens: You would also be very
surprised.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: 1 would not be sur-
prised at all. In answer to the Attorney Gen-
eral’s question, what we are doing is discussing
a piece of legislation where there are some very
genuine and straightforward amendmeats that
we and the National Party have put forward.
We have come a long way down the line. | am
one of those people, whether the Attorney Gen-
eral believes it or not, who thinks it should
have been changed, and | have been pressing
for that for a long 1ime.

I will produce figures that will demonstrate
that what we are proposing ig fair. | say in all
sincerity that we have come-a long way down
the line and that there are some things many of
the members of my party have bitterly
opposed, but they have come into line. There
has been a certain amount of pressure from the
Government side; I am not arguing about that;
but I favour changes so far as the structure and
the voting pattern of the Legislative Council is
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concerned, and have done so for a long time.
. My colleagues in the party room know 1 have
been advocating that for several years.

However, at present some genuine proposals
have been put forward by all sides, and we
believe we have a policy that can be sold and
easily understood, and that is fair. We must
take this debate carefully and slowly. If changes
in wording are needed there is a requirement
from our side that we report progress and con-
sider those changes. We will fight very
vigorously for our proposals, believing strongly
as we do that it is the proper course of action
which has evolved over a period of time as a
result of our continual investigation, analysis,
and computer work, much to the credit of one
or two of our backroom boys. We believe we
have a better computer programme set-up for
dealing with these options than perhaps has the
Labor Party, with all its resources,

1 am absolutely fed up with people trying to
draw lines for boundaries—as | have done in
the past-=—and | am as guilty as anyone.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: More guilty than most.
Hon. Kay Hallahan: Hear, hear!

Hon. G. E. MASTERS:" If the Labor Party
says | am guiltier than most, I would ask the
Attorney General to look at the Liberal Party's
proposition right now. I will not argue this mat-
ter in any depth because we will deal with
clause 8 soon.

The Liberal Party is putting forward a simple
option. The Labor Party is proposing—and it
seems the National Party is also—a jigsaw
puzzle, in which lines have to be drawn around
country towns and areas. Some members are
shaking their heads—

Hon. J. M. Berinson: They are shaking their
heads because what you are saying is not true.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We will deal with
that on clause 8.

Hon. T. G. Butler interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): The member will ignore the interjec-
tions and continue with the debate—which
promises to be a long one.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Liberal Party is
putting forward a genuine proposition which [
hope the Government will not dismiss and put
away in its entirety. The comments of the At-
tormney General indicate that he is intending to
do that; he has pushed this away with some
unkind comments in the very early stages of the
debate.
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1 ask members to think carefully during the
debate and [ will listen with great interest to all
sides of the argument. However, 1 hope that at
the end of the day something will come out of
it,

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: 1 would briefly and
broadly outline the National Party's stand.
Everything | could say on this matter has
already been said. The Leader of the Oppo-
sition clarified the Liberal Party’s position and
the only point [ want 10 make is that the
National Party is very keen indeed to see some
changes made to the Electoral Act.

There is no question that the present set-up
has gone on for a long time and many Govern-
ments have been out of kilter with reality and
have not laid a foundation plan for the proper
representation of people across the State. 1
know the anomalies that are inherent in the
present Act are understood by members of all
parties, and all members are aware that
changes should be made. However, | want to
place on the record the fact that the National
Party wants to see some of the basic problems
associated with the present Act rectified.
People should have the opportunity to elect
their representatives on a practical and reason-
able basis.

There are a number of areas where criticism
could be made; one such area is the fact that
the present system does not allow particular
groups to be represented in a manner which is
satisfactory to themn. Members, no doubt, will
not all agree with some of the conclusions
reached during the course of this debate. How-
ever, over the years, whenever the media has

_reported the facts about the anomalies in the

electoral system—with its extreme weighting in
some areas of the State—people have agreed
that this sort of thing should not be continued.
At the same time, members here have the re-
sponsibility 1o come up with something that
will give, this Chamber in particular, the op-
portunity to have members elected to it in a
different way; in other words, by proportional
representation. There needs to be a definition
whereby the present anomalies can be rectified
and a fair assessment adopited.

During this debate, [ hope that the amend-
ments listed will be dealt with clearly and
specifically so that there can be no guestion of
doubt in anyone’s mind. That is, so that every
member, the media and the public know
exactly where the parties stand in respect of the
amendments now before the Chamber.
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: | will restrict myself
at this stage 10 a single comment, and that is in
response 10 a question asked by Hon. G. E.
Masters. He asked whether the Government
was saying that it would accept only a proposal
which ensured a Labor victory, and the answer
to that is, “No.”" However, neither will the
Government accept a system which guarantees
a Labor defeat. We are looking for a fairer
electoral system and, as 1 will indicate in
greater depth as we proceed with this Bill, we
believe that there are objeclive measures by
which reform proposals can be judged. The
long and the short of it is that the proposed
amendments, as listed by the Liberal Party, do
not meet that measure.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed.

Clause 4: Section 47 repealed and a section
substituted—

Hon. G. £ MASTERS: Would the Attorney
General explain (o me what exactly this new
section means. It reads—

47. Upon any general election the
Legislative Council shall be competent to
proceed 10 the despatch of business, at the
time appointed by the Governor for that
purpose, notwithstanding that the electors
shall have failed to elect the required num-
ber of members to serve in the Legislative
Council.

[ assume then even if they could not all have
been elected, the Council could go about its
business. However, if, for example, there were
three or four members who were not elected for
whatever reasen, is there a limit to how many
members must be elected before business can
proceed?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Are you referring to the
present section 477

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: .l am asking what is
meant by this clause. | would guess, having
read the Bill, that it is saying that should there
be a shortfall in the number of members elected
to the Legislative Council for one reason or
another, and that no matter how great that
shortfall is, the Council can sit and can conduct
business.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Clause 4 has to be
understood against the current provision of
section 47 of the Constitution Act. This pro-
vides that following an election, the Legislative
Council shall be competent to proceed to the
despatch of business, noiwithstanding that any
of the writs, not exceeding two, shall not have
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been returned. This contemplates that follow-
ing the general election, say, for 17 members,
I 5 writs have been returned but for one reason
or another, two have not. The view of the
Government is that this concept no longer re-
tains whatever purpose it had when we deal,
not with a large number of writs—that is, one
for each province-—but with no more than six
writs altogether for the new regions.

In these ci_rcumstanqas. the concern of the
exising section 47, in the Government’s
opinion, no longer has application.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 5: Section 73A inserted—

Hon. A, A. LEWIS: Last week the Artorney
told us the Labor Party was deing this as an act
of compromise and there was a lot of goodwill.
How many speeches have we heard in this
Chamber about one-vote-one-value? Has Hon.
Garry Kelly changed his mind, or Hon. Doug
Wenn, Hon. Kay Hallahan, or my friend Hon.
Tom Stephens changed theirs? Have they all
changed their minds?

Hon. T. G. Butler: Not at all.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: So members of the
Government are prepared 1o vote against the
Government’s amendment, is that right? Let us
putitin clear terms.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: No.

Hon. A, A. LEWIS: Is it not fascinating how
these people rant and rave? They had stickers
all over their cars saying “‘Let the people de-
cide”. Oh dear! Now what has happened to
Hon. Doug Wenn and other members on the
Government side? They are compromising
themselves right down the line.

Hon, P. G. Pendal: You don’t see too many
of those stickers now.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: It is fascinating to see the
mess the Australian Labor Party has got itself
into.

Hon. Garry Kelly: People in glass houses!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Mr Kelly should not in-
terject in those terms because he was one of the
blokes who made me change my mind. Mem-
bers can laugh and grin, and the Attorney Gen-
eral can smile, but when this Bill came into this
place 1 was an Independent, and the Minister
for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform was
dealing with me in relation to certain matters.
This was one of them, and | said, “Yes, I think
that sounds reasonable with a 15 per cent vari-
ation. | can see nothing wrong with that.” Let
members laugh that one off! There is not a
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word now from these people who have been
conning the public. Why do they not want one-
vote-one-value?

Hon. Doug Wenn interjected.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Is that an offer to vote
against the Government’s amendmenmt? Of
course, Hon. Doug Wenn will not vote against
it.

Members of the Government must accept it
one way or another. 1 made a commitment to
the Deputy Premier, and | am not like some
people; | did not leak papers or talk about what
I was going to do and then back off fast. The
Government has changed this Bill because it
knows it will lose seats under one-vote-one-
value. Anybody like my truthful friend Hon.
Fred McKenzic knows that; he is the only one |
can name because he is the only member who
has not gone on at such length in this Chamber
with all the nonsense about one-vote-one-value.
1 am waiting for Hon. Raobert Hetherington to
talk about this clause and oppose the Govern-
ment's amendment. The Attorney can put on
his Shakespearean style—

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You can talk!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: That is what I am paid to
do; I am not just a pretty face.

We heard the answer the Attorney gave to
the Leader of the Opposition in which he said
he was going to make sure the Government
would not lose.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: | did not say that. | said
it should not be guaranteed to lose; that is, that
it should never have a chance to win,

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: | thank the Attorney for
. that interjection; that is what the Government
is doing. The Government was guaranteed of
losing if it had stuck to one-vote-one-vzlue.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Rubbish!

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney knows that
perfectly well; the Government has all the fig-
ures and he knows the Government would be
done like a dinner with one-vote-one-value.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Get your colleagues 1o

agree. 1o one-vote-one-value and we will join
you, no risk.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: | just said | would put
the Government to the test and the Attorney
said *“No™. It does not matter about my col-
leagues.

Hon. T. G. Butler: Are you going to move an
amendment on one-vote-one-value?

1297

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: 1 do not have to; it is
already in the Bill. That is how much Hon.
Tom Butler knows about the Bill. The Govern-
ment is going to amend the Bill and the only
reason is that the Labor Party would lose six
seats if it did not. That is the rub. It is called
“numbers”, and the Attorney is preity good at
numbers.

Is it not fascinating that the Labor Party has
flogged this business of one-vote-one-value and
equal opportunily, and everybody having his
say? As Hon. Phillip Pendal said, one does not
see too many slickers on the back of their cars
now—only those of the lazy ones who have not
pulled them off. The rest have chickened out
because they know they are going to lose seats.
I challenge this great Australian Labor Party
here and now (0 defeat the amendment its
leader has on the Notice Paper. Not one of
them will accept the challenge. Not ong of them
can come into this place and talk again about
electoral systems, Let them not try again to con
the public.

Several members interjected.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: | am proud to represent
some fairly solid Labor areas. | will be telling
the people of Collic and Manjimup how much
this clause meant to members of the Labor
Party in this Chamber. 1 will be going on the air
everywhere | possibly can to tell the people of
Western Australia.

Hon, Tom Helm: Tell the truth.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: | will the truth; it is so
casy because one does not have to have a good
memory to tell the truth—one has to know
what one is talking about. Hon. Tom Helm is
another of those blokes during whose speech |
had to get up and walk out because he gave us a
blast on the electoral system and one-vote-one-
value. Members of the Government are
throwing every ideal the ALP ever had down the
drain.

Hon, Tom Helm: You will not support us,
will you?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Who said that?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Members need to
understand exactly what question we are debat-
ing. On the Notice Paper is a Government
amendment seeking to delete clause 5. | would
like a direction from you, Mr Deputy Chair-
man (Hon. John Williams}: | do not think we
are debating the amendment as such, I believe
the question before the Chair is that clause 5
stand as printed.
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Members of the Labor Party will be asked
whether they support clause 5 and will be
required to vote “Yes” or “No”. 1f a number of
members vote “Yes™” and a division is called
members will be in a position 10 see whether
there are any other supponters of clause 5 apart
from Labor Party members. This is the oppor-
tunity for members of the Labor Party to say
whether they support one-vote-one-value.

Every Labor Party member sitting in this
Chamber will be asked by you, Mr Deputy
Chairman, whether clause 5 will stand as
printed and they will be required to answer
“Yes” or “*No”, or to remain silent. If they vote
*No™ so be it, and we will understand where
they are.

Regardless of what the Attorney General
says, the Liberal Party is prepared to compro-
mise because it wants progress to be made in
order that the Bill can pass through this
Chamber. The question to members on the
other side of the House is whether they wilt
vote for one-vote-one-value.

1 suggest that Hon. Sandy Lewis was right in
his comment; that is, that the Labor Party has
suddenly decided that this clause does not suit
its purposes.

Members from this side of the Chamber have
seen ‘stickers on cars driven by Hon. Kay
Hallahan and Hon. Fred McKenzie promoting
one-vote-one-value and that everyone’s vote
should be equal. A number of Labor Party
members were strolling around this Chamber
wearing badges stating one-vote-one-value. Mr
Stephens was one of those members and, as |
have said, Mr McKenzie had a sticker on his
car as did Hon. Kay Hallahan. Hon. Robert
Hetherington has spoken about one-vote-one-
value for many years and he will now be asked
by the Chair whether he supports one-vote-one-
value.

Members from this side of the Chamber witl
listen and waich carefully when the question is
put. We will see whether members opposite
have the guts to vote for it or whether one-vote-
one-value was just a catchcry while it suited
their purposes.

If members have any doubt about the sin-
cerity of the Labor Panty 1 will quoté again
from a letter written by Mr Arthur Tonkin. It
was his crusade in life to bring about one-vote-
one-value 10 the Parliament of Western
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Australia and everyone knows it. Members
shouid not forgel the reason why he resigned
from Parliament. He said—

To hear my colleagues say, as they did in
Geraldton on Sunday night, that we must
make absolutely sure that the bill, which
will contain the promises we had made to
the people at the election, is defeated . . .

Why did he say that? It was because Cabinet at
a meeting in Geraldton looked at the clause
and said, *“We suppose that we have to include
it, but we must make sure it does not go
through.”

Hon. T. G. Butler interjected.

.Hon, G. E. MASTERS: Mr Butler will be
asked the question also and we will have a
division. The Labor Party might get it through.
Is it not worth a try?

Members opposite have been involved in
things like this in the past and that is the reason
Arthur Tonkin resigned. He knew that his own
party members would renege on the one prom-
ise he held most dear; and they have sold out.
We must ask ourselves whether the Govern-
ment has gone back on the proposition of one-
vote-one-value. Has it changed its mind, or has
it got cold feet? Or perhaps it is purely hyp-
ocritical. | suggest that the last comment is cor-
Tect.

I put it to the Chamber again that very soon
Labor Party members will be asked a question
by the Chair and members of the Liberal Party
will see whether they have the guts to vote
“Yes” or “No”. The clause states that there
should be one-vote-one-value in the Legislative
Assembly in Western Australia. Do members
opposite support that?

Hon. B. L. Jones: | think your record is
broken. You keep repeating yourself. You are
hiding behind a smokescreen.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! This record will not be
broken. Conversations between members are
disorderly. I ask members to speak 10 the ques-
tion before the Chair.

Hon, G. E. MASTERS: Labor Party mem-
bers, including Hon. Robert Hetherington, will
be asked a question. | suspect that as Hon.
Robert Hetherington has made his position
clear in this Parliament many times he will
vole for one-vote-one-value. He will now have
the opportunity to vote on this question in the
parliamentary forum,
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I support the clause and if members opposite
do not vote for it also they will be branded as
hypocrites, which I think they are.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: We have reached
clause 5 and the Commiitee stage has turned
into playtime about where we are going.

While there has been toing-and-froing be-
tween the Liberal and Labor Parties aboul the
so-called one-vote-one-value I place on record
that there is not one member in the National
Party who will support such a proposal.

The situation is simply that if such a pro-
posal is introduced in Western Australia a lot
of people who live outside the metropolitan
area will have one-vote-no-value. It is an im-
possibility to have such a situation in Australia
because of its size. We have extremes of
densely populated areas and sparsely populated
areas and we must implement a system which
will suit everyone.

The Federal seats of O'Connor and
Kalgoorlie illustrate the difference that can
arise between seats. In this example there is one
Labor held seat and one seat temporarily held
by the Liberal Party and they are different situ-
ations compared with some of the metropolitan
seats.

The Nationa! Party would never support—I
should not use the word “never” but it applies
for as long as the nation is structured in the
way it is at this particular ime—the so-calied
one-vote-one-value. It is most inaccurate ter-
minology.

It is most inaccurate. Over the vears it has
distorted the situation of how people should be
represented in the Parliaments across this
nation.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The amendment
standing in my name will have the effect of
deleting clause 35,

Point of Order

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: If the Attorney General
votes against the clause, it is then deleted. I
should think that by Standing Orders the mem-
ber has only one choice: He does not have to
move his amendment; he has to vote against
the clause.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): The Attorney does not have to move
the amendment; by voting against the clause,
he will be successful in what he is seeking to do.
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Committee Resumed

Hon. J. M. BERINSCN: There have been
three speakers on clause 5 so far, and one of
them was an honest man, Hon. E. ). Charlton.
The other two speakers, Hon. Sandy Lewis and
Hon. Gordon Masters, gave an exhibition of
apparent enthusiasm which was all froth and
bubble and contained no reality or honesty. In
saying that | am not relying on some vague
impression of their attitude but on the record,
on the fact, that when the Government first
tabled this Bill and before it listed any amend-
ments of its own, the Liberal Party listed
amendments which made it transparently clear
that it would not have one-vote-one-value at
any price. That is the truth of it.

Messrs Lewis and Masters now think they
can goad some response from the Government
on the basis of these absurd propositions about
the Government reneging on one-vote-one-
value, At the risk of repeating the comments [
made earlier, | again put the position clearly on
the record. The Government’s position has
always been one of support for the principle of
one-vote-one-value. Over and above that is the
Government’s determination to push for elec-
toral reform now as far as it can in practical
terms, It is only in the face of the clearest indi-
cation from both the Liberal and the National
Parties that one-vote-one-value will not be
implemented in this State that the Government
has moved along the lines of the package of
amendments listed in my name.

One cannot just start plucking out individual
sections of these proposals and putting chal-
lenges to the Government. If one wants to go
back to the period which existed before this Bill
was drafted, one has to give the Government
some commitment (0 one-vote-one-value in the
Assembly and in the Council and do a proper
job of it. Why not test the Government? | am
not suggesting that could be done as a matter of
instantaneous decision now, but why not give
the Government a commitment that the Lib-
eral Party will support both those propositions
and—

Hon. N. F. Moore: 1 do not support one-
vote-one-value and will again say so on the
record.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This must surprise
Hon. Gordon Masters because he is the Leader
of the Opposition and one would think he
would have been aware, before he tossed these
empty challenges—

Hon. G. E. Masters: The Attorney is getting
upset.
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters should have been upset at the attitude of
his own shadow Ministers, but it appears that
he could not have been since he was attempting
to lead the Government into paths that his own
shadow spokesman would not follow him into.
The sorts of arguments advanced by Hon.
Sandy Lewis and Hon. Gordon Masters might
have a place in some sort of kindergarten de-
bating society where cheap points are at issue,
but members are dealing with matters that are
much more important.

Hon. G. E. Masters: 1t is a matter of prin-
ciple.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Members are deal-
ing with the democracy of this State, and that
deserves and requires a more serious approach
than members have had from these two
speakers on this clause. I put it 10 the Chamber
that members cannot just be chopping and
changing as they come to debate individual
clauses. They must look at the pattern of the
Bill and at the pattern which emerges from the
package of amendmentis listed on the Notice
Paper by each of the parties in this Chamber.

The Government made it clear that the
amendments which it has fisted do not rep-
resent its first preference; they represent a
move to go as far as it can in order to search
out and achieve some reasonably acceptable
compromise. The Government has said that is
the position a dozen times, and by the way
debate is going it will need 10 be said a dozen
more times yet. This is not the Government’s
preferred position. It is one which it has
reached in a genuine atiempt 10 accornmodate
to the maximum extent possible the objections
which were put to this Bill over a period of six
months. Over that period there were intensive
negotiations outside Parliament with a view 1o
achieving some positive action instead of all
this empty talk.

The proposition before members now is a
simple one. | urge the Chamber to agree to this
amendment and get down to some real busi-
ness.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: | take exception 10 Hon.
J. M. Berinson calling me dishonest. If the At-
tomey General wants to treat other people as
he acts himself, that is all right; but the Deputy
Premtier has a letter which | sent to him last
year, when members first started talking about
this matter, which said that | went along with
one-vote-one-value. The Attorney General can
verify that, and I take strong exception to his
getting up in this place and accusing me of

[COUNCIL]

dishonesty. Members all know who the dis-
honest person is: One who will give assurances
1o this place and then go back on them; one
who will leak bits and pieces to the Press, If the
Attorney General was a gentleman, he would
verify my letter with the Deputy Premier, and
apologise to me, | have not changed my view,
50 let the Attorney General look me in the eye
and say that he did not know what my stand
was on the matter.

Hon, J. M, Berinson: What is the view of
your parly? You are not an Independent now.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Members are all individ-
vals.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Australian Labor
Party mentality is shining through. Members
can cross the floor. The Attorney has seen me
do it- Members have not seen the Attorney do
it very often. Members have not seen the At-
torney move out of his Caucus situation.

I will not accepl the Attorney getting up in

_this place and accusing me of being dishonest.

He knows how he has double-crossed me in this
place.

A member interjected.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The member was not
here during the debate on the WADC Bill. The
Attorney General has plenty of witnesses.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You may be as
provocative as you like. The fact remains 1 am
interested in your party's position, and not
yours. You are no longer an Independent.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Is the Attorney General
not interesied in my vote?

Hon, J. M. Berinson: 1 am interested in your
party’s vate.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: But individuals in this
place do not matter?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Of course they matter.

Hon. A. A, LEWIS: Of course they do not
matter. The Attorney General has just admit-
ted it.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Would you like to dis-
cuss the Bill?

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attorney General
started all this with his dishonest bit, not 1. He
still has not asked the Deputy Premier whether
he had that letter.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It is an irrelevant con-
sideration.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Attormey General
will see what happens when this Bill is voted on
and which way | will vote. I will see how he
voles. | think the dishonesty of people will be
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shown up just by the vote itself, | know the
Attorney General has other things to consider,
but I have never been so horrified as when |
heard him accuse people of being dishonest. It
may be that he did not know that the letter had
gone to the Deputy Premier. He may have
known, but he wanted to put on his
Shakespearean act again. If he did know he is
culpable. If he did not know, he should have
gone and asked. It is disgraceful for a leader of
this place to perform like that. It is bad enough
trying to get a Bill like this through without
people being told they are dishonest. | chal-
lenge the Labor Party to stick to its principle.

Several members interjected.

Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Liberal Party has a
free vote on any matter. Hon. Roben
Hetherington knows that at times [ have
supported his Bills because [ have a free vote
on any matter and always have had.

I believe the Labor Party will be shown for
what it is when we vote on this matler.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: | am surprised by this
plucking-out-of-the-air change of policy by the
Autorney General because | understood the
thrust of the Labor Party in the Legislative As-
sembly was for one-vole-one-value and in the
Legislative Council it was for proportional rep-
resentation. [ heard the Attorney General put
forward an argument for one-vote-one-value
for both Houses. 1 do not know whether | mis-
understood him, but that was the way | heard
his remarks.

What does surprise me is that when this Bill
was introduced by Arthur Tonkin he took some
80 minutes to introduce the Bill in another
place and 73 minutes of that speech was de-
voted to the one-vote-one-value principle. |
have heard speeches and interjections by
almost every member, including Hon. Kay
Hallahan, that their platform is very clear. It is
for one-vote-one-value. The same thing has
been said by Hon. Garry Kelly who went on 1o
say that the questton wilt be decided by the
people. It has always quile clearly been said
what the mandate of this Government is. It is
contained in the two parliamentary and elec-
toral reform documents presented by the
Premier in 1983 entitled *Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform—Restoring Democracy to
Western Australia” and *‘Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform—Creating a Democracy and
Modern Parliamentary System™. Throughout
the documents, in the Premier’s speech and in
the Australian Labor Party’s Western Australia
branch policy speech of 7 February 1983 and in
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speeches made in this place, including those of
the former Minister for Parliamentary and
Electoral Reform, 90 per cent of those speeches
have been devoted to the proposal of one-vote-
one-value.

I now hear the Auorney General is
presenting the same proposition to the Legislat-
ive Council—one-vote-one-value—and not
proportional representation. Obviously, | have
missed the point.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Yes, you have,

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Page 2 of the docu-
ment relating to parliamentary and electoral
reform states that in the Legislative Council—
which has a lesser role and which is supposed
to be a reform Legislature—a system of pro-
portional representation can be used to ensure
that every significant aspect of public opinion
is recognised.

If it is a fact that the Labor Party has a clear
mandate, | am surprised that this amendment
is now brought forward. The only reason | can
see for it being brought forward is that it will
cost the Australian Labor Party votes. There-
fore, the Government found that unacceptable,
I do not know whether the Attorney General
has taken it on his own bat to propose one-
vote-one-value for the Legislative Council but |
do not think it should be the policy of an upper
House, including the Senate of the Australian
Parliament, to have one-vote-one-value. )

As | understood it, the one-vote-one-value
principle was for the Legislative Assembly. Ap-
parenily, | am incorrect and it applies to both
Houses. | am disappointed because | have
listened to speech after speech from members
like Hon. Garry Kelly who have presented the
first and second editions of their speeches in
the past and 1 am yet to hear his third edition.
The next edition will obviously be different
from the first two,

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Before you sit down,
would you vote for one-vote-one-value?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: To be quite honest, [
see quite a lot of merit in it.

Hon. J. M. Berinson; Will you vote for it?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: I possibly could vote
for one-vote-one-value but | wish the Altorney
General 1o clarify whether it will be for the
Legislative Assembly or the Legislative Coun-
cil.

Hon, J. M. Berinson: Give your opinion on
each?
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Hon. NEIL OLIVER: It may be worthwhile
to have the one-vote-one-value principle in the
Legislative Assembly but 1 know of no upper
House in the western world—and I have stud-
ied many countries—where the same parallels
apply 1o the election of members in the upper
House and the lower House. For some reason it
was decided by the wise men of the past that
that should be the system.

I am not suggesting there is no need for
change. I agree there is a need for parliamen-
tary change. Frankly, the Liberal Party and the
National Party believe, like the Government,
there is a need for electoral change. We have all
put forward ideas for electoral change. The
Leader of the Opposition here has put forward
a very simple and fair electoral change, one
which the people of the State can understand.
The Liberal and National Partics have been
among the few groups that have come forward
with reasonable electoral change.

Several members interjected.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The electoral change
that came before the House some time ago that
allowed voting by |8-year-olds to be provided
for in the Constitution, faced a situation where
there was no-one in the House to count the
Noes. That legislation introduced by Dr Hislop
was a Liberal initiative. The Labor Party
thought it would gain an advantage because of
the legislation and so it supported it—but it
was wrong. Afterwards it screamed
“Gerrymander!™

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I never
cease 10 be amazed by the smug, self-satisfied,
pseudo-self-righteous, point-scoring position
adopted by the Leader of the Opposition. |
certainly witnessed some of that this aftemoon,

1 want 1o make my position quite clear: 1
intend to vole against the clause, but 1 believe
in one-vole-one-value. 1 remember saying in
my maiden speech that, although | came here
in the hope that | might reform the Parliament
when some members came here breathing fire
but did not always succeed, | would patiently
try to achieve the reform. Certainly | have been
doing that ever since | have been here_ If, dur-
ing negotiations that have gone on between the
Deputy Premier and both Opposition parties,
we had heard any indication that one-vote-one-
value would be supported for both Houses, or

even supported for the lower House with -

some kind of reasonably fair system for the
upper House, we would not be trying 1o delete
this clause from the Bill.

[COUNCIL)

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Not true. Your own Cabi-
net meeting in Geraldton repudiated what you
say.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Look at the Bill.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: We are looking at the
facts.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: If | be-
lieved that this Government was deliberately
trying to prevent one-vote-one-value from be-
ing introduced into the Parliament, not be-
cause it had 10 reach a compromise with other
parties but because it was a deliberale plot as
the honourable member has suggested, | would
resign from the Labor Party. | do not believe
what the honourable member says; he keeps
making the accusation, but I do not believe it.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Are you talking about
me?

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: Yes.

Hen. P. G. Pendal: It’s not my accusation;
it’s Arthur Tonkin's.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: I have
known the Deputy Premier, Mal Bryce, for
many years; ! shared an electorate with him
from 1977 until my former electorate was
abolished. 1 know him as a persen of honour
and I believe what he says. I know he is work-
ing for electoral reform and ! know he would be
only too happy were we able 1o get a Bill passed
which enshrined in our Constitution one-vote-
one-value for both Houses. I have no doubt
about that. The member can read the Tonkin
letter to me as much as he likes.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! This is going to be a long
debate and | intend to allow only one speaker
at a time. If Hon, Phillip Pendal and Hon. Tom
Stephens want to hurl abuse at each other
across the Chamber, they might find them-
setves doing it outside the Chamber.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: 1 be-
lieve that Hon. Arthur Tonkin is an honest and
straightforward man. I believe it is possible for
him to be mistaken; and because other people
who were at that Cabinet meeting have told
me, 1 believe he misrcad the situation. | believe
this Government is still committed to electoral
reform and to one-vote-one-value if it can get
the numbers in this place. If I really believed
we could do this, 1 would be very happy.

It gives me no pleasure at all 10 vote against
this clause at this time, but then it never gives
me pleasure to vote for part-reform when I be-
lieve that full reform is necessary. From whai [
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have been given to understand of negotiations
that have gone on, | believe that by removing
this ctause now we can lake a step towards
reform, although not an ultimate siep; it will be
one small, timid step towards reform and
democracy in this place. | am therefore pre-
pared to postpone voting for my principle—not
1o give it up—in order to achieve that reform.

One of the basic things we need in this State
15 an electoral system which will give any party
that gets a majorily of the votes in either House
a majority in that House. If we can get that, |
am prepared to postpone the ultimate achieve-
ment of one-vote-one-value. | believe it will
eventually come, because it is a proper demo-
cratic principle; and unless the New Right
ultimately gets control of the conservative par-
ties—Heaven forbid, and 1 do not believe it
will happen—we will eventually become a
democracy in this State. We have not done so
yet and we are not going to become a democ-
racy if we allow one-vole-one-value for the
Legislative Assembly while denying the right of
the Labor Party, if it gets over 50 per cent of
the vote, to get a majority in this Chamber.
That is what the proposals put forward by the
Liberal Party would do and for that reason | do
not accept the chailenge that has been given to
me Lo vote for this clause.

If two or three Liberal Party members will
cross the floor and vote for this clause and give
me a guarantee that they will vote for one-vote-
one-value in this place—and | notice Hon.
Norman Moore has been honest enough 10 say
he does not believe in it—I might stay over
here and vote with them. But [ see no evidence
of this. I see no evidence that we will get one-
vote-one-value by voling for this clause right
now. I see some evidence that by deleting the
clause we will get some way along the road to
reform. For this reason, although [ dislike
doing it intensely—it hurts—I will vote against
the clause in the hope that we will take a real
step along the road to the ultimate attainment
of reforming this Parliament. That is what 1
think of the Leader of the Opposition’s chal-
lenge. If he is going to accuse me of hypocrisy,
let him do so.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Hon. Sandy Lewis
was upset about my suggestion that he was not
the cne of the three speakers to whom 1 re-
ferred who was prepared to advance an honest
argument on this matter. 1 was not, by that
comment, suggesting that Mr Lewis, when he
was an Independent, had not made some
statement or sent some letter along the lines to
which he referred. | was referring to the
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honesty of an argument which seriously
suggested to the Government at the twelfth
hour that it should abandon the whole of the
package which results from six months of con-
sultation with the other parties and respond to
his goading on this single question on clause 5.
Political realities apply here and | am sure that
Hon. Sandy Lewis understands them as well as
everybody else. He understands, for example,
that even if he could persuade two of his Lib-
eral colleagues to vote for this clause, the result
would be so unacceptable to the National Party
that the rest of the Bill would go. He knows that
as well as | and other members of his party
know it.

That brings me back to the basic point. Are
we interested in achieving a package which has
some realistic prospect of obtaining the agree-
ment of sufficient members of this Chamber or
are we not? We will never get the answer to that
by coming up with fancy suggestions on indi-
vidual clauses. We need a commilment to one
or other of the packages represented by the Bill
and by the list of amendments.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: My first point on this
matter relates (o an argument put forward a
few minutes ago by Hon. Robert Hetherington
who was at some pains to persuade the Com-
mitiee that his former colleague, Mr Tonkin,
resigned as a result of a misunderstanding or
misbelief on his part. That is palpable nonsense
when one refers to the facts. The second para-
graph of his letter of resignation began with two
words, “To hear”. He said, *“To hear my col-
leagues talk like that in Cabinet ..."” Mr
Tonkin’s position was not based on any misbe-
lief or misunderstanding. He heard with his
own ears the fact that the Labor members of
Cabinet wanted the Bill defeated. Does any
member of the Labor Party challenge that? Mr
Tonkin has ne misunderstanding about what
happened. .

Hon. W. N. Stretch: He was hardly a new
chum.

Hon. P. G. PENDAL: That is quite right. He
was one of the most experienced parliamen-
tarians who had been here for 15 or 16 years.
One cannot, therefore, accept his resignation
from the Ministry, and then from Parliament
for the reason that the poor fellow did some-
thing and only woke up later that he misunder-
stood the situation. It was not a misbelief at all.
He heard with his own ears the Labor Cabinet,
including this Minister handling the Bill, say
that they had to defeat their own Bill.

Hon. Garry Kelly interjected.
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Hon. P, G. PENDAL: That is germaane to the
matter we are debating now. We are talking
about one-vote-one-value in the Assembly. Mr
Tonkin could not stand to hear his own col-
leagues sell out every principle that allegedly
the Labor Party held.

My second point relates 10 a remark that the
Attorney General made when he responded to
the Leader of the Opposition. He used words to
the effect that he, as the Minister handling the
Bill, relied on the record 10 determine the Lib-
eral Party's view of these matters. He went on
to say that the Labor Party was relying on the
record by reading in Hansard what had been
said in the past by the Liberal Party on elec-
toral reform,

The Opposition is entitled also to look at the
record about what the Labor Party said. Only
four years ago the Labor Party went 10 the polls
with a bible of electoral reform that was un-
changeable. There would be no deviation on
the part of the Labor Party about its so-called
electoral reform! Let us lock at the way the
Labor Party not only compromised, but also
sold out every inch of the way on that reform.

In 1983, the Labor Party promised 1o reduce
the number of members of this House by 12. It
soon changed its mind when it realised how
that would affect some members on its side. It
reneged on that promise. Another promise was
to introduce State-wide proportional represen-
tation in order to achieve the treasured
objective of one-vote-one-value. It has reneged
on that. It introduced some mechanisms alleg-
edly 1o resolve the deadlock situation between
the two Houses. That was dealt with but is no
longer part of Labor’s so-called electoral pack-
age. It reneged on that. That is half of the
Labor Party’s 1983 policies thrown into the
rubbish bin because it was not prepared to
compromise. Members of the Liberal Party and
MNational Party were prepared 1o compromise.
The Labor Party has not compromised; it has
sold out.

That is the reason the Labor Party is being
challenged 10day to spell out why its treasured
belief of six months ago is so expendable.

{Questions taken,]

Hon. N. F. MOORE: | want to make sure
that it is on record that I, as a member of the
Liberal Party, have not been wishy-washy
about one-vote-one-value. 1 am opposed 1o i1,
and | have always been opposed to it. | believe
that because of the way in which population is

[COUNCIL]

distributed in Australia, if we are to have
equality of representation we must have a
system of weighted votes in the country.

The Federal seat of Kalgoorlie in the House
of Representatives is a classic example of how
one-vote-one-value does not work. The people
in that electorate are not well represented and
cannot be because the electorate is 100 big. A
House of Representatives seat in Sydney covers
17 square miles and it has the same number of
electors as the Federal seat of Kalgoorlie which
covers 900 000 square miles. There is no way
in the world that a system of one-vote-one-
value can work in Australia where the popu-
lation is sparsely spread in the country or
concentrated in the city.

I am opposed to one-vote-one-value on the
ground that people are entitled to equality of
representation and they are entitled to see their
member of Parliament from time to time. The
system in Western Australia allows that 1o hap-
pen to some extent.

The move by the Government 10 delete this
clause is made because it wants to ensure that
the clause is defeated. It could have put up the
clause and allowed the Chamber to make a
decision about one-vote-one-value. If my as-
sessment of the numbers is the same as that of
the Attorney General, the clause would have
been defeated, and that would have had the
same result as the Government hopes to
achieve by the amendment. The Government is
ensuring that one-vote-one-value does not go
into the Bill because it is frightened that the
National Party will not support the rest of the
Bill if it does.

I want the National Party to be aware when
it votes on the third reading thal the Attorney
General is saying that it does not represent a
change in Labor Party policy. It is an expedient
measure 1o ensure that the Bill is passed. The
Government wants the Bill o be passed be-
cause it believes that the Bill will improve its
electoral chances at the next election and im-
prove its chance of winning control of this
Chambers. If that happens, the Government will
go back to the hallowed principle of one-vote-
one-value.

1 am sure that point has not been lost on the
members of the National Party; they know that
this is a matier of expediency. If we believe
Hon. Joe Berinson's statement that the policy
has not changed, and if we give the Labor Party
a better chance of winning Government, we
have a betier chance of one-vote-one-value be-
ing introduced.
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I agree with Hon. Eric Charlion that one-
vote-one-value is totally unacceptable in West-
ern Australia and to allow this Bill to go be-
yond the third reading will ensure thai that
happens. 1 will vote against the clause because
of the one-vote-one-value provision, but [ find
it hard to accept the way the Government has
gone about this; that is, it has gone against its
principles when it could have voted on the
clause to find out what the Chamber wanted. It
was not necessary 10 propose an amendment to
make sure the clause is defeated.

Clause put and negatived.
Clauses 6 and 7 put and passed.

Clause 8: Section 6 repealed and a section
substituted—

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: 1 move an amend-
ment—

Page 3, lines 20 to 26—To delete
subsections (2) and (3) of the proposed sec-
tion 6.

Amendment put and passed.

Hon. J. M. BERENSON: [ move an amend-
ment—

To insert the following subsections—

(2) The electoral region known as
the North and East Region shall re-
turn 3 members to serve in the Legis-
lative Council.

{3) The electoral regions known, re-
spectively, as the Agricultural, Mining
and Pastoral Region and the East
Metropolitan Region shall each return
5 members to serve in the Legislative
Council.

(4) The electoral regions known, re-
spectively, as the North Metropolitan
Region, the South Meiropolitan Re-
gion, and the South West Region shall
each return 7 members to serve in the
Legistative Council.

1 am sure it will be clear 1o all members that in
clause 8 we have come to a crucial point in the
Bill, and one which is of the greatest signifi-
cance in remedying the current gross imbal-
ance—one might say corruption of the system
of representation—which now applies in the
Legislative Assembly.

I go back to some comments by the Leader of
the Opposition towards the end of the second
reading debate when he made great play of the
fact that the amendments which the Liberal
Party had listed offered a simple solution to the
need for reform. According to Mr Masters
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under his new proposals an the Notice Paper,
the setting of the province boundaries would be
simple; the setting of Assembly electorates
would be simple; the voting sysitem would be
simple. Just about everything would be simple,
on his view of the system.

The problem with approaching this exercise
as though it were designed merely to achieve
greater simplicity in our electoral system is that
we already have a simple electoral system. 1L is
not one which gives anybody any trouble in
understanding it. Its problem arises from the
fact that while it is simple, it is also grossly
unfair,

I have used the word ““corrupt™, and | do not
think that is an exaggeration. It is certainly
wholly undemocratic. The reason that we are
coming to this Bill and to the Government’s
own package of amendments is that we regard
it as essential that we move 10 an amendment
of our electoral system which will remedy the
imbalances which now exist and produce some-
thing fairer in their place.

Mr Masters attitude as expressed in the same
speech seemed to suggesl that fairness in elec-
toral systems is something like beauty being in
the eye of the beholder: It all depends, as he
sees i1, on the point of view. He carries that
forward by saying that no party would be
inlerested in a system which did not positively
advantage it. Put another way, he was saying
one cannot have an objective test of fairness of
an electoral system; it is all wholly subjective; it
just depends on which party one is in and
where one expects the voles to come from.

I do not believe that that reflects the reality.
It is the view of the Government, which we
have expressed consistently during our re-
peated attempts at electoral reform in the past
four years, that an objective test is available.
The objective test of a fair electoral system is
that it should be capable of ensuring that a
party which achieves a majority of votes should
expect 10 gain a majority of seats. That applies
to the Assembly and to this Council alike.

This brings us to the question of represen-
tation in the Legislative Council. [ refer here
both to the provisions of the Bill itself and to
the amendments listed by the Govemment.
While we are not dealing at this stage with the
amendments on the Notice Paper by the Lib-
eral and the National Parties, those proposals
are well known and are part of the comparison
which needs to be made.
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The starting point is that at the moment we
have a vole weighting between non-metropoli-
tan and metropolitan provinces which averages
over 3:1. In the case of Lower North Province
we have an imbalance of almost 11:1 compared
with North East Metropolitan Province. It is
ne good talking about the size of electorates
and the differences between the Federal elec-
torate of Kalgoorlie and the Federal electorate
of East Sydney.

Several members interjected.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The fundamental
truth is that we cannot have a democratic
system where one man’s vote is worth 1] times
that of another.,

Hon. N. F. Moore: You have just voted
against one-vote-one-value. :

Several members interjected.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I am not going 10 be

distracted any longer by those crazy arguments’

which have nothing to do with what we are
about.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order!

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: What | was about to
give the Opposition credit for was the fact that
both Liberal and National Parties have them-
selves at least come to the point of accepting
that an imbalance of [1:]1 is not a proper bal-
ance; is not democratic; is in need of reform.
That 15 an advance. It is something that they
have not been prepared to acknowledge over
the 97 years since this State gained its indepen-
dence.

I want to pay every respect to that, because
they have really come a long way down the
path to recognising what everyone else in this
State has recognised for the last 96 years; but
still, they have arrived at this point and that
represents an advance of sorts. Having
achieved that much, we must get down to the
nitty-grity and decide that since the current
system is rotten—the current system, by which
Mr Moore sits in this Chamber, is indefen-
sible—

Hon. N. F. Moore: [ am not the only one.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Having reached that
agreement, we must take the further siep and
say: What can we do about it? How can we
replace this roiten, . unrepresenlative,
undemocractic system with something which is
somewhere near fair? That has brought the
Government to the point that is reached by the
amendment which I am now moving. As

[COUNCIL]

opposed to the present system, where there is
an average voting imbalance of 3:1 between
metropolitan and non-metropolitan seats in
this House, the Government’s Bill proposed a
division of 21-13 seats representing a continu-
ation of vote-weighting but in proportions of
1.4:1. Through the lengthy process of nego-
tiation, to which we have referred many times,
the Government came to understand that that
proposal had no prospect of receiving the sup-
port of an absolute majority of the members in
this Chamber, and it has therefore taken the
further step of reducing the metropolitan seats
by two and increasing the non-metropolitan
seats by the same number so that the respective
numbers which are proposed by the amend-
ment are 19-15.

Hon. G. E. Masters: What is the ratio?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The vote weighting
here is 2.2:1 and it took a very serious decision
by the Labor Party to come this far. We have
come this far on the basis that we have already
explained innumerable times; that is, that we
can no longer allow the present system to con-
tinue and that we must bend over backwards if
necessary 10 try to reach a reasonable sort of
compromise. The compromise based on 2.2:1
must be accepted by this Chamber as not only
representing the Government bending over
backwards but almost doing double backward
somersaults. We are going an enormous dis-
tance, and we cannot go further. It is not
reasonable to ask us to go further, nor to expect
us to go further; and that is why the proposals
that have been advanced by the Liberal and
National Parties are not acceptable to us.

The Liberal Party’s proposal would im-
plement a vote-weighting of 2.4:1; that is, by
providing a division of 18 metropolitan and 16
non-metropolitan seats. The National Party’s
proposal is for 17 seats in each of the metro-
politan and non-metropolitan areas and would
have the effect of a voting imbalance of 2.75:1.
Interestingly the Liberal proposal, though it
might appear at first sight to be a bit closer to
the one-vote-one-value principle, has been
structured so as to make it at least as bad as,
but probably worse than, the system we now
have and certainly much more unfair than the
proposal the National Party is advancing.

Hon. G. E. Masters: What absolute rot!

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The trouble with the
Liberal Party is that it has tried to be too clever
by half. It has tried to give the impression of
sweel reasonableness with the 18-16 division,
but there is a twist in the tail. The 1wist is that,
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unlike both the Labor Party and National Party
proposals, which wouid have all 34 members
going out at each election, the Liberal Party
would retain the current system of sending only
half the members out each time.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: Like the Senate. It has
been consistent with that for years.

Hon. G. E. Masters: You have not done your
homework.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The Leader of the
Opposition says we have not done our home-
work. The problem for him is that we have
done our homework and can see through his
party’s subterfuge.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Are you prepared to
table your documents and allow me to 1able
mine? ’

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The effect of this
Liberal twist in the tail is that at each election
only nine members would go to the election in
the metropolitan area, and only eight in the
non-metropolitan area. I will be interested to
see Mr Masters’ computer print-out, but 1 do
want to say that one thing that really ought to
be acknowledged on all sides—by both Oppo-
sition parties—ts that the Government, to the
maximum extent available to it, has made
openly available to all parties the services and
the assistance of the Electoral Office and the
statistics that are relevant to this exercise.

The long and short of it is that if we cannot
say with any certainty what the position would
have been for the last 50 years we can certainly
say that the pattern of voling as between metro-
politan and non-metropolitan areas in this
State in the post-war years would have the ef-
fect that the Government, even in the best cir-
cumstances—namely, the record majority that
it had in 1983—could not look for better than a
majority of one seat in the metropolitan area at
the half-election, nor could it look for better
than a minority of two seats in the non-metro-
politan area. The recason that all these

superficial comparisons with the Senate, for.
example, have 10 be rejected is that the Senate

works on State-wide constituencies. It does not
have the division which we have between
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: No, it has big States and
small States, with a 13| disturbance.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: 1 have said in-
numerable times in this Chamber that 1 have
no complaint against the pattern of voting in
the non-metropolitan areas and the extent to
which, historically, that has not favoured the
Labor Party: but what is a source of complaint
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is that that traditional pattern should be con-
sciously linked by conservative Governments
for almost a century in order to ensure to the
maximum extent possible that the Labor Party
could not have a majority in this Chamber.
Only once at an election did we reach a stage
where we actually gained a majority in the half-
election, and that was at the last election.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): There seems to be some confusion
with this amendment. There is a typographical
error in the amendments to clause 8. If [ do not
direct that it be changed, it will not allow the
National Party members to move their amend-
ment. Amendment 8(b) says, the Attorney Gen-
eral 10 move ““Page 3, lines 18 to 26™; it should
be “lines 20 to 26”. Similarly, amendment
8(C), Hon. G.E. Masters to move, “Page 3,
lines 20 10 26™, it should be “lines 18 to 26™.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The long and short
of the Government's analysis which has been
made available 10 all parties is that under the
National Party’s proposal, we could not hope—
under the historic pattern of voling in metro-
politan and non-metropolitan areas—to do bet-
ter than 17 seats each in the Legislative Coun-
cil, and that is even assuming a repetition of
the support, which the Labor Party attracted in
1983, of something of the order of 54 per cent.
Even then, we could not expect to do better
than | 7-17.

Under the Liberal proposal, with the same
level of support, we could not realistically ex-
pect even equal numbers. We would be looking
at 16-18. What is the difference between those
two and the proposal that is embodied in the
amendment which | am now putting? The dif-
ference is that the system, based on the pattern
of my amendment, would provide a Labor ma-
jority in this Chamber when we received a ma-
jority of votes and would ensure a minority of
Labor seats when we did not achieve that.
Either way, the result would go according to the
number of votes received.

I said earlier that there is an objective test of
fairness available. The test is the ability of a
system to ensure that a parly—any party—
which receives a majority of votes, receives a
majority of seats.

We have three proposals in prospect here by
way of amendment, and there is only one that
meets the objective test. That is the one in my
amendment. The Government looks to the
Chamber 1o support this amendment on the
basis of figures that it has shared with all par-
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ties which show that it will not produce an
unfair result for the Labor Party or for any
other party.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Attorney Gen-
eral quite rightly said that the Liberal and
National Parties have come a long way over
recent years 10 move towards electoral change.
He was a little uncharitable when he said it has
taken us 96 years to work that out, When times
have suited the Labor Party, under existing
electoral arrangements when they held some of
the mining seats, they did not want to do much
about it.

All parties now accept and support some type
of regional system, whether it be six regions,
four regions, or iwo regions, and that there be
proportional representation within those re-
gions. There is an area of common ground
which no-one can argue about.

The Attorney General said that the Liberal
Party’s proposal was entirely selfish and is
directed to guaranteeing us a majority in the
Legislative Council. What we are saying is that
the Labor and WNational Parties’ proposals
simply create a jigsaw puzzle—that is, whether
we have six regions or more. Someone has to be
given the task of drawing up boundaries along
set guidelines. Both parties have altempted to
create guidelines to gain some political advan-
tage. In the process, they have made it very
complicated. I am sick and tired of people try-
ing to draw lines all over the State map. We
cannot be accused, in our proposition, of
complicating the problem.

We are saying that the Labor Parly’s pro-
posal has resulted in the situation, and they
would say it is perfectly fair, that on the 1986
Legistative Assembly’s figures—it is no good
working on anything but the Legislative As-
sembly for this—we are now talking about a
voling ticket which will mean people will vote
according to the party direction. They will fol-
low the voling ticket almost invariably in a
State election. Most people faced with the
problem of 20 or 30 people voting will say,
“Put the tick in the appropriate square.” We
have to look at the Legislative Assembly results
to be realistic. Surely, the Labor Party proposal
of 19-15 of the 1986 Legislative Assembly re-
sults would give the Labor Party in this House
I8 seats, the Liberal Party. 14 seats, and the
National Party two seats. 1 admit circum-
stances change, but those were the figures as
they applied in 1986 in the Legislative As-
sembly.

[COUNCIL]

The Labor Party will say that is quite proper
because it gol that majority of votes. But let us
look further at what the Government has done
in this exercise. It has created a situation in
which the National Party and the Democrats,
or any other Independents, will find it absol-
utely impossible to win a seat anywhere in the
metropolitan area. The quota the Labor Party
has set in the north metropolitan region is 12.5
per cent. It may be that the National Party
would hope to get that sort of vote in the
metropolitan area, but it would be hard
pressed. The Democrats are unlikely to get
that, and other people who may wish to stand
would have no hope.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You are showing re-
markable sensitivity for parties towards which
you have shown no sensitivity before. Is your
real problem now that you are worried that the
system will not allow the Democrats in?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Attorney and his
party have paraded themselves as being the
champions of the Australian Democrats,
wooing them at the last election and persuading
them to hand over their preferences on the
understanding that they would be given an op-
portunity to win a seat in the metropolitan
area. | am drawing attention to the absolute
hypocrisy of the Labor Party when it suits it.
We have seen that hypocrisy once already, and
this is another example.

In the south metropolitan region the Labor
Party has set a quota of 12.5 per cent, and in
the east mctropolitan region it is even harder,
at 16.66 per cent, If the Labor Party were
dinkum about giving the Democrats or the
National Party an opportunily 10 win a seat in
the metropolitan area it would not have come
up with this arrangement. They are not my
figures, they have been extracted from a com-
puter, and the Atlorney is welcome to have a
copy when I have finished with them and 1o
discuss them with me. | am not hiding any-
thing. The Government was good enough 1o
give us figures and details; I do not know
whether it has more recent figures—I do not
think we have seen figures on the 19-15 split.

In the south west region under the Labor
Party's proposal there is a quota of 12.5 per
cent. 1 guess the National Party would say it
would be easy for it to win there, but it would
be difficult for anyone else. The Labor Parly’s
proposal is for a quota of 16.66 per cent in the
agricultural area, and 1 would suggest the
National Party, on an examination of the fig-
ures, would find it difficult to pick up another
seat. Maybe its spokesman, Hon. Eric
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Charlton, would say the party is going well and
it would expect to pick up at least a seat. He
may be right, but it will take a bit of doing to
get a 17 per cent vote across the areas. In the
north the quota will be 25 per cent.

We say the Labor Party’s proposal sounds
reasonable and secems as though it will give
everyone a fair go, but it will not. It will set up
a jigsaw puzzle system under which it will be
almost impossible for people to draw the lincs
in a satisfactory way, [ ask the Attorney, be-
cause obviously he has done the work, to ex-
plain where he and his party think the northern
boundary should go. He said there would be a
northern region with three Legislative Council
members.

Hon. J. M. Berinson; That would be up to the
commissioners.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If the Government
has not done the exercise—and nothing in the
world will convince me of that—

Hon. J. M, Berinson: You could not engage
in anything other than guesswork.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If the Attorney looks
carefully at the quotas and the number of
people in a region he will see that one can
preity well draw the line where one thinks it
should be. The Attorney says we are only guess-
ing; all right, let me guess and suggest where the
boundaries will go. We have done our home-
work, and we are not trying to pre-empt the
commission, but the Attorney has to recognise
that when he puts forward proposals like this
he must take account of people in various areas
and districts, It is no good putting forward a
proposal which cuts Geraldton or Kalgoorlie,
for example, in half. The numbers must be got
from somewhere in order to fill a quota.

In the north under the Labor Party's pro-
posal 5 113 electors would have to come out of
the Gascoyne area. In Greenough it is possible
that more than 5000 electors—5117 to be
exact—would be taken out. In the Kimberley
there are 7 918 clectors. No-one will argue
about that. In Murchison-Eyre 3 702 electors
will be taken oul, and in the Pilbara, something
like 15 000 or more. Various computations can
be done; one could say that the electors would
not come out of Greenough. Where woulid they
be taken from? The numbers have to be made
up. A line must be drawn somewhere on the
map. One option would be to draw it through
the middle of Kalgoorlie, but again that defeats
the Government's argument. It makes an ass of
what the Government has been talking about. 1
can go right through the Kalgoorlie area and
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the south west and all the other areas, but what
is the point? Why not have one region and say
that is the end of i#1? There would be no
weighting except as between metropolitan and
country. '

On our figures there are 233 659 people in
the country, and it must be bome in mind that
this would be outside the MRPA boundary. I
think we are working our figures on the as-
sumption that that boundary would apply.
That takes into account all the seats and the
numbers of voters from the last election. There
are | 5 Legislative Council country members, so
in order to have even numbers throughout the
region one divides 233 000 by |5. There are 22
Assembly members, so one divides 233 000 by
22, and immediately one gets some difficulties
with relation to balance. The northern region
would have a quota for the Legislative Council
of 15577 and in the Legislative Assembly the
figure would be 10620. Under the Labor
Party’s proposal one would have in the north-
ern region—and this is not conjecture, it is
based on fact and figures—three members
representing 46 731 people. In the Legislative
Assembly there would be four members
representing 42 483 people.

1 guess the Attorney General will say **Look,
we are hot worried about whether the Legislat-
ive Council figures balance; we will make our
judgment on the Assembly, and it does not
matter if the Legislative Council numbers get
out of kilter and vary from one region to
another.” That is what would happen accord-
ing to our calculations. The Government has
said its objective in any change is 1o have
equality in the number of voters represented by
members. | would like the Attorney General to
explain how this disparity occurs, bul more
particularly, if the Government has not done
any work on possible boundaries, how on earth
can it expect the commission to do other than
draw lines through major areas such as
Geraldton or Kalgoorlie? One has 1o work these
things out in order to do the exercise properly.

I intend (o go through the same procedure
with the National Party and explain why its
proposal is a bit more difficult, although not as
much as the Labor Party’s proposzl, in terms of
balance. | put it very sincerely that the Labor
Party proposal is not fair to smaller parties,
and it promised publicly at the last election
that thai would be the case. It has not done
sufficient work on calculating the possible
boundaries, and that must be done,
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I am sure that Professor Hawkes has done a
lot of work on this subject, because he is an
expert in the area. We are creating a regular
Jigsaw puzzle. There will always be arguments
about whether Kalgoorlie should be in the agri-
cultural area, or the mining and pastoral area,
or in what area Geraldton should be. 1 will
provide a copy of the calculations to the At-
torney General to demonstrate to him that the
Liberal Party is not fiddling the system.

I put it to members of the Labor Party that
the Liberal Party’s proposal is much fairer than
the existing system, and that it will give smaller
parties a belter opportunity. It should be con-
sidered by the Legislative Council as the proper
course of action,

Should the Attorney General find, after
listening 10 other arguments, that he has some
doubts about the Government’s amendment,
he should report progress in order to allow the
parties to discuss the matter and reach an
agreement. We do not want to bury the Bill;
and there is not much point in continuing with
the Committee stage if this amendment is not
passed.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: The National Party
does not accept the Government's amendment
for 2 number of reasons. [ will not discuss all
those reasons in detail, but the fact is that while
the National Party acknowledges and respects
the Government’s amendment in moving from
aratio of 21-13 to 19-15, it all depends on what
we want to achieve in relation to the election of
members o the Legislative Council. We cer-
1ainly will not achieve a 100 per cent response
to the amendments.

If we come down to six regions, the point
that will outweigh any other regarding the elec-
tion of members is that there will be a possi-
bility of members being elected to represent a
number of different types of areas. Members
will be tied to a given area and not 10 a prov-
ince. Under a proportional representation
system, a member will have a particular area
for which he is responsible. The National Party
is opposed to the ratio of 19-15. While we ac-
knowledge and congratulate the Government
for moving from a ratio of 21-13 to 19-15,
there is no question that this clause is the guls
of the whole Bill. The other amendments are
only minor in comparison with this amend-
ment,

We must acknowledge that in spite of the
lengthy discussion that has already taken place,
there is still a long way to go towards reaching a
decision that will be acceplable to everyone.

[COUNCIL]

The National Party is not happy with this
amendment, but it has almost reached a point
where it will allow for proportional represen-
tation and provide a system whereby members
are elected to this place io represent a given
area.

The amendment put forward by the Govern-
ment refers 10 an agricuitural region, and a
mining and pastoral region. The preference is
for elecled members to represent an area which
will have something in common across that
given area. For example, if the non-metropoli-
tan area is divided into three areas, agricul-
tural, mining, and pastoral, I guess that in re-
ality the Kalgoorlie area will come under the
agricultural area.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Under the Labor Party’s
proposal it will come under the agricultural re-
gion.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Yes. That is one of
the reasons the National Parly is opposed to
the amendment. The agricultural, mining, and
pastoral regions would involve the entire State.
Obviously, that is not the point; but the
National Party would not accept that sort of
situation.

The Leader of the Opposition has already
ouilined the other points that concern the
National Party. The figures he gave were clear
and precise. 1t is an exercise in trying to deter-
mine the number of electors who will comprise
a region, and obviously that will depend on
where the boundaries will be drawn, At the
moment, everyone is guessing. Even when the
results of the 1983 and 1986 elections are used
in forecasting the results of future elections
under this proposal, there is still a lot of guess-
work.

The implementation of proportional rep-
resentation would be a fair system even though
the voling pattern might not be related totally
to previous elections or tied 10 Assembly seats
in past elections.

The National Party cannot suppori the
Government's amendment in its present form,

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: | agree with Hon. Eric
Charlion that these amendments are here for
the long road, that they are long-term proposals
for the benefit of all political parties. But |
wonder about the aim of the Government,
specifically about the manner in which it is
seeking to divide the Stale into regions, be-
cause previousty this was never its intention.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Its called compromise.
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Hon. NEIL OLIVER: This clause completely
repudiates four major electoral reform pro-
posals by the Government, but specifically it
repudiates one which is highlighted in an ALP
document *‘Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform—Restoring Democracy to Western
Australia™. | refer to paragraph 4 on page 5 as
follows—

4, Determine that the system of election
for the 11 Members who retire in each
(normally) three year period shall be a
statewide proportional representation list
system similar to that which applies in
New South Wales and South Australia
and, within each State, 1o the Siates
House in the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment—the Senate.

This Chamber is 1o be reduced by 12 members,
although that is not relevant to this clause. But
here we have another example of the Govern-
ment’s acting mysteriously in seeking to have
three metropolitan regions—north, south and
east. The State is also to be divided into eiec-
toral regions in a way contrary to the proposal
outlined by the Government. Why this change?

The proposal put forward by Hon. Gordon
Masters is somewhat for the whole of the
State—a metropolitan area and a country
area—and that is fairly close to what is
contained in this ALP policy document. Were
the Government to be looking for a compro-
mise, ! would have thought Hon. Gordon Mas-
ters’ proposition was much closer 10 the
Government’s stated policy than the
proposition that it is now putting forward for
three electoral regions. What mysterious figures
have the computers printed out to convince the
Labor Party to rearrange the State in this way
and to repudiate the mandate it said it had on
being elected?

We are yet to know what the boundary of the
metropolitan region will be, because it will be
sel by the Electoral Commission.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Not in the Bill,

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: The Government has
been talking about the Metropolitan Region
Planning Authority boundary.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: A fixed boundary
which is known now and which cannot be
played with.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Who fixes the MRPA
boundary?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It has been fixed for
years.
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Hon. NEIL OLIVER: No doubt in years to
come it will need to be changed.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: But the Bill will still
leave the electoral dividing line as the current
MRPA boundary, irrespective of whether it is
changed.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: Perth is not a semi-
periphery development; it is, in town planning
terms, a strip development along the lines of
most major cities in the world which are situ-
ated on a coast or along an iniermal water
system. The Attorney need only think of all the
cities he has visited in the world to realise that
they follow the shoreline of development, be it
a line north or south, east or west. That is very
similar to the manner in which the towns of
[taly have developed. Periphery growth has not
been seen in Moscow, even in places where
Governments have tried to have their citizens
use a ring-road system.

What is the east of the metropolitan area?
Not much of Perth is “east™. 1 suppose it might
include the electorales of Kalamunda and Dar-
ling Range, because they are on the escarpment
and they have come to be considered no longer
as rural but as suburban areas. Northam has
become something of a suburban development,
as has Bunbury. This will extend to Albany and
Geraldton in the years ahead.

I presume an east metropolitan region would
be west of the MRPA boundary and would in-
volve my electorate. People out there are not
very happy with the Government’s proposal.
We have farms out there in the vicinity of
1 200 hectares, or 3 000 acres 10 use the old
size. These are fairly reasonable size rural
properties. People in Gidgegannup and sur-
rounding areas can be found producing mohair
and following other rural pursuits.

So I find it somewhat strange that the east
metropolitan region has crept in as another re-
gion. 1 would have thought that at best this
Government could have come up with a north
and south region stretching from Rockingham
to developments at Mindarrie. If one region
goes to the east, and | presume the Govern-
ment is doing this, then it will include the Swan
Valley and the vignerons of that valley, and
some of those properties are quite consider-
able. In the Bullsbrook area, there are proper-
ties which are well into the 500 hectare to 800
hectare range.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Wiltiams): Order! The member’s time has ex-
pired.
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Hon. N. F. MOORE: I was surprised earlier
to hear the Attorney General say that he did
not know where the boundaries of the region
would be. | think someone asked him about the
norih and east region and he led the Chamber
1o believe he did not know and that that would
be decided by the commissioner, and therefore
he could not give any indication of what was
likely to happen.

1 draw the Attorney General’s attention to a
question by Hon. David Wordsworth on 11
November 1986 in which he asked what local
authority areas would be contained within the
regions as set down in the Government's ori-
ginal Bill. Rather than give a list of the local
authorities, the answer showed the actual
existing Legislative Assembly seats and
indicated which regions it was expected they
would go into. Listed under the north and east
region are the Assembly seats of Esperance-
Dundas, Kalgoorlie, Gascoyne, Murchison-
Eyre, Pilbara and Kimberley. That was the
north east region, as | understood it to be,
under the Government's original clause. When
one looks at the Government’s amendments
one sees that the north east region still retains
the same name but the agricultural region of
the original Bill has been <changed 10
agriculture, mining and pastoral region. The
Government must have made a conscious de-
cision to change the name of the agricultural
region to agriculture, mining and pastoral re-
gion because it had come to the conclusion that
its changes, which are contained in the amend-
ment, would involve some mining arcas and
pastoral areas being added to the agricultural
area.

That leads me to conclude that the Govern-
ment does know where the boundaries are
ltkely to be within a certain generalised locality.
Il is my suggestion, therefore, that the north
and east region will probably contain the seats
of Esperance-Dundas, Gascoyne, Murchison-
Eyre, Pilbara and Kimberley; Kalgoorlie, as the
mining sector, will probably go in1o the agricul-
tural, mining and pastorat region. That is sur-
mise on my part and maybe the Attorney Gen-
eral, when he reconsiders his previous com-
ments, will be able to give some better indi-
cation as to where he believes the boundaries
will be located.

It is important that members know where
these regions are likely 10 be. For a long time |
have been arguing in this place that because my
electorate covers about 500 000 square miles, |
deserve to have fewer constituents than some-
one else whose electorate is much smaller. I still

[COUNCIL)

hold to that view. If the current Legislative
Assembly electorates of Esperance-Dundas,
Kalgoorlie, Gascoyne, Murchison-Eyre, Pilbara
and the Kimberley were to become the north
and east region, that would be an enormous
part of Western Australia. As 1 explained dur-
ing the second reading debate, that region cur-
rently has six Legislative Council members rep-
resenting it. Under the Government's
proposition, that number will be reduced to
three.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Then it is over-
represented.
Hon. N. F. MOORE: It is not over-

represented at all and Hon. Garry Kelly'’s com-
ment is typical of a city-based member of Par-
liament who does not realise that Western
Australia extends beyond Midland Junction. I
am sure that members such as Hon. Mark
Nevill and Hon. Tom Helm who represent this
vasl region might find that their present elec-
torate has become part of the north and east
tegion and thal three members have to go.
They might start to reconsider the
consequences of the Government’s propositon.
Maybe they know more than | do; maybe they
know that Hon. Mark Nevill is actually going
to the agricultural area, while Hon. Tom Helm
and Hon, Tom Stephens might hang on to their
seats and the Government would only have to
get rid of a couple of Liberals to make it work
the way the Government wanls it to work. 1 do
not know these things; that is why | am asking
this question of the Attorney General, bearing
in mind that [ believe the Government knows
where the elecloral boundaries are likely to be
because of the way in which il has changed the
name of the agricultural region to the agricul-
tural, mining and pastoral region.

Therefore I would be impressed-—
Several members interjected.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Do I really have to start
to explain it again because it is really quite
simple. The Attorney General has indicated he
does not know where the boundaries are likely
to be, yet he has in his amendments changed
the name of one region from agricultural to
apricultural, mining and pastoral, which indi-
cates 1o me, and perhaps Lo members opposite,
that it is not just going to be agricultural
any more, it will now take in some pastoral
areas, which are different—and members op-
posite might not understand this—and it will
also 1ake in some mining areas which are not
agricultural.
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The penny is now being dropped that in or-
der 10 change the name in the amendments, it
is self-evident that the Government knows
where the boundaries are roughly going to go in
and what sorts of places are likely to go to
different regions. | ask the Attorney General: Is
the answer given on 1| November 1986 correct
in relation to the new amendment; or, if it is
not, what is the new region called north and
east? It is important to me, and [ am sure to
Hon. Tom Stephens, that we know just how big
these regions will be because bigness and vast-
ness of distance are important as far as [ am
concerned in making decisions about represen-
tation. If it covers an area the size of the Feder-
al seat of Kalgoorlie, 1 would suggest it is an
unmanageable sized area if only three members
will be looking after it. The proposition put
forward by the Liberal Party means that the
area will be a little bit bigger, but considerably
more members will be needed to look after the
region— 16 as opposed three in this particular
instance.

Hon. T. G. Butler interjected.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: [ suggest the member
put that up and he will see what will happen. In
this new spirit of compromise, Hon. Tom But-
ler might find that it would be looked at again.
We have put forward a compromise—which [
am not entitled to discuss because we are not
talking about our amendments; we are talking
about the Government’s amendments—which
1 believe is a step in the direction which the
Government would be seeking to go, and so the
way in which it has been dimissed out of hand
interests me considerably.

Anyway, coming back to my point, | wonder
whether Hon. Joe Berinson could indicate to
me, bearing in mind the argument | have just
been pursuing, where the boundaries are likely
to be, particularly for the north and east region,
which is my personal area of concern. 1f Hon.
Joe Berinson is able to do so, maybe he could
also tell the Chamber where the other regions

are likely to go so that we can make better

judgments about this clause.

Hon. C. J. BELL: This matter is extremely
important. I find it difficult to accept the At-
torney’s comments that he does not know
where the boundaries will be. If not, how could
he say that the north and east regions will re-
turn three members? Something would have
had to be done to determine approximate
boundaries.

n
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There is no doubt that the Liberal Party has
come a long way in accepting proportional rep-
resentation for this Chamber. However, the
Liberal Party has zlways insisted on a country
weighting and a difference between metropoli-
tan and non-metropolitan seats. In fact, the
Government has also accepted that in this Bill,
albeit unwillingly.

There are some classic gerrymanders in Fed-
eral eleclorates in Western Australia. Brand
and Forrest are two electorates which have
been drawn up quite clearly to maximise the
Labor votes in those two seats. One electorate
which, in old times, was a safe Liberal seat has
been restructured 10 become a marginal seat.
The Federal seat of Forrest included the area
within five kilometres of the Albany Post
Office. O'Connor runs up to the edge of the
Town of Albany which is seen 10 be the busi-
ness centre for the lower great southern. There
is no question that the people in that area are
not represented by a common interest.

The Federal seat of Forrest cuts off at
Australind and sneaks around the botiom of
the coast, and includes Kwinana, Rockingham,
and those areas which have no common pur-
pose whatsoever with the south west coastal
farming areas. That happens when people draw
lines on maps Lo suit themselves.

Hon. Garry Kelly: They do not.

Hon. C. J. BELL: They do, as [ have
illustrated. ] can name two or three other elec-
torates where the same thing has happened.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Are you suggesting that
the boundaries are not in accordance with the
guidelines for the Federal redistribution?

Hon. C. J. BELL: They have been drawn up
to suit the Labor Party.

Hon. Tom Stephens: That is a reflection on
the members of the commission,

Hon. C. J. BELL: 1 suggest it is a reflection
on the directions they were given to draw up the
boundaries. They receive rules and they are
political rules.

1 do not believe that electors in electorates
containing up to 100000 people have any com-
mon interest, and that is an important prin-
ciple in any parliamentary process. | believe
that electoral boundaries could be drawn up in
a much more honest way.

I believe that it is very important that the Bill
should provide for a metropolitan region be-
cause our State comprises {wo regions, metro-
politan and non-metropolitan. We then have to
begin drawing lines 1o specify representation
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which then leads to difficulties because some-
times these lines are not drawn 10 advantage
the electors.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Mr Masters dealt
with the basic contest between the views of the
respective parties on the division of seats be-
tween metropolitan  and  non-metropolitan
areas. In particular, he disputed the analysis
which the Government has made to the effect
that the Liberal proposal of 18 metropolitan
and 16 non-metropolitan seats with only half
going to election each time would preclude the
possibility of a Labor majority.

Mr Masters approached that with an
interesting sidestepping of the relevant figures.
Rather than look at the Legislative Council fig-
ures on which any realistic analysis would have
to be based, he looked at the Legislative As-
sembly figures and he said that those could be
relied on for a couple of reasons which he gave.
Neither of the reasons will stand analysis.

In the first place, we are all aware of their
historical pattern of voting in this State by
which Assembly voting figures are by no means
uniformly reflected in Council voting figures.
The pattern in the non-metropolitan areas is 10
the contrary. That is the first fact that has to be
faced.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Are you going to men-
tion the voting ticket?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Of course I am. Mr
Masters would not expect me not o when he
placed so much emphasis on it.

Hoa. G. E. Masters: You have a convenient
memory. | thought 1 would jog your memory a
bit.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: 1 think [ have a
fairly good and fairly reliable memory. In any
event, | will not ignore the question on voting
tickels.

Mr Masters suggested that any historic dif-
ferences in voling patterns, such as those to
which 1 have referred, would be overcome by
the voling ticket. By that I'assume he means
that anyone who wants to vote for one party in
the Legislative Assembly will automaticaily
want 10 voite for the same party in the Legislat-
ive Council.

| would have thought that goes in the face of
our actual experience. Hon. Gordon Masters is
saying that the non-metropolitan volers on the
whole do not know how they want 1o vote, s0
there is a hit and miss method—sometimes
they vote Labor in the lowei House and non-
Labor in the Legislative Council. It is 2 matier

{COUNCIL]

of luck, If he says that, he is asserting an ab-
sence of judgment by voters in that area. If on
the other hand we are saying votes for different
parties in different Houses reflect a judgment
by the voters, those voters will have the same
judgment and reflect it in the same way under
this legislation.

[t can be seen from the Bill that although it is
proposed that ticket voling be available in both
Houses, it is open to electors to pick and
choose as they wish-—that is, it is open to
voters to vote the ticket in both Houses or in
either House. Having voted a tickel in one
House, there is no commitment to vote that
ticket in both Houses.

The force of Mr Masters’ argument in this
respect is further weakened by the fact that
both his party’s amendments and the National
Party's amendmenls are in any event seeking Lo
preclude a ticket vote in the Assembly. Which-
ever way it is looked at, ticket voting does not
meet the problem to which 1 have referred—
the problem of trying 1o change the course of
history retrospectively by ignoring the different
voting patterns in respect of Assembly and
Council seals,

Mr Masters also expressed some concern for
the smaller parties. He said that the regional
proposal which the Government has advanced
would require the National Party or the Demo-
crats, for example, 10 secure 12.5 per cent of
the votes in a metropolitan region before they
could get a member in. We only need reply that
under the current provision, introduced by Mr
Masters’ Government, the National Party and
the Democrats need 50 per cent of the vote.
Whatever else can be said, the position of the
minor parties in the metropolitan area is very
significantly improved by the Government’s
proposal.

Hon. G. E. Masters: Are you saying it is bet-
ter than cur new proposals?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: No, | am not; [ am
saying it is a helluva lot better than the pro-
vision in the current legislation, which is the
Liberal Party’s legislation.

I can go further and say that | for one do not
see it necessarily as a virtue in an clectoral
system to produce results where the balance of
power is held by single members. That is the
effect of taking too far this notion of accommo-
dating minor parties. That siluation exists in
the Senate and in South Australia where totally
disproportionate power is put in the hands of
people who represent a tiny fraction of the pub-
lic. I do not think it is a virtue. Nonetheless,
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since people are suddenly getting very con-
cerned for the Democrats, 1 can assure mem-
bers that the Democrats are quite satisfied with
the Government's proposals, as indeed they
should be. It should not be a matter of getting
one per cent of the vote and gaining a seat, but
of geting sufficient votes to indicate significant
public support.

I move to Hon. Eric Charlton’s comments,
and again he started with a basic area of dis-
agreement—ihe division of seats between
metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas. Mr
Charlton says that the National Party does not
accept the Government’s proposal for a 19-15
division. There were two significant things
about Mr Charlton’s speech, both of them sig-
nificant for their omission. 1 did not under-
stand Mr Charlion to deny the claims [ have

put to the Chamber that the 19-15 division .

proposed by the Government would produce a

result where a majority of votes would result in

a majority of seats. That is the basic justifi-
cation for the Government’s stand on this mat-
ter.

In the second place, 1 did not understand Mr
Charlton to deny my earlier assertion that the
division of seats proposed by the National
Party— 17 metropolitan and 17 non-metropoli-
tan in the Legislative Council-—would result in
a situation in which even on the best concetv-
able election figures the Labor party and the
Liberal Party could do better than 17 each.

That brings us to the heart of the principle
that should be applied when we decide our atti-
tude to clause 8. The difference between the;
parties on this clause amounts to the National
Party proposal leading to a situation where the
Labor Party could not look to do better than 17
each in this Chamber; the Liberal Party pro-
posal looking to a situation where we could not
expect to do better than 16-18 in this Chamber,
and the Government proposal, and only the
Government proposal, providing a basis on
which any party getting a majority of the votes
can reasonably look to a majority of the seats in
this Chamber.

Mr Charlton also raised a question about the
nature of the regions and the terminology ap-
plied to the various proposed regions. He re-
ferred in particular to the agricultural, mining,
and pastoral regions, and asked for a separation
between agriculiure on the one hand and
mining and pastoral on the other. The proposal
we are now putting to the Chamber by way of
amendment does nothing more than reflect the
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terminology of the present Bill and the names
of the present regions. There is no retreat from
that and no loss in that factor.

Hon. Neil Oliver took up the theme, which
has been advanced previously in this debate, of
going to the Labor Party’s 1983 election plat-
form and quoting it. We did not need that
quote; we are well aware of what it said, as we
are of the statements in our 1986 election plat-
form. Our 1983 platform stated in respect of
this that we should have a State-wide electorate
voted for by proportional representation. Mr
Oliver says thal it is a mystery as to why the
Labor Government should retreat from that
position. It is a mystery to Mr Oliver alone; [
am sure that the rest of us—

Hon. P. G. Pendal: And to Arthur Tonkin as
well.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: | am sure that the
rest of us, and Hon. Arthur Tonkin, will recall
that far from retreating from this proposal, the
Labor Government was prevented from pursu-
ing it. The Labor Government put up a Bill in
1983 which precisely reflected the election plat-
form and called for a State-wide electorate on
proportional representation. The Government
did not retreat from that. The Opposition
would not give the Government Bill a second
reading when the Government put it up; and
now that the Government is not putting it up,
the Opposition asks why. Members opposite
cannot have it both ways, and neither can Hon.
P. G. Pendal when he referred earlier in the
debate to election platforms that were not
reflected in this Bill. They were reflected in the
Government’s previous Bills, Every previous
electoral reform measure advanced by this
Government had been rejected at the second
reading stage.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: And by your own Cabinet
in Geraldton. That is why Arthur Tonkin re-
signed.

Hon. J. M BERINSON: That is why the
Government is moving from that position. I
am told some people enjoy hitting their heads
against brick walls for the retief they have when
they stop. The Labor Government sces no
point in continuing to put forward proposals
which the Opposition has made perfectly clear
in this Chamber will not get anywhere.

That brings me back to the question of
compromise, which 1 will not go into again in
detail, suffice to say that whatever else mem-
bers want to advance in the course of this de-
bate as it continues, 1 wish they would get away
from the Government’s 1983 and 1986 plat-
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forms. They are no longer relevant, and they
have been made irrelevant, not by the decision
of the Labor Government, but by the abuse of
the majority power in this Chamber of people
who are elecied under the present rotten elec-
toral system that the Government is trying 1o
change.

Hon. P. G. Pendal: The only rotten thing
aboul it is that it puts you in government.

Hon. A. A. Lewis: And all those people who
stoop 10 the ideals of the Labor Party.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order!

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Hon. N. F. Moore
wants 1o know where the boundaries of the
regions which the Government is proposing are
likely 1o be. I cannot accommodate him on
that. It was either by way of interjection or an
earlier comment during the debate, but [ tried
to remind the honourable member that the de-
cisions in these matiers are for the independent
discretion of the Electoral Commissioners.
That is the bottom line, and [ cannot go far
beyond it.

It might pay to consider in greater detail the
guestion and answer at page 3947 of the 1986
Hansard, which Hon. N. F. Moore quoted and
which he felt should put me in the position of
having 1o answer the question he asked. As
Hon. N. F. Moore explained, the questioner
asked the Government to indicate which shires
were grouped together for each of the districts
lisied. They were the north and east region, the
agricultural region, and the south west region.
Hon. N. F. Moore went on to say that an
answer was given which, although it did not get
down to shires, did give some indication of
electoral district boundaries. To the extent thai
Hon. N. F. Moore’s answer indicated what |
have just said, 1 think that was a fair summary
of the situation. However, it did not go far
enough.

What | am trying Lo explain will be indicated
if I refer to the answer 10 question 174 in
greater detail. The answer was in the following
terms—

Under the Acts Amendment (Electoral
Reform) Bill 1986, all clectoral boundarics
will be drawn by independent Electoral
Distribution Commissioners.

[COUNCIL]

So at the outset that basic point was made. The
answer goes on—

In preparing the answer to Assembly
question without notice 308, the Govern-
ment made its calculations based on poss-
ible interpretations of the definitions of
the proposed regions.

That was put as no more than a possibility. The
answer goes on—

The Electoral Distribution Com-
missioners will no doubt produce different
interpretations of the definitions of each
region,

So there was nothing definitive about this
answer.

Hon. N, F. Moore: | was asking you to give
the same answer in this case.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: There was nothing
definitive about this answer. What there was
was an indication of the way in which the
Government had made certain of the calcu-
lations for itself and for members on the other
side.

Hon. N. F. Moore: Can you do the same
again now?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: The position the
Government has now reached is that it is no
longer dealing with the original divisions in the
Bill but talking about the proposed amend-
ments to change the names of the regions in
order 10 reflect other significant changes in the
Bill. Firstly, the amendments propose to
change the Bill by including three additional
Assembly districts in the non-metropolitan
area. The amendments also propose to change
the number of MLCs in the non-metropolitan
area by two. So there will be more electors,
more Assembly districts, and more members of
the Legistative Council; and that is reflected in
a wider description of the increased area which
now has to be covered.

No real purpose would be served in going
into the assumptions, as Hon. N. F. Moore did,
and either disputing them or providing alterna-
tives. The bottom line is that it will be left to
the Electoral Commissioners. To again quote
the relevant part of answer 1o question 174, it
says—

The Electoral Distribution Com-
missioners will no doubt produce different
interpretations of the definitions of each
region.

1 refer finally to Hon. Colin Bell's comments,
which dealt largely with questions of com-
munity of interest and the difficulty of drawing
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boundaries. He referred 10 Federal bundaries
in a way which I think was grossly unfair to the
Commonwealth  Electoral Commissioners.
However, | put that aside for present purposes.
I would suggest to the member that, if he really
has a serious concern about electorates
reflecting communities interest, no matter how
widely drawn, he ought to go for the Govern-
ment proposal, which provides six regions,
rather than his party’s proposal, which pro-
vides only two regions. Unless the member is
purporting 10 put a case that the people in
Albany have a community of interest with the
people in Port Hedland, because all of those
and many more are going to be covered by his
party’s proposal, then he ought to accept that
his own arguments about the difficulties of
drawing boundaries do not take this discussion
very far.

I said when introducing my amendment that
clause 8 was a crucial measure, and that the
way we approached the division of Council
seats as between metropolitan and non-metro-
politan areas was at the very heart of our pro-
posals. | say again: There is only one proposal,
either before the Commitiee or contemplated
by anyone in the Committee, which produces
the basic democratic standard which ought to
be the objective test by which we proceed—an
ability in an electoral system 1o ensure that the
party with a majority of votes will secure for
that party a majority of the seats in this
Chamber.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: The Attorney’s answers
10 the matters 1 raised have not satisfied the
questions | asked. When the question was
asked last year by Hon. David Wordsworth of
the Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral
Reform, the Government was prepared to give
an indication of the sorts of regions it thought
would result, and it was prepared 1o give a
fairly detailed answer indicating the areas it
thought would comprise the regions. It even
said that within the Assembly seat of
Katanning-Roe in the agricultural region, the
Shires of Ravensthorpe, Lake Grace, Kent, and
Gnowangerup would be in the agricultural’
area, while the Shires of Katanning,
Broomehill, Tambellup, and Cranbrook would
be in the south west region. The Government
was able to be that specific; it was able to div-
ide one electorate into parts. If it was able to do
that last year based upon its original clause, |
cannot see why it cannnot do the same with
this clause. | cannot see why the Government
cannot give a rough estimate at least under this
new clause. Were it able to do so it would
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increase my understanding of what the
Government is seeking to do, because 1 do not
exactly know whal it is seeking to do. It would
be better were Opposition members to have a
rough indication of where the region would be
located.

The north and east region could go any-
where. East of Western Australia goes right
down to the Great Australian Bight. 1s that
going to be part of the north region? The north
of the State goes beyond Wyndham. That is a
long way; it is a huge pan of the world.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Do you support the
Bill.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I would have less diffi-
culty deciding were the Government to provide
the sort of information the Minister for Parlia-
mentary and Electoral Reform provided last
year.

Hon. Graham Edwards: Before you
supported it you would want the names of the
people in the electorates.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: That would help! The
Minister might even know the names; after all,
his Government knew about the split of the
Katanning-Roe electorate.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: We said precisely the
opposite; we said this was how the calculations
had been made. But we would expect them to
be quite different by the time the com-
missioners apply themselves Lo the job.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: The Government made
a calculation on the possible definition of the
proposed regions, and that is all I am asking it
to do again. It will appoint the commissioners,
and they may have some consideration for the
point of view the Government is putting.

Hon. Tom Stephens: We appoint judges, but
that does not mean they give consideration to
our views,

Hon. N. F. MOORE: We are asked to sup-
port the Bill, which the honourable member
supports, yet he does not know what it in-
volves. The Attorney could have been more
helpful by providing the sort of information
provided last year by the Minister for Parlia-
mentary and Electoral Reform. That would
have made it easier for members on this side to
decide on this clause

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It was perfectly
clear in the answer to question 174 last year
that the Minister for Parliamentary and Elec-
toral Reform was indicating the basis on which
the Government’s calculations had been made
without purporting to give them any authority
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at all. They could not have any authority then,
and different calculations made now could not
have any authority now.

By way of interjection earlier 1 suggested to
Hon. N. F. Moore that he could make his own
calculations and his own proposals as to how
these regions might fall. What | meant to
suggest was that he could compile his assump-
tions and I could compile mine and both of
them could be completely different from and
bear no resemblance 10 what the com-
missioners actually do. There is nothing in a
calculation by the Government on a set of as-
sumptions on this point that would have any
authority in respect of the commissioners.

A little earlier in this debate we had some
very unfortunate reflections cast upon the
Commonwealth Electoral Commissioners. I do
not want to put words into the mouth of Hon.
N. F. Moore, but he came very close in the
course of his last comments to condemning in
advance the commissioners who would be
appointed under this Bill. These com-
missioners will not be individuals selected on
some whim by the Government of the day.
They are selected on the basis of the official
positions they hold, and these are specified in
the Bill as the Chief Electoral Officer, who in
future would have a different title; the Chief
Justice of the State; and the Government Stat-
istician. To talk about officers of this rank and
responsibility and standing in the community
in a way which suggests that either they or their
successors woultd be manipulated by the
Government is really not just wrong but im-
proper. In whichever other directions this de-
bate goes, | hope we do not have a repetition of
that aspect of it.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: To the extent that I
may have been improper in my comments
aboui some yet 10 be appointed person, ! with-
draw the imputation. Nevertheless, [ recall that
some time ago the Government was about to
appoint someone from the University of West-
ern Australia to be head of the Electoral De-
partment when that person's politics were well
known to everyone. Members on this side did
not consider him to be a proper person to be in
charge of that department.

Hon. Tom Stephens: His politics were never
clear to anyone but himself.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: His politics were clear
enough to me to be concerned about his
intended appointment to a job requiring a per-
son of absolute and total impartiality.

[COUNCIL)

Hon. Tom Stephens: You should withdraw
that.

Hon. N. F, MOORE: The member should
mind his own business, He continually snipes
away without ever getting to his feet to make a
speech, even when his electorate is about to
disappear. His constituents  will be
disadvantaged by this Bill, yet he says nothing.
He sits and argues ‘the point with me, but he
does not make a speech.

Again, | withdraw any imputation [ may
have made against any person to be appointed.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What about the present
people?

Hon. N. F. MOORE: | cast no reflection on
them.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You should make that
clear.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I made no reflection on
them; that is understood. 1 was talking about
any independent commissioner the Govern-
ment might seek 1o appoint in the future. Some
of the appointments the Government has made
could lead a person such as me to make that
sort of statement—which | withdraw, however.

But to get back 1o the argument, the Govern-
ment has actually given names to these regions
and it has changed the names from those
contained in its original Biil. The new amend-
ment indicates quite clearly that the Govern-
ment knows now that the boundaries are to be
different. Why is *“mining” now in
“agricultural™? 1 believe it is because the
Government has decided that some mining
arcas are to go into the agricultural areas.

Which mining areas will go inta agricultural
arcas? The Attorney must have some idea,
otherwise he would not have changed the titles.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: We changed the title
for the reasons [ have referred to—Lhere are
more districts and more members.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: How does the Attorney
know they will be mining or pastoral if he does
not know where the lines will be. Mining is
very specific; there are only certain mining
areas. Pastoral is much broader. I could under-
stand it if the Attorney had only said pastoral,
but he put mining into the agricultural area, so
he must have some idea where it is going to go.
His answer was unsatisfactory, He could have
done what he did before and provided more
detailed information to cnable us 10 make a
decision.
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Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: it has often
been said by the Labor Party that the bound-
aries set by Parliament in the metropolitan area
were nothing less than immoral. What the
Government is proposing now by dividing the
metropolitan and non-metropolitan area into
regions will have even worse effects on the elec-
toral system than the previous boundary had.

The interesting thing is that when one gets
out the map and works on it, one can forecast
which shires will be in each area. I can tell the
Attorney now that the boundaries for the future
seat of Esperance will include Ravensthorpe,
Jerramungup and portion of Lake Grace Shire,
It will no longer include Boulder, so it will not
be a Labor seat. Mr Grill will have to look
somewhere else. When one looks at the map
one sees that there is no other choice about
splitting it; it falls that way.

I have a lot of sympathy for the Electoral
Commissioners who have to try to split up the
State in10 eleciorates.

Hon. J. M. Brown: You should have some
sympathy now.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: Government
members when in Opposition accused me of
getting together with the Surveyor General, at
that time head of my department when he was
also an Electoral Commissioner, but he actually
cut me out of my seat. It was rather amazing; |
was a resident of Esperance and had my politi-
cal power base there, and he cut Esperance out
of my seat, and members opposite had the
nerve to get up in this Chamber and accuse him
of being influenced by me. | never discussed
the maiter with him, but [ sympathised with
what he had to do because one finds that
boundaries just falt into place.

By the very nature of what we are doing with
the Legislative Council boundaries we are
determining the Assembly boundaries as well,
because the comemissioners will have to try to
split them into the number of seats required,
and the subdivisions will be forced upon them.
The north will go from Kununurra (o
Esperance. It is all very well 1o say that
Esperance could not fali in the definition of the
north and that it is not the Government’s in-
tention to include Esperance in that region, but
if one has to put a given number of people into
the northern region, one has to go to Esperance
1o make up the numbérs, 1t'is as simple as that;
one adds on the numbers as one adds the
towns. It does not take a Rhodes scholar to
work it out. If the Government wants to stand
by the argument that the Liberal Party
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gerrymandered previous elections by drawing
the metropolitan boundary in the way it did, it
will get a Yot of accusations in future if it sets
the regions in the way it proposes.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: | refer (0 the agricul-
tural base, which [ presume will be in the east
metropolitan area. The eastern boundary of the
metropolitan area will be the MRPA boundary,
which is north of Bullsbrook and east of
Wooroloo. It is an area of the Swan Valley
which cannot be subdivided under the Govern-
ment’s policy, and one cannot add additional
houses to a vineyard. It is the Government's
policy 1o ensure that the Swan Valley is
retained as an agricultural and viticultural area.

On that basis it expects the people of the
Swan Valley and the agricultural areas
contained in the eastern corridor to become
part of the metropolitan area. They are less
metropolitan than the people of Albany.
Bullsbrook and many areas in the eastern corri-
dor are owned and used by farmers from the
north, east, and south of the State to bring their
stock up to market quality. If members wander
around those areas they will see they are farm-
ing areas and nothing like Dianella or Mt
Lawley, where the Attorney lives.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Can you provide a
rough estimate of the number of electors in the
position you are discussing?

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: There are about 230 in
the Gidgegannup area, about 86 in Wooroloo,
and probably 350 in Bulisbrook. Their proper-
ties average 1 000 acres, and there would be a
few thousand people in total in that area fol-
lowing agricultural pursuits. Many of them
have taken up residence in that area purely
because of those agricultural pursuits. They are
unable to sell their properties and get out be-
cause of the Government’s policy that these
areas must remain agriculiural areas. Why are
they to be excluded from the agricultural area?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It is in the nature of
things that every time a dividing line is drawn
there will be borderline cases. As I understood
Mr Oliver, on his rule-of-thumb calculations—
and I accept that is all that can be asked at this
stage—we are looking perhaps at 2000 or
3 000 electors. If we po elsewhere and look at
seats like Dale, Kalamunda, and Mundaring,
for example, there are about 30 000 or 40 000
electors who are by any measure urban, but
who have been treated as non-metropolitan
voters because of the quite anificial line pre-
viously imposed. That situation is substantially
redressed by the current measure.
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Hon. Neil Oliver: | have already admitted
that.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: | am saying we will
never have a line which totally separates one
class from the other.

We are dealing with a metropolitan area that
will have something between 600000 or
700 Q00 electors. | would say if there is a pro-
portion of something less than one per cent—
and that would be doubling Hon. Neil Oliver's
estimate—constituting people in that category,
then we can still fairly say that the dividing line
is a reasonable one.

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: That defeats the At-
torney’s own argument. It shows us that a num-
ber of people are following agricultural pursuits
in what is called the east metropolitan area. |
do not know what the boundaries will be for
Kalamunda or Lesmurdie, but they contain
suburban-type properties, just like Northam,
Albany, or Bunbury. 1 am talking about
hitching in the Swan Valley, which is an agri-
cultural area the same as Pickering Brook is in
relation to the metropolitan area.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Attorney Gen-
eral has moved for the deletion in clause 8 of
proposed subsections (2) and (3), which pro-
pose certain things in the regional system, and
the Government has proposed that there be 21
metropolitan and |3 country members. As |
understand the amendment before the Chair,
the decision to be made by the Committee is
that we delete the Government’s proposals
deating with regions and members representing
regions. If we support the Government’s
amendment, we delete from the Bill proposed
subsections {2) and (3} in clause 8. If that is the
case, the Liberal Party has a different
proposition and would support that amend-
ment. | guess the National Party will go the
same way. Indeed, the Labor Party does not
want that proposal any more. All we are dealing
with is the deletion in clause 8, of proposed
subsections (2) and (3).

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): A1 this point, 1 call upon Hon. Eric
Charlton to move his amendment (D), which
will be an amendment 10 the Attorney Gen-
eral’s amendment because it is a like amend-
ment, that lines 20 to 26 be deleted. This will
enable us to debate Hon. Eric Charlton’s
amendment on the amendment, decide on that,
and then move on to Houn. G. E. Masters’
amendment.

[COUNCIL]

Point of Order
Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Do [ then later move
an amendment on the amendment on the
amendment, or is it a completely new amend-
ment?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Your amend-
ment will stand on its own,

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Attorney Gen-
eral has an amendment; Hon. Eric Charlton is
moving an amendment on the amendment. If
Hon. Eric Charlton’s amendment is unsuccess-
ful, we then vote on the Attorney General's
amendment. If that is unsuccessful, then 1 am
in a position to move my amendment?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, that is
right‘.

Committee Resumed

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: | move an amend-
ment on the amendment—

Page 3, lines 20 to 26—To delete
subsections (2) and {3) and substitute—

(2) The electoral regions known, re-
speclively as the North Metropolitan
Region and the South West Region
shall each return 7 members to serve
in the Legislative Council.

(3) The electoral regions known, re-
spectively as the South Metropolitan
Region, the East Metropolitan Region,
the Agricultural Region and the
Mining and Pastoral Region shall each
return 5 members to serve in the
Legislative Council.

1 wish 1o advise the Committee how the
National Party arrived at the combination of
six regions. As slated, the two regions—the
north metropolitan region and the south west
region—will have seven members; and the re-
mainder—the south metropolitan, the east
metropolitan, the agricultural region, and the
mining and pastoral region—will have five
members. 1t does not differ greatly from the
Government’s amendments except in two
areas. The total numbers add up to 17-17
compared with 19-15. There are three metro-
politan regions, with which there will be no
argument. More importantly, the non-metro-
politan areas are spelt out and should not leave
a greal deal of doubt as to where the proposed
boundaries are or the proposed number of elec-
tors who will make up the various regions.

The south west region will have seven mem-
bers. The agricultural region will incorporate
that area which is north and east of the south
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west area and run to the pastoral and mining
areas. The pastoral and mining areas are a great
portion of the State. They will take in
Kalgoorlie because it is a mining area. The pas-
toral area surrounds Kalgoorlie which goes
through to a number of areas including many
hundreds of mining developments to the north
of the State.

Hon. D. ). Wordsworth: Will it take in
Esperance?

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: It does not 1ake in
Esperance at all. Esperance will be part of the
agricultural area. When putting forward these
proposals, someone¢ may point out that the
numbers will not be there so it will not work
out. As [ understand the proposal, we have
three metropolitan regions, as | have stated
previously.

As soon as a member quotes figures, he is
told that he is incorrect. 1 know there will be
some disagreement with the figures that 1 will
quote. Under the National Parly’s proposal
there will be approximately 635 Q00 electors in
the metropolitan area; 260 000 electors in the
north region; and 175 000 electors each for the
south and east regions. With the ratio of the
number of members, it will mean
approximately 37 000 efectors per member. In
the mining and pastoral region, there will be
approximaiely 60 000 electors—approximately
12 000 electors per member. In the agricultural
and south west regions there will be a total of
approximately 170 000 voters—100 000 in the
south west region and 70 000 in the agricultural
region. They are approximate figures, and ob-
viously one cannot be specific, but the Elec-
toral Commissioners will be correct with their
figures.

Hon. G. E. Masters: They will make it as
even as possible. You have already suggested
that there will be an imbalance and they will
not take it into account.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: What does Hon.
G. E. Masters mean by, “There will be an im-
balance™?

Hon. G. E. Masters: Between the number of
¢electors and the number of members.

Hon. E. ). CHARLTON: It is not possible to
divide the State into six regions and have an
equal number of voters in each region.

Hon. G. E. Masters: The whole system falls
down, and that is the point we are making.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: The Liberal Party
has its reasons for the action it wishes to take,
and I can understand the principle behind it.
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As [ said, under the National Party's pro-
posal there will be approximately 635 000 elec-
tors in the metropolitan area, and in the
country area there will be approximaltely
220 000. 1 emphasise that in the metropolitan
area there will be approximately 37 000 elec-
tors per member, in the mining and pastoral
area there will be about 12 000 eleclors per
member, and in the agricultural and south west
regions there will be approximately 14 000
electors per member.

It is worth mentioning the point the Attorney
General made earlier when referring to the fig-
ure he put forward. He said there would be 17
members appointed to represent the metropoli-
tan area and 17 members to represent the non-
metrepolitan area. By splitting the non-metro-
politan area up as has been suggested there will
be a ratio-of 2.5:1 in the south west region and
3:1 in the mining and pastoral area.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: We are back where we
started.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: It is a well-known
fact that the mining and pastoral areas are
where the Labor Party has its strongest sup-
port. The National Pany’s proposal will result
in an increased ratio of loading of 3:1; it is not
11:1 or 7:1. While it might not be acceptable to
the Government, il certainly does go a long
way to improving the situation.

Hon. Garry Kelly interjected.

Hon. .E. J. CHARLTON: No, it will not. 1
agree with the comments of the Attorney Gen-
eral that based on the 1986 figures it allows the
Labor Party 10 have equal representation.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Do you think that is fair?

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Obviously it is not
considered fair by the Government. The
National Party’s proposal is based on a ratio of
17-17, and it incorporates the Labor Party’s
desire to have six regions. The National Party
has agreed to that.

History shows that under the provincial
system there is an equal number of members
from each area. Members must accept that if
the boundaries are drawn in a way that will
mirror what takes place in the Legislative As-
sembly, there will be a different ratio of voters
in the metropolitan area compared with the
non-metropolitan area. All we are doing is re-
peating the debate that took place when a simi-
lar Bill was debated in this Chamber; and it will
make the Legislative Council a rubber stamp,
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I accept the Government’s point of view that
the Labor Party can win control in the Legislat-
ive Assembly but not in the Legislative Coun-
cil. 1 remind members of the Attomey Gen-
eral's comments when he said, **You cannot
have small parties with single member rep-
resentatives because it would not be good
government.” The alternative is to have groups
of members who follow party lines, whether
conservative or socialist. That system has not
worked. Members do not like that, except when
the National Party has 10 make up its mind
whether to support the conservatives or the
non-conservatives. 1 suppose mémbers would
agree that it is a better situation than that
which prevailed eartier.

The National Party has examined every
piece of legislation that has been brought for-
ward and has made a decision on its merits. It
has been accused of being unpredictable. it
demonstrates that the National Party is genu-
ine in looking at legislation on its merits and
how it will affect the people of Western
Australia.

Hon. B. L. Jones interjected.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: The National Party
has been prepared to look at atl legislation on
its merits, and it is genuine about electoral
reform. '

Hoen. Garry Kelly: 1t is not democratic.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Nothing is demo-
cratic if a person cannot put himself in the
position of satisfying the majority of people
who elected him.

Hon. Garry Kelly: That was rejected in 1983.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: That is not what is
wanled.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: We have already tried
that.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Order! Order! I will say it for the last
time. Two or three debates are going on while
the speaker is on his feet. He and every mem-
ber of this Chamber are entitled to get up and
give their own point of view, but they can oaly
do that as long as members sitting down do not
interject.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Thank you, Mr
Depity ‘Chairman. Obviously some members
have more than an average interest, but they
are not going to make a contribution through a
speech but in some other way.

To recap on the contents of the amendment
‘put forward by the National Party, obviously
the Minister fully understands the reasons for

[COUNCIL]

doing it in this way, It seems it will not be
acceptable 1o members of either the Liberal
Party or the Government. It should be
acknowledged that for the very first time,
although it may not go as far as the Labor Party
or the Government wants, a commitment is
given. It appears that the Government and the
Liberal Party have come to the same con-
clusions. If the Government repeats the 1986
result, the numbers will equate.

1 am not certain about this point, | have not
read it, but it has been related to me. There are
only a few occasions on which the Government
has had more than 50 per cent of the vote. Is
that right? )

Several members interjected.

Hon, E. J. CHARLTON: It is not right? ft
does not matter,

Several members interjected.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: It seemed imporflant at
the time.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: | understand it is
not important.

Putting forward a proposal based on the im-
plementation of proportional representation, it
will be structured in the proportion of 19-15.
Kalgoorlie is included with Kondinin, going
from the north of the State down to Esperance.
I do not know where it is intended to go. If that
is not cooking the books what is?

Hon. Garry Kelly: For whom?

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Obviously it must
be cooking the books for the Government.

The point is made that the National Party is
not genuine, We have followed a simple pro-
posal which gives the non-metropolitan area
the opportunity to elect as many members as
the metropolitan area. That appears to be the
ounly reason that the Government cannot get a
majority in the Legislative Council. If that is
not the situation, it is because the non-metro-
politan area has elected as many members. The
Federal Government will attract a few more
votes out of the non-metropolitan area.

Take the six regions which the Government
wants, and change one¢ of the country regions to
determine a community of interest in that re-
gion. It will not be some mishmash of agricul-
tural, mining and pastoral interests. Pastoral
and mining are intermingled.

The only impediment to the Government
accepting. that—I do not know about the Lib-
eral Party; it may accept it—is the fact that on
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those figures it cannot get the numbers. | won-
der how anyone can justify being opposed to
this proposal of 17-17.

The National Party could not win a seat in
the metropolitan area. We could not because
we could not get enough people 1o vote for us
in the metropolitan area. The situation might
be different in the future, but that has been the
position in the past.

Hon. G. E. Masters: They will if you accept
our proposal.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: If the Leader of the
Opposition sees the light of day he might agree
to this. The National Party's proposal of 17-17
has three regions with specific areas which will
give a community of interest. The non-metro-
politan area is made up of the south west cor-
ner of the State, which is more heavily
populated and which has a community of
interest. Moving into the agricultural area, that
has a community of interest. From there one
moves into the mining and pastoral areas; they
are more sparsely populated and should be
given a little extra vote-weighting to take that
up to 3:1 in comparison with 2.5:1. There can
be very little criticism of that as being a fair
and equitable means of implementing pro-
portional representation and giving people in
both the metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas an opportunity to elect members.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order!

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Some people seem
to have difficulty in accepting and understand-
ing whether a system is fair and equitable.
These are physical facts of life in Western
Australia: We have a metropolitan area which
is densely populated; there will be smalit
anomalies there. Then we have the non-metro-
politan area. People must accept that we must
elect equal numbers from both those areas. The
National Party arrived at this decision last
year. Unlike other parties which tried to make
changes to facilitate and come 1o terms with
the problem, the National Party has been able
to stick to its original proposal as far as num-
bers are concerned because it can be
substantiated that it was a fair and equitable
thing 1o do. The Government cannot accept
that it is fair and equitable.

Several members interjected.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Hon. Tom Helm
will never accept anything because his com-
ments since he has been in Parliament demon-
strate that he believes the majority of people
are gathered in a small area and they should be
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given all the privileges under the sun while the
people in the non-metropolitan areca—and 1
happen to represent them—are denied them, |
never set out to be a3 member of Parliament,
but the further 1 go down this track of
representing people in the non-metropolitan
area the more 1 am convinced that what has
taken place in the non-metropolitan area of
Australia, particularly in Western Australia,
has caused the highest economic problems of
the nation.

Several members interjected.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Members opposite
might not like it or accept it, but it is a fact of
life. They do not have to take my word for it
but can find out for themselves. These people
muyst have an opportunity to elect an equal
number of members to represent an area many
times the size of the small, say 50-kilometre,
area around the metropolitan area. | do not
know how anyone can have the gall or the aud-
acity 10 argue against that; or want to erode
further the possibility of their electing those
members.

Members opposile are not subjected to the
same difficulties as are the country people from
whom they want to take away representation.
Those people do not have water, telephones, or
any of the everyday things thai city people ex-
pect. Indeed, city people will not even move
into a house uniess they have all those things,
as well as the wall-to-wall carpets. They expect
that situation. Members opposite are not pre-
pared even to allow those who occupy thou-
sands of square kilometres across the State to
elect a number of members equal to those
elected in the metropolitan area.

That in itself is really something that every
member in this place should take on board.
They should work out how they would do their
best for their party, 10 make up the balance of
whatever they want to get. If they are in
Government in the Assembly and believe that
should flow over into this place, let us do it. We
have seen in the May mini-Budget and else-
where the further imposition on country people
by proposed increases in charges by Telecom,
and so on; and they are the sorts of things that
affect non-metropolitan people far more than
they do people in the metropolitan areas of
Australia,

To return to the point, it is proposed that the
635000 voters in the metropolitan area of
Western Australia should have three regions,:
one with seven Legislative Council members
and the others with five each. That represents
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approximately 37 000 electors per member. In
the non-metropofitan area there are
approximately 220000 electors—a ratio of
2.5:1 or 3:1 m the two specific areas of the
south west region, and the agricultural, mining
and pastoral region. Again, the break-up of the
17 members is seven, five, and five.

I really cannot see how members can then
say, “It is not fair because we, the Government,
or we, the Liberal Party, cannot on that basis
get control of the Legislative Council.”

To conclude, | point out that in all of this the
National Party is worse off, yet right from the
outsel it has agreed that proportional represen-
tation is something it supports. We have gone a
fair way down the track, and members cannot
question the fact that we are genuine; we put
our proposals very early on and have not
wavered from them. The only area which
presents a problem concerns the fact that the
proposal for a |7-17 ratio does not allow the
Government on one hand to control the Legis-
lative Council on the previous voting figures;
and on the other hand, from the Liberal Party’s
point of view the number of regions involved
does not allow the numbers of elected members
to come from the spread of the various electors
who make up the metropolitan and non-metro-
politan regions.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Once already
tonight | have said that Mr Charlton is an
honest man. 1 say that again, because he has
shown it again. He has shown it with the frank-
ness with which he has approached the likely
results of implementing the National Party's
proposal.

Mr Charlton said three things which [ only
wish Hansard had the capacity to print in ital-
ics. The first thing he said was that he agreed
that under the National Party’s proposals there
would be an average vote weighting of 2.75:1 as
between non-metropolitan and metropolitan
voters. The second thing he said was that there
would be some thousands of voters in the non-
metropolitan area who would have a vote
weighting three times that of voters in the city.
The third thing he said—and this is an area in
which | might wish that the italics could also be
printed in capitals and underlined—was that
he agreed that under these National Party pro-
posals the Labor Party could never have a ma-
jority of seats in the Legislative Council. At its
best the Labor Party could never look to more
than 17 seats in this place.

[COUNCIL]

How can we realistically look to the accept-
ance of a proposal which would preciude that
possibility as definitely as we believe, and as |
think Mr Charlton indicates he believes, would
be the case? It would be to make a mockery of
the system. Members should please remember,
when we are invited to consider the virtues of
an even split of seats as between metropolitan
and non-metropolitan areas, that the split of
population is 73 per cent to 27 per cent. It is
being seriously proposed that in this situation,
where 73 per cent of the voters live in one area
and 27 per cent live in the other, they should
have an even number of represemtatives in this
Chamber. That would have been bad enough,
but what makes it even worse is that the nature
of the division as between the various proposed
regions ensures that the Labor Party could
never have a majority in this place.

One has only to consider the proposttion to
know how unacceptable it is, and not just to the
Labor Party. It is an unacceptable proposition
in principle. 1t 1s impossible to suggest or con-
struct a principle which can accept a
proposition that one party, and one pany only,
should be precluded from ever obtaining a ma-
jority in the upper House in this State,

This brings me to an aspect we have not
discussed before, given the concentration on
the current position of Government and Oppo-
sition in this State; and that is that the converse
does not apply. It is not as though Mr Charlton
ts saying, “Here is a fair system. It is one that
will never give more than 17 out of 34 seats to
the Labor Party, but it will never give more
than 17 out of 34 scats to the anti-Labor parties
either.” There would not be much virtue in
that system—a system of perpetual deadlock is
naot one 10 be approached with any enthusiasm
either. However, we do not have that prospect
but only the prospect of warking in one direc-
tion. It will work by precluding Labor from
ever having a majority in this place, but not
precluding the anti-Labor parties.

The figures T have in respect of the last four
elections bear this out. All members know that
the Labor Party had historic support in the last
two elections in 1983 and 1986. On the basis of
'the National Party’s proposals, the Labor Party
would have achieved not more than 17 out of
the 34 seats available in this Chamber in 1983
and not more than 17 out of 34 seats in 1986.
Compare that with the elections in 1977 and
1980 when the Labor Party did not do all that
well.
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In 1977, the Liberal and National Parties
would have had 20 seats out of 34 and in 1980
they would have had 19 out of 34, so there is no
equality in that proposition. There is not even
the virtue of saying, “OK, we are just going to
have this Chamber as a Chamber of review and
not one that can tip Governments of any com-
plexion out of office™; we have a straightout
proposition which says, “*Heads we win and
tails we draw.” There is no offer of a situation
where one can actually lose. The theory of elec-
tions is not that the best that any given party
can do is to draw. It may seem unsporting; it
may seem as though that is really what it ought
to be directed at, but that is not what politics
and government and Parliaments are about,

1 do ask the National Party to look at this
proposal again and not to pursue it to the point
of defeating the Government's proposition.
There is nothing 1 think more ¢asy to support
as a principle than the one [ have enunciated
many times in this debate already. That is, that
the party with the majority of votes ought to be
able to look for a majority of seats, and if that
is a reasonable proposition in the Assembly,
where the Government is formed, it is equally a
proposition which we ought 1o apply in this
Chamber.

I will make one final point: There is a serious
element of unreality in the National Party’s
proposition because what it is really inviting
the Government to do is not only to refrain
from pushing reform but actually to accept a
system worse than the one we presently have.
As we demonstrated in 1986, even the present
system, rotten as it is, can allow, as a result of
an extraordinary effort, a majority of members
to the Labor Pany. That is why we have 9.8 as
a result of the 1986 clection. Why on earth
should anyone expect a Government looking
for reform to actually take several steps back-
wards? I do not think anyone could realistically
accept that.

That is why | put it to the National Party that
its proposal is not only wrong—1I believe it is
wrong—but it is really suffering from a lack of
reality. H the National Party’s amendment is
carried, 1 think we all understand that the
Government’s proposal will fall. 1 think that
will get this Chamber nowhere. Certainly those
of us who are interested in electoral reform will
sec that as a very negative step. I know it is
very late in the day 10 be urging the National
Party not to pursue this amendment, but | be-
lieve that its proposals are of a nature that
ought not only 10 be rejected but indeed should
not be pursued by the National Party itself.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: | wanl 1o add my
comments o those already made on this pro-
posal.

One of the cbvious reasons the Liberal Party
cannot support the National Parny’s amend-
ment is that the National Party is using odd
numbers. The Liberal Party has a firm commit-
ment to a split term for the Legislative Council.
We are absolutely commitied to that course of
action, We believe that this is the proper way to
go and at a later stage we will debate the virtue
of that proposal. | do not intend to delve into
that area now; suffice it to say the Liberal Party
will not support a proposition which uses odd
numbers for the simple reason that there can-
not be split terms.

Having said that, | wonder whether the
National Party has done as much work as it
should have done on this proposal. [ agree that
at the end of the day, based on the figures the
Attorney General used for the Legisiative As-
sembly, there is a ratio of 17 for the combined
National Party-Liberal Party and 17 for the
Labor Party. That is on the 1986 figures, but if
one looks at the proposal one sees that the split
would probably be 17 for the Labor Party, 14
for the Liberal Party, and three for the
National Party. It is possible that the National
Party will say its fortunes are on the improve
and so it can expect a fourth seat.

Let us look again at what has been put to the
Chamber. We are starting to arguc about
whether the boundary will go to Boulder-
Dundas, to Katanning, or whether it will come
up to Geraldion; we are starting to gel into a
mishmash about where the boundaries will be
located. It is all very well for Hon. Joe Berinson
to say that it is none of the Opposition’s busi-
ness and that the Electoral Commissioners witl
decide the boundaries; but this is our business.
The way this Chamber structures the legislation
will provide the commission with guidelines.

Hon. D. J. Wordsworth was quite right when
he said that in looking at the proposal it is not
difficult at all to see where the boundaries will
go. The National Parly has proposed that a
quota in one of the metropolitan areas be 12.5
per cent, which seems to me to make life very
difficult for it to win a metropolitan seat,
although it might pick up 12 per cent. in the
other two regions, the south metropolitan and
the ecast metropolitan, they would need 16.6
per cent Lo gain a seat. [t seemns to me that the
National Party is pricing itself out of the mar-
ket. The National Party would have great diffi-
culty in getting a metropolitan seat under Hon,
E. J. Charlton’s proposal.
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Later, when this Chamber is considering the
very important Liberal Party proposition, I will
demonstrate 10 the National Party that it has
every opporiunity of gaining one or two metro-
politan seats. Nevertheless | make the point
now: The National Party is making life very
difficult for itself. 1 one looks at the other
areas, in the south west the National Party
would need 14.5 per cent 10 gain an extra seat
over and above the one it has estimated it will
pick up. In the agricultural area it will need
20.6 per cent 1o pick up an extra seat. | am
saying to the National Party that if it gets 20.6
per cent more votes, it will gain a third seat.
The National Party ts making life difficult for
itself and I suggest that the proposition put
forward by Hon. E. ). Charlton is not good for
his party and 1 believe that the National Party
should reconsider 1.

Hon. Eric Chariton talked about the bound-
aries and where it was likely the lines would be
drawn. Perhaps the one which interests most
people is the northern boundary, and that is
very easy to demonstrate here. The National
Party is proposing that there be five northern
seats.

I seek teave, Mr Deputy Chairman, to put a
map up on a board to demonstrate my point.

Leave granied.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Liberal Party
believes that its calculations are fairly accurate
and that the boundaries for the areas that arc
likely to included in the National Party’s
proposition, and the votes that are required,
will mean that Esperance-Dundas will need to
be taken in, and there are 11 694 votes in that
area. If that is not taken into account there, it
must be taken into account somewhere else,
either Katanning or through to Geraldton,

A total of 5 113 electors will have 10 be taken
out of Gascoyne, and 2 558 out of Greenough.
Will Greenough be taken in, as well as some of
the agricultural area in the southern region, to
obtain the right number of votes? A total of
3800 will be taken from Katanning-Roe,
17900 from Kimberley, 3780 from
Murchison-Eyre, and 15 834 from Pilbara.

it is no good Hon. Eric Charlton saying there
will be X number of votes in one region and a
different number of votes in a different region.
The guidelines are clear for a plus or minus 15
per cent calculation. As far as it is able, the
commission will take an even number of votes,
make some allowance for isolation, and then
use a plus or minus 15 per cent calculation.

{COUNCIL]

Hon. Eri¢ Charlton assumes that what he
said will be in the commission’s mind. That is
not the case. There are 230 000-plus voters in
the country area. Seventeen members divided
into that gives an average of 13 744 voters for
cach Legislative Council scat. By the same
token, there would be 10 159 voters for each
Assembly electorate. The fact is that the com-
mission will be tooking for that number of
votes across the board, and it will not be pre-
pared to look at differences. Its intention will
be to have an evenness of voters in all elector-
ates. That is the beauty of our proposal.

Under the National Pariy’s proposal, the
Federal seat of Kalgoorlie will be represented
by five members of the National Panty, or that
18 how we have worked it out. All we are saying
is that the whole of the country area of Western
Australia should have sixteen members. Admit-
tedly there is a greater population in the agri-
cultural and south west corner of the State. |
believe it is unrealistic for five members to be
asked to represent such a huge area. Our pro-
posal is a far better one. It allows for sixteen
members to represent the whole of the Western
Australia country area.

Hon. Eric Charlton’s proposition is
unrealistic. In  many ways. members
representing the north of the State will be in a
worse position than the Labor Party members.
[ urge members to think seriously about the
Liberal Party’s alternatives.

We should reject Hon. Eric Charlion’s
proposition. Qur proposal for representation in
the Legislative Assembly gives country people a
far better representation than either the
National Party’s proposition or the Labor
Party’s proposition.

1 recognise that our proposition for a ratio of
18-16 is a better proposition. We have
attempted to compromise. The Minister has
made it clear he will not accept a 17-17
proposition. He says that is improper. We are
saying, therefore, that members should look at
our proposition and see if we can make it work.
1 believe the Committee should vote against
the 17-17 proposition put by the National
Party, and also should defeat the Labor Party’s
proposal, which 1 believe is just as bad.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: [ believe the At-
torney General has given the impression that
the Government of the day would decide how
the proposed amendment by the National
Party would work. | remind the Attorney Gen-
eral and everyone else that the Government is
appointed from the majority of members of a
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party elected to seats in the Legislative As-
sembly. This place is a House of Review. |
wonder how genuine and how accurate the At-
torney General would be in putting forward his
reasoning againsi the proposal by the National
Party for a 17-17 system. As | said, the Govern-
ment is decided by the number of members of a
party elected to seats in the Assembly. The
members in this place are elected from specific
regions. | believe the Labor Party is hung up on
this 1 7-47 proposition to a large extent.

Qur proposal also means that no pany would
get control in its own right in the Legislative
Council.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: When was the last time
that the Liberal and the National Parties had
the opportunity to come together for Govern-
ment and did not do so?

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Government is
demonstrated by the number of members in
the Assembly.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Consider the fact that
when they get together in the Assembly, they
invariably get together in the Council.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Whether or not
they get together in Government, when legis-
lation comes into this Chamber it will be dealt
with just as the second reading of this Bill was
dealt with a few days ago. The decision made
by members of the National Party on that oc-
casion enabled this debate 10 take place
tonight.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: That is not so. The
member should look at Hansard and find a
single electoral Bill put forward by the anti-
Labor parties on which members of the
National Party have crossed the floor. There is
no such case.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: 1 accept that, but
that is in the past. We are talking about
introducing a complete change in the way
members will be etected 10 this place—not tied
1o two or three seats but covering a wide area in
which each party will have an opportunity to
have members elected. If they are not tied to
the historical facts, they will be in a much bet-
ter position to be independent.

I do not think the comments made by the
Attorney General stand up, however well
founded, if he is prepared to take the point of
view that this place is a House of Review. If the
Government does not want i1 to be a House of
Review, it should introduce a proposition to
get rid of it. If this place becomes a rubber
stamp for the Assembly, it may as welt not be
here. If that were the case the Govemment
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should do what the Labor Party did in
Queensland years ago—that is, get rid of the
Council and have more members from the As-
sembly electorates.

The National Parly is intent on seeing
changes made to the manner in which members
are elected 10 this place. 1 have been reminded
several times since | have been a member of
Parliament of my right to consider the legis-
lation and vote accordingly. If or when we are
part of a coalition Government, the legisiation
in the other place will have an input from vari-
ous members constituting that coalition
Government, just as members in this place
have an input inte current legislation. How-
ever, members elected on a proportional
representational basis will not have a responsi-
bility to respond to the legislation and act ac-
cordingly. I am amazed that members of the
Liberal Party and anyone else should want to
put in place a system which virtually guaran-
tees that that will take place, especially when
there has been so much criticism about the
party structure, how members vote, and mem-
bers crossing the floor.

The Government is not determined by this
place; this is a House of Review. The Attorney
General did not relate his comments to that
point. The fact that the National Party’s pro-
posal means that no party would have control
of this Chamber in its own right should in itself
make the proposal acceptable to individual
members and organisations. Surely the mem-
bers of the National Party have indicated by
their recent performance in this place how
legislation will be responded to.

As far as the comments of the Leader of the
Opposition are concerned, if the boundaries
are to be drawn by commissioners we shall not
know what is going on; and it is better to treat
the whole of Western Australia on a metropoli-
tan and non-metropolitan basis. If the National
Party’s proposal is to be opposed on the basis
that we do not know where the boundaries will
be drawn, it does not have much chance. There
can be no argument over the three regions in
the metropolitan area, or the variation of 3 000
or so votes, or a street or iwo, because that is
specified in the provisions. Small details will
not change things because community of
interest is also taken into account.

In the three country regions—the non-metro-
politan regions—if one of the repions were
designated mining and pastoral, Kalgoorlie
would come into that area; it would not be
linked with the agricultural or the south west
regions. That is different from the Govern-
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ment's proposal. [ am sure that the people of
Kalgoorlie would not want to be linked as far as
representation is concerned with someone with
whom they have no affinity. The Attomey
General and the Leader of the Opposition ap-
pear to have problems with the question of
where the boundary lines will be drawn. It
should be accepted that although we do not
know exactly where the lines will be drawn, we
have a pretty clear picture of their location.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: [t is some time since
members have gone through the form of these
amendments. Mr Deputy Chairman, could you
clarify which amendment is before the Chair?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Members are now dealing with the
amendment (D) which appears on page 2, and
with Hon. E. J. Charlton's amendment to the
Attormey General's amendment. The question
is that the words to be substituted be
substituted; in other words, if members agree
with Hon. E. J. Charlion, they vote Aye, and if
they disagree they vote No.

Amendment on the amendment put and a div-
ision taken with the following result—

Ayes 6
Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. D. J. Wordsworth

Hon. Tom McNeil
(Teller)

Hon. ). N. Caldwell
Hon. E. J. Charlton
Hon. H. W. Gayfer

Noes 26
Hon. g L. .lt])(ntils
on. Gai elly
Hon. A. Rry Lewis
Hon. P. H. Lockyer
Hon. G. E. Masters
Hon. Margaret McAlecer

Hon. C. 1. Bell
Hon. J. M. Berinson
Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. T. G. Butler
Hon. D. K. Dans
Hon. Graham

Edwards Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Max Evans Hon. Mark Nevill
Hor. V. I. Ferry Hon. Neil Oliver

Hon. P. G. Pendal

Hon. S. M. Piantadosi

Hon. Tom Stephens

Hon, Doug Wenn

Hon. Fred McKenzie
(Teller)

Hon. John Halden
Hon. Kay Hallahan
Hon. Tom Helm
Hon. Robent
Hetherington

Amendment on the amendment thus

negatived.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Members are now referring back to
amendment (B), and the question now is the
words proposed to be inseried be inserted.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: My understanding is
that if members vote for the amendment before
the Chair, they are then voting in favour of
Hon. J. M. Berinson’s position, and if this
amendment is defeated, members will then dis-
cuss the Liberal Party amendment.

[COUNCIL)

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): That is correct.

Amendment put and a division called for.
Bells rung and the Committee divided.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Before appointing the tellers, I cast
my vote with the Noes.

Division resulted as follows—

Ayes 16
Hon. J. M. Berinson  Hon. Robert Hetherington
Hon. J. M, Brown Hon. B. L. Jones
Hon. T. G. Butler Hon. Garry Kell
Hon. D. K. Dans Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. Graham Hon. 8. M, Piantadosi
Edwards Hon, Tom Stephens

Hon. John Halden
Hon. Kay Hallahan
Hon. Tom Helm

Hon, Doug Wenn
" Hon, Fred McKenzie
Teiler,

Noes 17
Hon. C. J. Bell Hon, Tom McNeil
Hon. ], N. Caldwell Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. E. J. Charlton Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon, Max Evans Hon. P. G. Pendal
Hon. V.J. Ferry Hon. W, N. Stretch
Hon. H. W, Gayfer Hon. John Williams
Hon. A, A, Lewis Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. P. H. Lockyer Hon

. Margaret McAleer
Hon. G. E. Masters Tefler)

Amendment thus negatived,

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Members now come
to the Liberal Party amendment which [ put to
the Chamber in all sincerity as the one which
should be supported. Members have heard a
great deal of debate on the virtues of regions:
Three regions in the metropolitan area; three
regions in the country area. | put to members
again, if | may do so without interruption from
Hon. Garry Kelly, that the Opposition is
putting forward a proposition that everyone
can understand. It is a very simple, straight-
forward proposition and one that 1 commend
to the Chamber very sincerely.

Despite the comments by the Attorney Gen-
eral, our proposal would give the Labor Party
an opportunity to win control of this Chamber
if the 1983 and 1986 elections were repeated.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Not true.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: | am talking about
two half-elections.

Hon. ). M. Berinson: And based on Council
voting figures?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: No, the Assembly.
The Government knows very well that if at an
election in a regional sitwation, particularly
under our proposition, we were to have 18
members in the first election and then nine
after that, we could have a ticket with 18 candi-
dates trying to win a seat in the metropolitan
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area, The Labor Party could put forward 18
candidates, as might the Liberal Party, the
National Party could put forward 10 candi-
dates, and the Democrats could put forward
six, which would leave us with a score card of
candidates for whom the public would have to
vote. Of course they woutd vote according to
the cards; they would say, “We are Labor sup-
porters, so give us a Labor card.” The As-
sembly voting pattern, in that circumstance,
would be repeated.

Hon. Tom Stephens: Not necessarily.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It will be, and the
member knows it. There is no other proper way
of calculating the situation. No-one here can
tetl me that when we have a voting card with 30
or 40 squares for 30 or 40 candidates, the pub-
lic will take the trouble to mark each square
when they have the choice of voting according
to the party ticket.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Why shouldn’t they
vote differently in the Council as they have
done before?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: We are changing the
system. Assembly members have a personal
vote when only three or four people are on a
ticket. That situation applies also here when
only three or four members are contesting a
seat. That is reflected in voting patterns, where
people vote for members who have represented
them well over a number of years. Those mem-
bers get a three or four per cent advantage over
new candidates. This personal vote applies to
all the parties. The Labor Party’s proposal gets
rid of the personal vote. We do not argue with
that, but our proposition is that there will be a
large number of potential candidates on a
voling tickel and therefore the voting-intention
square will be used on almost every occasion. 1
defy anyone to deny that would be the case.
Experience shows it is the case.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Did you do a score with
the Council figures?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: | told our fellow that
it had to be done on Assembly seats.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Can you tell us how the
seats divided up in metropolitan and non-
metropolitan areas?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If there were a half-
election, and using 1986 figures—and we are
anxious to make sure there are half-elections—
in the metropolitan area the ALP would have
won 56.47542 per cent of the vote, and that
would have entitled it to a 5.6 quota or § seats.
The Liberal Party would have got a quota of
4.15 and it would have got four seats. In a
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moment | will explain how those circumslances
could change for good reason, perhaps not to
the Government’s or to our benefit.

In the agricultural area the Labor Party
would have got—

Hon. J. M. Berinson: In the non-metropoli-
tan area?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Yes. Under our ar-
rangement, with a total non-metropolitan area
for the country area, in 1986 the ALP would
have got 43.4 per cent of the vote, the Liberal
Party 40.9 per cent, the National Party 13.8 per
cent, and others |.1 per cent.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: How would the seats
divide?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: They would divide 9-
7-1.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Just in the non-metro-
politan area.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: In that case 4-3-1. If
we turn to the 1983 results the result would
have been the same—9-7-1. The break-up
would be 5-4 in the metropolitan area in favour
of the Labor Party and it would be 4-3-1—
Labor-Liberal-National Party—in the country.
That is for the whole country electorate based
on the 1983 Assembly figures; that would in-
clude the north and everywhere.

Let us consider another possibility, that of
the National Party picking up a seat in the
metropolitan area. In the first election the
National Party would need only five per cent of
the votes, and it could do that standing on its
head and could probably do better. That would
be for a full election in the first election, Then
we can turn to the half-elections, and we are
saying there should be half-elections. In the
present circumstances in the metropolitan area
the National Party would require 10 per cent to
pick up a metropolitan seat, where it certainly
would not under its own proposition. In the
agricultural area the quota would be 11-11. In
fact under our proposition the National Party
would probably pick up two or three seats. It
has the runs on the board when we consider the
recent by-election—and bear in mind it has
never contested the whole of the country area;
so it must pick up a significant percentage of
the votes. It would need to pick up only an
extra seven per cent 10 gain one seat and then
14 per cent to pick up another two seats,

My proposition is this: It is quite obvious
that, under our proposition, the party which
gets the votes will get the seats. The Labor
Party proposition, on our calculations in the
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1986 elections, was that in the metropolitan
area it would have picked up 56 per cent of the
vote. Under the arrangement we have already
discussed and defeated it would have picked
up 58 per cent of the seats. In the country
and using the 1986 figures, it would have
got 37 per cent of the vote; under its pro-
position which has just been defeated it
would have picked up four seats. Under
the Liberal proposition, if the Labor Party
had got 56 per cent of the votes in 1986,
it would have got 38 per cent of the seats. Had
the other proposal applied it would have picked
up 55 per cent of the seats. Not much differ-
ence. On the 1986 figures 1 have already said

that the Labor Party said that it would have.

picked up 37 per cent of the votes in the
country. It is obvious that the popular party of
the day gets the votes, and it will pick up the
seats, .

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You just said 37 per
cent—I don’t think that is the same figure you
indicated before for the Labor vote in the non-
metropolitan area.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That is what it would
have gained if we take it that everything
outside the metropolitan area is country, under
our arrangement.

Hon. }J. M. Berinson: How do you make four
quotas out of 37 per cent when you have just
said that one quota is 11.1 per cent?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I will read the figures
out in detail. Under our proposal for the agri-
cultural area, the 1986 results for country areas
would mean that the Labor Party would pick
up 43 per cent. I did say 37 per cent; | am
sorry. The figures I am reading from are the
right ones. There are four quotas there. The
Labor Party would pick up 43.401 per cent, the
Liberal Party 40.914 per cent, and the National
Party 13.868 per cent. Under those figures the
Labor Party would have a quota of four, the
Liberal Party a quota of three and the National
Party a quota of ¢ne.

Hon. Garry Kelly: Are those figures worked
out on Assembly figures?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Yes.

There will always be an argument about
where the boundaries should go and whether
there should be a north, south west, or an agri-
cultural area. [ think it is reasonable to suggest
that if there is to be a large country area, it
should be represented by a large number of
members in the Legislative Council. Sixteen
members should be elected by the country

[COUNCIL)

areas of Western Australia to give them as good
a cover as we could expect and not 1o impose
an unduly heavy load on three of four members
as would occur under the National Party’s pro-
posal. )

Hon. Fred McKenzie: On those ﬁgures; less
than two per cent goes to other parties in
country areas.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: That is an important
point. There is a possibility that the Australian
Democrats may pick up a seat in the metropoli-
tan area under our proposal, and it would ex-
pect to.

Hon. Joe Berinson seems to be incensed with
the idea that that should be allowed to happen
and that a minor party may hold the balance of
power in this Chamber. When the Labor Party
went 1o the last election, it did not seem 1o
worry when he was exchanging preferences for
support,

I put it to the Committee again that our pro-
posal is a much fairer one. It will give minor
parties an opportunity to pick up a seat,
although 10 per cent takes a bit of getting.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: They would be strug-
gling.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: They would, but they
would have more chance under cur proposal.

I ask members earnestly to accept our
proposition. It is a fairer and more easily
understood proposition. Up until now, every
party has been trying to set up guidelines to
manipulate the setting of boundaries. It is'no
good our saying that the Electoral Cornmission
witl make up its own mind because the Labor
Pany's proposal was directed to include
Kalgoorlie in the agricultural area. Hon. Eric
Charlton picked that up, and we are talking
about the Federal seat of Kalgoorlie in the agri-
cultural area. It is obvious that the Labor Party
has put words in its proposal that would result
in that proposition. 1t is obvious also that the.
National Party has attempted to exclude the
Esperance area and to include other areas. | am
saying that we should get the whole mess sorted
out. Let us introduce an idea so that everyone

. knows what we are talking about. The bound-

ary between the country and the city areas
should be drawn up by the commission if the
Chamber so decides. If it is decided that i1 will
follow the MRPA boundary, we will not dis-
pute that. That is fair.

The Government has given an indication
that if it fails on this clause it will proceed with
the debate on the rest of this Bill 10 extract as
much information as it can and then seck leave
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to recommit this clause and put forward
another proposition to the Chamber. 1 do not
accept that that is the right way to deal with
this. Our proposition is a sensible one. 1 have
shown that the Labor Party, under our pro-
posal, could have gained control of the Legis-
lative Council in the 1983 and 1986 elections
based on the Legislative Assembly results.

I therefore move an amendment—

Page 3, lines 18 and 19—To delete the
lines and substitute the following—

6. {1) The state shall be divided into
2 electoral regions under the Electoral
Distribution Act 1947,

{2) The electoral region known as
the Metropolitan Region shall return
18 members to serve in the Legislative
Council,

(3} The electoral region known as
the Country Region shall return 16
members to serve in the Legislative
Council.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: Hon. G. E. Masters
has presented the Chamber with an appalling
proposition, devoid of any argument in prin-
ciple to support it. In the first place, he
approaches his analysis of the likely result of
implementing his amendment on the basis of
irrelevant figures. I have said already tonight
that we have a history in this State in which
voting patterns in the Legislative Council have
been significantly different from voting pat-
terns in the Assembly. Mr Masters, however,
insists on continuing to advance an analysis
based on Assembly figures and ignoring the
Council realities. He cannot do that; at least he
cannot with any semblance of reality. He also
says that ticket voting will make a difference.

Hon. G. E. Masters: It will make a huge dif-
ference.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: There is not the
slightest reason that it should. Ticket voting
will simplify the vote for people who might
otherwise have to fill in 15 or 20 boxes. It will
not change their position in relation to the
party they want to vote for. If, in the past, they
have sometimes voted for the Labor Party in
the Assembly and the Liberal Party or the
National Party in the Council, there is nothing
to suggest that ticket voting will lead them to
do anything diferent. Once they do decide to
vote for the Liberal Party or the Nationat Party
in the Council, the process is made very simple
by the ticket voting system.
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There is nothing in any of this to suggest that
the analysis that Mr Masters has offered sup-
ports the general argument that he is putting,
There is something worse about his argument
than that; even if the Government were to ac-
cept all these false premises, the conclusion
comes out differently if we look at the figures
he gave to the Chamber. The position was that
in the non-metropolitan area the voting quota
for a seat would be 11.1 per cent. He said that
Labor would have 43 per cent of the vote
giving it four seats, the Liberals would have
40.9 per cent of the vote giving it three seats,
and the National Party would have 13.13 per
cent of the vote giving it one seat.

Although there does not seem 10 be a very
greal gap between the actual Labor vote of 43 -
per cent and the 44,4 per cent that Labor would
need before the quotas, one must ask where the
difference of 1.4 per cent will come from.
There is only one place from which it can
come, and that is the surplus of votes from the
National Party. If the National Party had 13.13
per cent of the vote and we deduct the quota of
11.t per cent, we are left with 2.03 per cent, Mr
Masters’ proposition would require that of the
2.03 per cent of surplus National Party votes
the Labor Party has to get 1.4 per cent. In other
words, it would have to get 70 per ceni of the
National Party preferences. When has that ever
happened in the history of this State? Mr Mas-
ters is smiling now. He is not even being subtle
about it.

Hon. G. E. Masters: 1 am smiling at you.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This will require the
Labor Party to get 70 per cent of National
Party preferences—an achievement which has
never been recorded in the history of this State..
Not only woutd it have to achieve that record,
but it would also require that remarkable pro-
portion of preferences under the ticket voting
system. All one has to say is, I wani to vote for
the National Party™, and he is shot,

Hon. G. E. Masters: You are admitting that
it makes a difference now. A little while ago
you said that it didn't make a difference,

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: | am prepared to
argue any single proposition Mr Masters likes
to advance, but I would like to argue them one
at a time. He knows very well that the
proposition | am now putting is the correct
proposition, and that even on his analysis, the
situation is that the break-up he is providing
absolutely guarantees a Labor minerity—not
even an equivalent number of seats—in the
Legislative Council, even if Labor did as well as .
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it did in 1986, and even if we use the figures
from the Assembly rather than the relevant fig-
ures from the Legislative Council. Whichever
way one looks at it, this is an argument that
should be beneath the dignity of even the
Leader of the Opposition to advance.

If all of that is not bad enough, we are pro-
ceeding on an assumption that the Labor Party
will get a majority of four out of the nine seats
proposed in the metropolitan area. That will
involve a bit of magic under Mr Masters’ analy-
sis, because he is not looking at a 5:4 break-up
between the Labor and Liberal Parties. He
quite rightly says that once we reduce the quota
to 10 per cent, there is a realistic prospect of
the National Party picking up an odd seat in
the metropolitan area. | think it would be
battling, and if 1 were a member of the
National Party 1 would not want 1o count on it.
He also says that i1 is much more realistic for
the Democrats to pick up one seat in the metro-
politan area. Where will that seat come from?
Will it come from the Liberal Party’s quota?
Where people want to vote for the Australian
Democrats, or whichever party, will it come
from the Labor Party's quota? | have news for
Mr Masters; that will not happen.

I have another bit of news. Mr Masters be-
lieves that it will not happen. What he is Jook-
ing at is a position where the Labor Party is
guaranteed to be down at least two seats in the
non-metropolitan area and (0 not be
guaranteed a majority at all in the metropolitan
area. It is a flagrant, transparent travesty; and
that he should continue to argue this as though
he is really serious about it is a disgrace.

Some members might think that that is all
that is wrong with Mr Masters’ proposition; but
$0 as not to leave the case incomplete, attention
ought 10 be drawn to the other feature of the
Liberal proposal which, unlike the Labor Party
and National Party proposals that all members
should go to election each time, suggests that
should be stapgered, with only half the mem-
bers going to election each time. There is a lot
to be said against that proposition, and it
comes back 10 the analysis | have given.

It is the staggering of the vote under the Lib-
eral proposal which ensures that Labor would
have an absolute guarantee of a minority in this
Chamber. Members will have noticed that the
Liberal Party does make one exception to the
proposition of staggered elections—that at the
next election we should not have staggered
elections and that every member should go out
then, but that it should happen only on that
occasion. Why? Mr Masters did not bother to
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explain the reason for that. What he wants to
do is not only to foul up every future election,
but he wants to cancel the result of the last
election. He is concerned that in 1986 the
Labor Pany, for the first time in history, won
the majority of seats avaitable in this House at
a general election. He wants to cancel that and
he says, “Let us wipe the slate clean and start
again. Only afier that will we have staggered
elections.” It is not only a wrong argument that
we are getting from the Liberal Party, but in
this case it is a disgraceful argument. It is in
keeping with the worst features of their histori-
¢al attitude on the election issue in this State,
and we should not contemplate for a momeni
that it be accepted.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: I guess we have seen
a few performances by Hon. Joe Berinson, but
this one probably takes the cake. 1 will deal first
with the last point he made.

The Labor Party’s proposal is that the whole
of the Legislative Council retire at the next
election. It is reasonable to do that if we are 1o
have a completely new system.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Will we start again on a
fair basis?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Is the Labor Party
accepting the proposition that if only half the
House retired—

Hon. J. M. Berinson: Of course we are not.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The Labor Party can-
not have it both ways. Firstly, the Labor Party
objects because the Liberal Parly’s proposition
is that all members retire at the next election;
and when I suggest that half the members retire
the Government says, “We do not support it.”
There is only one thing the Labor Party sup-
ports; that is, a guarantec that it has a majority
of members next time, and when that happens
it will change the whole system. It will be the
last time that the Liberal Pariy or the National
Party will have any victory in this Chamber
because it will change the whole system. The
traditions we have had for many years will be
destroyed.

Let us get back to the Federal Labor policy of
undermining the Legislative Council by reduc-
ing its powers and by abolishing preferences.
That policy has not changed since | have been
in this Parliament.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What are you talking
about? Why don't you get back to your own
figures which condemned you?
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: 1 am warning the
Chamber that the only proposition that Hon. J.
M. Berinson and his historical argument would
contemplate is a proposition which guarantees
control of the Legislative Council.

If we come back to the figures that I gave 10
Hon. J. M. Berinson and look at the metropoli-
tan area, the Labor Party would have 56 per
cent of the vote and would take five seats, and
the Liberal Party with 41 per cent of the vote
would take four seats.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: What happens if the
National Party gets a vote?

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: If members look at
the figures they will see the Liberal Party only
needs to lose 1.5 per cent of our vote to lose a
seat. The Government needs to lose 6.475 per
cent,

Hon. J. M. Berinson: | have read them and
they condemn you.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Let me start again.
Under the proposal I am putting forward, if the
Labor Party were to hold five seats and we were
to hold four, and the National Party were to
come onto the scene and take 1O per cent, it is
almost certain that the Labor Party would
maintain its five seats and we, the Liberal
Party, would lose one of ours. That is what the
figures spell out. If the Democrats came onto
the scene, they may well take some of the Labor
Party votes—not necessarily all of them. The
end result would be that the Liberal Party
would be the losers, not the Labor Party. |
cannot be fairer than that. 1 have given the
figures.

No matter how much Hon. J. M. Berinson
performs, no maiter how much he shouts, he is
obviously trying to take away from the Liberal
Party the understanding that most people now
have that we are putting forward a fair
proposition. Even the Press has backed it up
and said it is not bad. My party has put forward
a proposition trying to do the right thing. There
must be some progress towards changes to the
electoral system. We have put forward a
proposition, and everyone understands what
we are saying tonight. The facts are there; the
percentages are there. The Government must
not start trying o pull the wool over my eyes
and the eves of the Press. Anyone who wants
can have these documents.

Hon. Fred McKenzie: You have convinced
yourself, nobody else.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: | suggest that the
Government should be locking at the different
attitude in the media. [t has realised that we are
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putting forward a reasonable proposition. It
has recognised that we are making some prog-
ress. The Labor Party does not want it; it is too
simple. It may well be they will not get the big
majority they are looking for. [ urge members
to support this proposal.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: Split elections will
be debated later. It is difficult to accept that we
will have a proposal which will genuinely re-
ceive the support of the people of Western
Australia if we are forced into accepting that
part of the Legislative Council is 10 be elected
at each subsequent election. Under the Liberal
Party proposal, as | see it, the first election will
not achieve a satisfactory conclusion, as first
and second-class members are to be elected.

1 think it is fair to summarise this by saying
that, stripped of all the innuendo, the proposals
for proportional representation mean that each
party will receive fewer votes that it has done
in the past. A number of people will be faced
with the voting ticket procedure for the elec-
tion of members for the Legislative Council.
The votes must come from somewhere. All par-
ties—certainly the two major parties—will suf-
fer a percentage Joss of votes. Preferences
should be redistributed.

With the multiplicity of candidates for a par-
ticular region under the Liberal Party's pro-
posal, a greater number of votes will go in that
direction. The National Party would not accept
the figures of 18-16 as the basis for split elec-
tions.

For a number of reasons, eight years is too
long for anyone to be elected to Parliament. |
would not like to be a party to a situation
where [ or anyone else am elected to Parlia-
ment for eight years, Few people would seek a
second term. It is not fair or equitable.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am now absolutely
certain that the letter Arthur Tonkin wrote is
correct, and that the Government is seeking
today to have the Bill defeated. I am now
convinced of that. The Government's amend-
ment has been defeated, and so has the
National Party’s amendment.

We have seen the National Party amendment
defeated and now we have a siluation where
the Liberal Party amendment may be defeated
because the Government is certainly opposing
it and there are some indications that the
National Party is opposing it as well. Clause 8
will not exist if all propositions are defeated.
That will leave us in a situation where there is
so little left that we retain the existing electoral
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system—the system to which Arthur Tonkin
opposed and he thought was being supported
by his Cabinet colleagues.

1 am disappointed that the Labor Party, now
that we are in the position of debating the last
potential situation in respect of clause 8, is not
prepared to accept the Liberal Party position.
Ever since 1 have been here 1 have opposed any
change 10 the existing system because I believe
the weighting systemn that applies in the Legis-
lative Council should be retained. Over the
years however, | have been taking a great deal
of interest in the way the Senate operates. It is a
House we could do well to emulate in many
ways. The way in which that House operates
with its system of committees and the rather
detached view it takes of the way the Govern-
ment operates is something that should be
commended and we should be looking at doing
the same here.

I have come to the conclusion over the 10
years | have been here that we ought to be
going in that direction. The Labor Party has
put up one electorate for the upper House with
proportional representalion on a State-wide
basis. That is its policy position. [ oppose that
because it means every member would rep-
resent the whole State and would not have a
particular area of some substance to represent
in the same way that Senators represent a Siate.
There are 12 Senators for each State. It does
not matter how many electors are in cach State,
they elect the same number of Senators.

The Liberal Party proposes a country and
city region with each region electing a certain
number of members to this Chamber. That
could result in this Chamber being similar to
the Senate. The Labor Party does not want to
go as far as that but where it wants to go is not
in the best interests of Westem Australia,
There has to be a weighting for country people.
The Liberal Party proposition is a move in the
direction that the Labor Party seeks to go, but
it does not go all the way because it takes into
account the arguments that I and members on
this side of the Chamber put forward in respect
to weighting for country people. 1 do not know
why the Government is not giving more con-
sideration to what we have put forward, unless
it has decided the whole thing is to be defeated
anyway. It seems to me that what we are pro-
posing is a move in the direction in which the
Government is seeking 10 move. The Chamber
has already defeated the Government’s
proposition and if the Government is in a
mood to compromise it will have to take into
account that the Chamber will not accept its

[COUNCIL]

position. The compromise has to be somewhere
between what the Government has put forward
in its amendment to the clause and the existing
system, because that is the alternative if the
Governmeni defeats what we are doing. We are
in the middle which is another compromise.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You know you are not
in the middle. You are right off the edge.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: It is between the
existing position and the position put forward
in the Government's amendment.

: Hon. J. M. Berinson: No, it is not.

Hon. N. F. MOORE:; Is the Government ar-
guing that it would be better off under the
existing electoral system-—the one Arthur
Tonkin found so hard to come 1o grips with—
than it would be under the proposition put for-
ward by the Liberal Party in its amendment
tonight?

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I am arguing that both
systems are rotten but the one you are propos-
ing is worse because it guarantees a minority in
this Chamber to the Labor Party.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: 1 am now absolutely
convinced that what Arthur Tonkin said was
carrect. He foresaw this situation and realised
that the Government had worked out the only
way it could go was to stick with the existing
system,

Hon. ). M. Berinson: That is utler nonsense,

Hon. N. F. MOORE: | have had to bend my
views quite considerably to come to this
position. My personal position has changed
dramatically because 1 am prepared to accept a
change to this Chamber which is more in line
with the Senate. [ would argue strongly that we
should retain the Senate practice of having
half-elections.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: You cannot take that
aspect of the Senate system in isolation.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: I am arguing for a Sen-
ate-type situation in this Chamber where there
are two regions in lieu of States. It does not
matter how many voters there are in the States.
They all have the same number of representa-
tives. I make the point to Hon. Eric Charlton
about the cight-year term. [ personally think we
should have an eight-year term for upper
House members. In New South Wales there is a
12-year term. That has been reduced by the
current Labor Party Government to eight years
and it has caused no-one any great concern. 1
do not believe it is an argument we should
concern ourselves with.
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I ask the Labor Party to consider what we are
putting forward in the light of their ultimate
objective, which is to have proportional rep-
resentation across the State, and see it as a
move which also takes into account the con-
sideration we have; that is, the country people
who need to have a weighted voting sysiem in
order that their position may be properly
represented and their views taken into account.
I genuinely ask Labor Party members to think
about the point of view 1 have put and to ex-
tend their minds beyond the simple mathemat-
ics that Hon. J. M. Berinson seeks 10 shove
down their throats by saying because they can-
not win they shouid not go for it. The Labor
Party cannot win because its proposition has
been defeated. It should be looking at another
proposition. It should look at our proposition
or stick 10 the system we have. | do not believe
one system 10 be more rotten than the other,
The system we are putting forward at least goes
some way towards the Labor Party’s ultimate
objective. It goes much further than the
existing electoral system ¢ven though the Labor
Party believes il cannot win under the
proposition [ am putting forward. [ accept the
argument of my leader that the Government
could win, but when [ first heard it I thought
we must have made a mistake!

I hope the Labor Party will reconsider its
position and realise that there are only two
alternatives—our proposition or a continu-
ation of the existing sitvation. In my view, a
move towards our posilion is a move towards
the Government’s ultimate position, which is
proportional representation across the State.

Hon. D. I. WORDSWORTH: Could ! point
out the obvious to the National Paniy? It ap-
pears that the Labor Party has made up its
mind against this clause. The National Party
has the option of voting for or against it.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: And half of its own
representation.

Hon. D. I. WORDSWORTH: If we vote for
it here the Labor Parly has the last say because
it controls the Assembly.

Hon. H. W, Gayfer: You do not approve of
this yourself because you made it another
proposition a while ago.

Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH: We did not
win that! If it gives the National Party mem-
bers pleasure that they can knock it out here or
leave it to the Labor Party to knock out the
Liberal Party proposal in the other House.
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Hon. G. E. MASTERS: So that everyone
understands the position, an indication of sup-
port for this amendment will mean that those
calling “Aye” will be supporting the Liberal
proposition | put forward. Those calling *No™
will be opposing il. Is that right?

The DEPUTY -CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): The only thing they will support if
they say “Avye” is the deletion of lines |8 and
19. The next vote is (o substilute your other
amendment.

Amendment put and a division called for.

Bells rung and the Committee divided.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Williams): Before appointing the tellers [ cast
my vote with the Ayes.

Division resulted as follows—

Ayes 13
Hon. C. 1. Bell Haon, Neil Oliver
Hon. Max Evans Hon. P. G. Pendal
Heon. V. J. Ferry Hon. W. N. Stretch
Hon. A, A, Lewis Hon. John Williams
Hon. P. H, Lockyer Hon. D. J. Wordsworth
Hon. G. E. Masters Hon. Margaret McAleer
Hon. N. F. Moore (Tefier)
Noes 20
Hon, J. M, Berinson  Hon, Roben
Hon, J. M. Brown Hetherington
Hon, T. G. Butler Hon. B. L. Jones
Hon. J. N. Caldwell Hon. Garry Kelly
Hon. E. J. Charlton Honr. Tom McNeil
Hon. D. K. Dans Hon. Mark Nevill
Hon. Graham Hon. S. M. Piantadosi
Edwards Hon. Tom Stephens

Hon. H. W. Gayler
Hon. John Halden
Hon. Kay Hallahan
Hon. Tom Helm

Hon. Doug Wenn

Hon. Fred McKenzie
(Teiler)

Amendment thus negatived.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: So that we can make
the Chamber clearly understand the situation,
as a result of the defeat of the amendment | put
to the Chamber it is quite obvious that | am
not in a position now 1o move the regional
proposal which is on the Notice Paper.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. lohn
Williams): You cannot introduce the regional
concept now because the clause stands as
amended. It now reads, “The State shall be
divided into 6 electoral regions under the Elec-
toral Distribution Act 1947

"Hon. G. E. MASTERS: My point is that [ am
not in a position to move the remainder of my
amendment even though it is on the Notice
Paper.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No, it makes a
nonsense of it..

Hon, G. E. MASTERS: Thank you.
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Point of Order

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Mr Deputy Chairman,
can you give me some guidance here? Can that
clause as you have read it out stand alone or
does it need something else to go with it to
make it a part of the legislation? It seems to me
at a cursory glance that it may be able to stand
alone.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon. John
Wiiliams): Yes, the clause can stand alone as
amended.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: Are we now debating
the clause?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The question
now is that the clause stand as amended.

[Pursuant to Sessional Orders, progress
reported and leave pranted to sit after 11.00 pm.]

Committee Resumed

Hon. N. F. MOORE: | would have to oppose
the clause as it now stands because what it says
is that the State shall be divided into six elec-
toral regions under the Electoral Distribution
Act 1947,

I do not have the Electoral Distribution Act
before me, but from my cursory examination of
this clause—cursory because | did not realise
when we were debating that this part would be
left in—it seems (o me that what we intend to
have is six regions which will be somehow de-
termined, and because proposed subsections
{2) and (3) have been removed we now do not
know where the six regions will be. They could
be anywhere. 1 am saying this without the ben-
efit of the Electoral Distribution Act 1947 be-
ing in front of me—and while [ am talking
perhaps someone can find it—but my assump-
tion is that if we retain this clause and it allows
for six electoral regions to be determined, we
are not giving any guidance as to how those six
regions should be decided. ! think that would
be a gross dereliction of duty on our part. Cer-
tainly we had enough trouble earlier trying to
find out where the Government proposed the
boundaries should go, even though it set
guidelines.

We could have a situation where there are no
guidelines, and we would be giving the Elec-
toral Commissioners the power to divide the
State into six electoral regions. It would be left
to their discretion as to where those regions go.
I do not believe this Chamber has any intention
of giving them that discretion, and 1 hope that
if the Government does not support me the

(COUNCIL}

National Party will make sure we get rid of this
clause, It is an untenable position to put the
comrmissioners in, and for a political party to
take, when we have just gone through the exer-
cise of looking at what the three parties want. 1
strongly oppose the clause, and I hope it will be
1ossed out.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: | accept the points
raised by Hon. Norman Moore. That is how
the National Party views the situation. We did
not support the previous move to delete the
words relating to the six regions because obvi-
ously we supported the concept of six regions.
The fact is that all other parts relate to the six
regions and, having agreed not to substitute
certain words, the reference to six regions is a
nothing. We are opposed to clause 8 as it now
stands.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It must be clear to
all members that whether or not the remaining
part of clause 8 was passed, it would be necess-
ary, if we are to pursue the Government’s pro-
gramme, to seck to come back to clause 8 and
consequential clauses at a later stage. 1 signal
that now for the purpose of indicating that in
the Government’s view these two lines could be
carried, but whether they are or not it will be
necessary to come back to clause 8, together
with other clauses which depend on it, at a later
stage of the proceedings.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: My view is that it
would be an unacceptable situation for us to
retain that part of the clause even though the
Government may be intending 1o return to it at
some other time. | would not be interested in
taking the risk of leaving it there with the
expectation of some recommittal further down
the track. If the Government wants to recom-
mit the division of the State into six electoral
regions, it is not prevented from doing so by
virtue of the fact that we defeat this clause now,
I hope the Attorney General’s views will not be
accepted by the Chamber.

Hon. ROBERT HETHERINGTON: 1
suggest to members of the National Party that
they vote for the clause as it stands because of
the kind of argument advanced by Hon.
Norman Moore earlier when he said that by
rejecting our proposal the Committee had
made a decision. The Committee should now
make a decision that there be six regions. This
is the one point in common with the majority
of members of the Committee. The fact that it
would leave the clause in an untenable position
would mean the Committee had instructed its
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members to go away and look at what sort of
compromise they could come 10 on a six-region
system.

For that reason, | suggest Hon. Eric Charlton
should vote for the six regions so we at least
make clear that the Committee has come to
some decision about the nature of the system
that will be in place—that the Committee has
rejected the Liberal proposal for two regions
and has instructed members of the Govern-
ment and others o go away and think about
what is an acceplable six-region system. As the
Attorney General has pointed out, we will have
10 return to this clause, and he has given a
commitment that this will be done. By leaving
this clause in, we make a statement that there
will be a system of six regions whose compo-
sition is stil} 10 be determined.

Hon. N. F. MOORE: That was a very
interesting argument, but it presupposes cer-
tain things will happen. The argument 1 put
forward initiafly was that if we leave the clause
there and for some reason do not have a recom-
mittal, or something happens which causes
clause 8 to remain as 11 is, we will get the prob-
lem 1 talked about before—the Electoral Com-
missioners could divide the State into six re-
gions without any guidelines set by Parliament.
The removal of this clause in no way prohibits
the Government from recommitting it at the
next opportunity. We should take no risks at all
with respect to how the State is divided. We
should toss this out. If the Government wants
to bring 1t back in a recommittal, it is entitled
to do so, and we will argue it then.

Hon. E. J. CHARLTON: It is six of one and
half a dozen of the other. We need to be clear in
our minds what we are setting out to do. 1f we
accept we are going to debale the rest of the
amendments on the Notice Paper, we should
‘get on with it so that the debate is put on the
record and our views are clarified.

As far as this clause is concerned we have to
remove any doubts anyone has and take away
the six regions. It is no good saying that we
have agreed on six regions as though it is a
package deal and it depended on this and that.
Although members have demonstrated they
prefer six regions, it does not mean that is the
way to go if something else is associated with
the formation of those regions. We should
make a decision on clause 8 with an under-
standing, and 1 am seeking guidance here. Can
we have an agreement that clause § will be
reinstated later if it is voted out now?
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON: | attempted to make
that clear. 1f this clause is rejected, 1 will be
secking a recommittal at a [ater stage.

Hon. H, W. GAYFER: | fear gelting into this
matter, but reference was made to the Siale
being divided into six electoral regions under
the Electoral Distribution Act 1947, Is the At-
torney General sure he is referring to that Act,
or would he by any chance be talking about the
Electoral Districts Act of 19477 We have been
searching for the Electoral Distribution Act
and have had some difficulty finding it.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: This is really quite a
simple situation, but it mighl not appear so on
the surface. Hon. H. W. Gayfer is half right in
what he is saying. Namely, he is correct in
suggesting to the Chamber that there is at the
moment no Act known as the “Electoral Distri-
bution Act””. However, by the same Bill we are
now dealing with, it is proposed—

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Then it would not be the
Electoral Districts Act 1947, if it is coming in
in 1987.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: No, clause 86 of this
Bill provides that the Electoral Districts Act
should be renamed the “Electoral Distribution
Act’™.

Hon. H. W. Gayfer: Can it still be 19477 I1
should be 1987.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: No. That will not be
necessary because all that is happening is that
the word *“Districts™ is proposed 10 be
amended by the deletion of the word and the
substitution of the word, “Distribution”. The
date and so on remain as they are now.

Hon. H. W, Gayfer: Instead of retrospective
legislation, it is prospective. )

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It is in reasonable
anticipation of it.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: 1 urge members to
vole against what is left of this clause. It has
already been mentioned that the clause can
stand on its own and no-one seems able to
relale what we understand as the Electorat Dis-
tricts Act to this little bit of the clause that is
left. The Electoral Districts Act refers to
dividing the State into certain areas—the
metropolitan and north west, the agricultural,
mining and pastoral, and so on, and it then
refers 10 the metropolitan area.

If there is any doubt—and there certainly is
as far as the Oppaosition is concerned-—it would
be better not to leave this clause in because
quite frankly I do not know what the relation-
ship is and | am not prepared to take the risk.
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There might be some technical device or some
legal move which would allow the Government
to move in a direction that our side of the
Chamber would not want to move. If the Mip-
ister is saying thal he intends to bring the de-
bate on clause 8 back to the Chamber at a later
stage—-1 assume afier we finish the rest of the
Commitiee debate—surely we can then debate
the inclusion of new subsection (1} which we
are talking about now. We can debate whether
the words—

* 6. (1) The State shall be divided into
6 electoral regions under the Electoral Dis-
tribution Act 1947.

should be included. That is a very simple mat-
ter. It is far too risky for us to contemplate
leaving that in when it may not be our wish and
it may be used for purposes which members on
this side of the Chamber would not like.

Clause, as amended, put and negatived.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON—by leave: | wani to
follow up the brief indication | gave 10 Hon.
Eric Charlton earlier by pointing to the way in
which it is proposed to proceed, in spite of the
defeat of clause 8 of the Bill. We effectively
have no provisions now on a quite essential

clement of the legislation. There is a significant

number of clauses still o come which are con-
sequential on clause 8 and. as 1 understand the
position, these will automatically fall by the
way.

In other circumstances, the importance of a
provision like clause 8 could lead to the aban-
donment of the whole Bill. On this occasion the
Government has come to the conclusion that
the Bill ought to proceed so that the Chamber
can be tested on the other significant measures
in it. Depending on the result of the consider-
ation of those further provisions, the Govern-
ment will then consider whether any useful
point would be served by moving to recommit
clause 8 and the consequential clauses on the
basis that yet another attempt ought 10 be
made 10 secure the agreement of an absolute
majority of the Council.

I understand, Mr Deputy Chairman, that you
are already aware of the clauses which hinge on
clause 8 and with the agreement of members |
suggest that we proceed on that basis.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Exaclly what are we
voting on? There is a certain amount of con-
fusion.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Clause 8 disap-
peared under the voices. The clause has been
negatived.

[COUNCIL]

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: If the clause disap-
peared, how can we possibly discuss it again at
a later date?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You cannot;
but the Bill can be recommitied.

Hon. H, W. GAYFER: How can we recom-
mit a clause that has already been deleted from
the legislation by the Chamber?

The DEPUTY -CHAIRMAN: Although the
clause has been defeated, it is quite in order for
it 10 be recommitted at the end of the Bill after
the motion to adopt the report.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: As far as | can see, all
that exists is the figure 8. Does that stand? Are
you saying, Sir, that because a number is there,
clause 8 is there, with a full stop and no words
at all? The Government is able to recommit the
Bill to reconsider clause 87

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It can recom-
mit to consider the insertion of a new clause 8.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Any new clause in a
Bill going through the Committee stage is
debated after all other clauses have been
debated. If | were now to move a new clause,
would that be considered after all other clauses
have been dealt with?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: In this Com-
mitlee, yes.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: To get it clear in my
mind, if the Government wishes to introduce
a new clause 8, it can do so at the end of the
Committee stage, not before?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes, on ihe
maotion to adopt the report.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: At the end of the
Commitiee stage and at no other time?

The-DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: A new clause means
just that, does it? In other words, a
reintroduction of the present clause 8 would
not be a new clause; it would have 10 be some-
thing entirely different from the clause as we
have it now, otherwise the arguments would
become tedious repetition, If it is to be a new
clause it must be a completely new clause, |
would think.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No. It can be
the same clause,

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Then it is nol a new
clause,

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: We have taken that
clause out.
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is a new
clause for the Committee.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: What a crazy world
this is!

Hon. NEIL OLIVER: How do we deal with
clauses which are consequential to clause 87

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will not be
dealing with consequential clauses relating to
that one. 1 will draw to member’s attention
Standing Order No. 261, which says—

‘No new clause or amendment shall be
proposed which is substantially the same
as one already negatived by the Committee
or which is inconsistent with one that has
already been agreed to by the Commitiee
unless a recommittal of the Bill shall have
intervened.

That is what will happen. A recommittal will
intervene.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Should notice of re-

committal not have been given before the

clause was thrown out?
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: No.

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Mr Masters may have
thought it had been given, but it was not until
the clause was thrown out. The intention to
recommit surely would be given before the
clause was removed on the presumption that if
the clause was removed it was imended to re-
commit the Bill to discuss it again. After it is
thrown out we are talking about bringing it
back again.

Hon. Graham Edwards: [t
mentioned before,

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Ng, it was not.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Standing Or-
der No. 271 then comes into operation. It
reads— -

On Motion for the adoption of the Re-
port, the Bill may be recommitted either in
whole or in part.

There is no question of prior notice being
required.

Clause 9: Section 8 repealed and a section
substituted—

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: On a strictly literal
reading, clause 9 could be proceeded with, in
spite of the defeat of clause 8. At the same time
we would need o0 be conscious of the fact that
the Leader of the Opposition has listed amend-
ments to clause 9 which could only sensibly be

considered, given some provision under clause
8.

was not
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This seems to lead to a situation where clause
9 does not fail because of the previous decision
on clause 8, but it would make sense at least to
defer its consideration until general attitudes to
the remainder of the Bill became clear.

For that purpose [ move—

That consideration of clause 9 be taken
after consideration of clause 104,

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: It is already quite
evident that ctause 8 has been defeated and no
tonger exists. Things will become more and
more difficult as the debate goes on. This is just
one of a number of clauses which will relate to
a regional system, and | guess that by far the
most important parts of the Bill will relate to
clause 8.

1 wonder how on earth we will go through a
complex Bill like this, just taking odd bits out
as we go through and ignoring or missing some
of the other very important parts such as clause
9. To my mind that is one of the key areas as
far as the Opposition is concerned.

Although 1 take the point of the Attorney
General, we are still talking about a split term
for the Legislative Council, whether it relates to
clause 8 or to any other clause which may or
may not be included. | wonder if there is any
point in proceeding much further with the Bill.
I am at a loss 10 see where we are to go from
here.

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: I do not pretend
that the situation is simple, but it is far from
impossible. On my count, 12 or 13 clauses will
be set aside because of the defeat of clause 8.
That will still leave something like 90 clauses
and a number of significant provisions which
can usefully be proceeded with. The suggestion
is that we do that. Very many of these will not
give rise to a great deal of contention and they
should not be all that difficult to dispose of.

Question put and passed; clause postponed.

Clause 10: Section 8A repealed and a section
substituted—

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: The proposed new
subsection (2) states—

Notwithstanding section 5 or 6 the
members immediately before the com-
mencement of the Electoral Reform Act
shall, until the close of 21 May 1989, con-
tinue to be members and to represent the
electoral provinces by which they were
returned.

As the Act now stands, half of the MLCs will
continue beyond 1989 because there is no pro-
vision for them to do otherwise. The members
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elected to serve until §989 will continue, but
those members elected under the present ar-
rangements to continue for another three years
should continue to serve in the Legislative
Council for the time they have been elected.

Perhaps the Attorney will explain how this
clause prevents members from doing that,

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: 1t seems to me that
clauses 10 and 11| raise the same difficulty as
clause 9 in that it would be possible to discuss
them in isolation but not in a way which would
allow Mr Masters’ amendments to be con-
sidered.

I move—

That further consideration of the clause
be postponed.

Having reached this stage, it might be helpful,
if you, Mr Deputy Chairman, were to leave the
Chair for a short time with a view to coming
back with an itemised list of clauses which
members can strike out now to avoid the need
for further consideration as we go. 1 do not
believe it shouid take more than §0 minutes, if
that is convenient.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: Clause 8 has been
defeated; we have moved to clause 9, and
immediately find there is a difficulty. We shall
run into the same problem all the way through
the debate on this Bill. The Attorney said that
that is not true, and that only two or three
clauses will be affected.

Hon. J. M. Berinson: I said 12 or 13.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: There are a number.
Already we have decided that it is not possible
to debate clauses 9 and 10. We should report
progress, even though we had arranged to.go
through and sort it out once and for all. If we
come back in a few minutes with a list so that
we can work on a number of clauses, but a few
dozen remain that we cannot deal with, it will
make a complete and utter farce of the whole
thing. As I go through my notes [ see a number
of references in clauses to regions, and these
clauses cannot be debated.

1 point cut that | warned the Chamber of the
complexity of the legislation and said that be-
cause there were more than 100 amendments
the Bill should have been rewritten. 1 despair at
the way we are handling it; 1 do not think 1
have ever secn a Bill handled in this way be-
fore. 1 am not criticising thé Attorney; it is an
impossible task. 1 do not think we shall make
any realistic progress tonight,

[COUNCIL]

Hon. H. W. GAYFER: Would it not be fair
comment that the Bill is emasculated? It is
really of no consequence any more. The key
clause has gone, and yet for the sake of the
exercise—which nobody has justified—we
shall go on and talk about other clauses that
may have some bearing on a future Bill that
may be introduced. | would have thought that
this is entirely speculative and that the new Bill
would come from the comments made in the
second reading rather than from discussion on
clauses that may have some bearing. It is ¢n-
tirely irregular. It would be all right if it were
based on fact, but it is not.

Hon. G. E. MASTERS: While Hon, Mick
Gayfer spoke for a few minutes, [ went through
the Bill and looked at some of the key amend-
ments to be debated and considered. 1 shall
refer 10 some of them to demonstrate the im-
possibility of the task we are being asked to
carry out,

With regard to voting tickets, the Govern-
ment proposes that there be a registered voting
ticket for both Houses. Both the National Party
and the Liberal Party propose that there be a
voting ticket for a region; it is a key amend-
ment which refers to regions but we cannot
debate it because there will be no regions.

i turn over the page to the reference 1o inde-
pendents on ballot papers. With regard 10 in-
formal and formal ballot papers, reference is
made to the regions. We cannot debate the
question of a voting ticket on the ballot paper,
which covers several amendments. The
National Party has produced what it says is a
ballot paper suggestion similar 10 that used in
the Senate. We cannot discuss that because it
hinges totally on whether there will be a voting
ticket. My amendments contain an example of
what should be a typical ballot paper, and I do
not know what else is left 10 debate. Again, we
cannot debate clause 99 at the end of the Bill
because reference is made 10 a regional system.

Sitting suspended from 11.4010 11.53 pm

Hon. J. M. BERINSON: It has become ap-
parent that a reasonable length of time would
have to be given to the consideration of the
procedures that the Government hoped 1o go
on with tonight.

2rogress
Progress reported and leave given to sit
again, on motion by Hon. J. M. Berinson
(Attorney General).

House adjourned at 11.55 pm
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
TOURIST BUREAUS
Grants

143. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for

Sport and Recreation representing the
Minister for Tourism;

(1) What is the maximum grant available
10 tourist bureaus on an annual basis? |
{2) What amount was allocated for this

purpose in the last year for which fig-
ures are available?

{3) What is the maximum grant available
10 tourist information centres?

{4) What amount was allocated for this
purpose in the last year for which fig-
ures are available?

(5) What other grants are made by the
commission 10 community-based
tourist groups such as regional travel
associations, and will the Minister
give details?

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

{1) The maximum annual grant available
1o tourist bureaus is made up as fol-
lows-—

$
Base grant 6 000
$1 for 81 grant matching con-
tribution from Local

Government Association 6 000
Opening hours incentive 6 760
Total $18 760

(2} The Budgel allocation for grants avail-
able 10 country tourist bureaus in the
1986-87 financial year was $543 000.

{3) The maximum annual grant available
1o tourist information centres is made
up as follows—

Country tourist information centres—
3
Base grant 1500

$1 for $2 grant matching con-
tribution from Locat

Government Association 1 000
Total $2 500
Metropolitan  tourist  information
centres— s
Base grant 1 000
31 for $2 grant matching con-
tribution from Local
Government Association 1 000
Membership grant payable on
$1 for $2 basis 1000
3

Total $3 000
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{4) The Budget allocation for grants avail-
able to country and metropolitan tour-
ist information centres in the 1986-87
financial year was $112 000.

(5) The Budget allocation for grants avail-
able 1o regional travel associations in
the 1986-87 financial year was
$254 000, Details of maximum grants
available for regional travel associ-
ations are as follows—

$

Administration grant 7000

Essential marketing grant 5 000

Travel-related expenses 800*

Brochure production 5000
Promotional manager—

$1 for $1 incentive grant 10 000

Total $27 800

* An additional $700 is available for
travel associations in the north west
and poldfields areas, bringing the
total maximum grant available to
these associations 1o $28 500.

The Western Australian Tourism
Commission can also assist with
grants for tourist facilities and/or proj-
ects on the basis of local government
contributions in which land or facili-
ties are vested in local government,

In special circumstances only, grants
are available 10 non-profit organis-
ations for tourist purposes.

WILDLIFE

Big Swamp Bird Park: Financial Assistance
149. Hon. V. J. FERRY, 1o the Minister for

Sport and Recreation representing the
Minister for Tourism:

(1) Has the Minister received any request
for financial assistance to maintain
and/or expand the Big Swamp Bird
Park, Bunbury?

(2) Will she consider requesting the West-
ern Australian Tourism Commission
10 assist the South West Avicultural
Society 10 maintain and/or expand the
Big Swamp Bird Park, Bunbury?

(3) i1 funds or other assistance cannol be
provided to meet the above needs,
why cannot this be done?
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Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) No formal request for financial assist-
ance has been received.

-{2) and (3) The Western Australian Tour-

: ism Commission provided a tourism

- development grant of $27 000 toward

- the establishment of Big Swamp as a

tourist facility in the last financial

year. It is not commission policy to

provide maintenance funding for tour-

ism projects. However, the com-

mission would give consideration to

an application for funds to expand the

project. Requests of this nature are
assessed on an individual basis,

EDUCAT]ON: HIGH SCHOOLS
Agricultural: Fees Increase

153. Hon, N, F. MOORE, to the Minister for
Community Services representing the
Minister for Education:

(1) Is it the Government’s intention to in-
crease the fees charged at residential

agricultural secondary schools in
Western Australia?
(2) If so— .
(a) what is the expected increase in
the fees;

(b) how does the Government justify
this increase in view of the many
hardships currently facing the ru-
ral community?

Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:
(1) Yes.

{2) (a) and {b) Pursuant to section 55 (b)
of the Financial Administration and
Audit Act 1985, all fees and charges
are to be reviewed at least annually.
The Education Department has
reviewed these fees. However, the
actual rate will be set during the forth-
coming Budget process.

TOURIST BROCHURES
Funding

[57. Hon. P.G. PENDAL, to the Minister for
Sport and Recreation representing the
Minister for Tourism:

{1) Does the Tourism Commission enter
into any joint funding arrangements
with the private sector for tourist bro-
chures?

[COUNCIL]

(2) If so, will the Minister give details of
any such arrangements of funding car-
ried out in the current financial year?

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) Yes. Funding for this purpose includes
assistance with brochure production
and marketing activities to support
brachures. _

3 ¢

(2) Ansett WA—
Contributions 1o

Season programme—

November 1986-March
1987 15 000.00

Jetabout—Qantas subsidiary—

Single destination’
Perth programmes
from—
South East Asia
New Zealand
America’s Cup—
Gastaldi ltalé—-to support
America's up product
brochure
Motive Tours—America’s
Cup brochure production
and marketing
Great Aussie Holidays—
New Zealand brochure
and marketing
Brochure distribution as-
sistance—
Great Aussie Holidays
Golden West Travel
Australian Tour Masters

Green

14 000.00
4 000.00

14 500.00

7 500.00

7 500.00

! 493.00
1 314.59
1833.45

ARTS
Theatres: Use

160. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for
The Arts:

(1) How many weeks in the year are the
following venues in use—

(a) Concert Hall;

(b) His Majesty's Theatre;
{c) Playhouse;

(d) Hole in the Wall Theatre;
(e} The Quarry;

(f) any other venues controlled byi
the Perth Theatre Trust?

(2) What staff numbers are on the trust’s
permanent staff?

{3) What staff numbers are permanently
employed at the venues?
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Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

- (1) (a) .Concerl Hall, 1986-87, 52 weeks;
(b) His Majesty’s Theatre, 1986-87,
) 52 weeks;

{c) Playhouse. 1986-87, 48 weeks;

{d) Hole in the Wall Theatre, 1986-
87, 44 weeks;

{e} The Quarry, 1986-87, 16 weeks—
seasonal—NB: This venue is in
its first year of operation;

() any other venues controlled by
the Perth Threatre Trust—-nil,

(2) 39.
(3) 22.

GAMBLING
TAB Agencies: Closing Time

170. Hon. FRED McKENZIE, to the
Minister for Sport and Recreation
representing the Minister for Racing and
Gaming:

(1) Is the Mmlster aware that TAB
agencies were advised by the TAB at
approximately 4 pm on Saturday, 9,
May, that they were 10 close their
doors to the public between 5 pm and
6.30 pm?

{2) Is the Minister further aware that as
Fairplay cards and notices displayed
a1 TAB agencies had advised punters
that agencies would be open through-
out this period, TAB patrons were
seriously inconvenienced because of
the closure?

{3) As the TAB has a complete monopoly
on off-course betiing on races, trots,
and greyhounds,” and there was a
Melbourne trot meeting scheduled to
commence at 5 pm, will the Minister
take the matier up with the TAB to
ensure agencies remain open as
advertised when a race, trot, or
greyhound meeting is in progress?

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(t) The Minister has been advised that all
TAB agencies were informed of the
unscheduled dinner break al 2.48 pm
on 9 May 1987.
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{2) Yes. The Tolalisator Agency Board
received - several complaints from
agents. '

(3) The board has revised its policy, and
the agency hours on Saturdays will not
be altered, provided there are race
meetings lo complete.

LAND
Burswood Hotel Site: Status

Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for
Sport and Recreation representing the
Minister for Racing and Gaming:

173.

(1) What was the status of the land on
which the Burswood Island casino ho-
tel is being built, at the time the proj-
ect proceeded?

(2) Has the status of the hotel in any way
altered as a result of the sale of the
hotel?

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) In compliance with the agreement
scheduled to the Casino (Burswood
Island) Agreement Act 1985, the land
on which the Burswood Hotel is
contructed became freehold on the

" issue of a Crown grant on 22 July
1985.

(2) The hotel is still situated on frechold
land.

CRIME
. Break-ins: South Perth

174. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Minister for
- Sport and Recrcation representing the
Minister for Police and Emergency
Services: ‘ !

(1) What statistics are kept to indicate the
number of house break-ins in the
South Perth area?

(2) What are comparable figures for, say,
the 1985 and 1986 calendar years?

Hon. GRAHAM EDWARDS replied:

(1) The statistics kept are for those of-
fences which have been reported to
the police.

(2) 19835, 237, 1986, 384.
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EDUCATION: SCHOOLS EDUCATION: PRIMARY SCHOOL
Vandalism: Cost Waroona: Future Use

176. Hon. N. F. MOORE, to the Minister for 178. Hon, P._G. PENDAL, to the Mir!ister for
Community Services representing the Community Services representing the
Minister for Education: Minister for Education:

I refer to approaches to the Minister

from the Waroona Shire Council relat-

ing to the proposed future use of the
primary school site and buildings for
community use.

(1) Has a decision been reached on

(1) Is it correct that schools are required
to pay the first $200 towards the cost
of repairs which are necessary due to
vandalism?

{2) If so, how are schools expected 10 raise
i 5
this money? ) this request?
Hon. KAY HALLAHAN r;plled: (2) If so, with what result?

(1) No. Hon. KAY HALLAHAN replied:

(2) Not applicable. (1) and (2) The matter of re-use of the

buildings for educational purposes at
schools where accommodation press-
ures are great is being investigated. If
such proposals do not prove econ-
omic, consideration will be given to
the council’s request.

CENSORSHIP
State Authority: Membership

177. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, to the Leader of
the House representing the Minister for

The Arts:

(1) Who scrves on the State’s censorship TAXES AND CHARGES
authority? Increases: Assurance

(2) What is— 179. Hon. P. G. PENDAL, (o the Leader of

the House representing the Premier:

Will the Premier give the business
. . community and consumers of Western
{3) Does their work extend to printed and Australia an unequivocal assurance

film or video material? that increases in State taxes and

(4) What work do they do over and above charges will not cxceegl CPI increases
the Commonwealth classification? for the past 12 months?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied: Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:
(1) and (2) Members of the State Advis- It is the Government's objective to

(a) the date of their appointment;
(b) the date of expiration of each?

i ioati in i es in the
ory Commitiee on Publications and contain increas ates of
their appointment and expiry dates
are—

principal taxes and charges in 1987-88
to the inflation rate or less, and [ hope
that objective can be achieved, though

Appointed  Expiry this will depend on the completion of

DrR. W. Kirkham a detailed assessment of economic and

Chairman 21/6/83  2006/88 o ) o

Dr R, Caates s 2w inancial circumstances.

Ms R. M. Quin 2683 2006/88

Mrs R Nicoll 15/285  20/6/88 WA EXIM CORPORATION

MrJ. C. Doogue 49184 2006788 Shares: Transfer

Mo w3 Savel YIVIE 68181, Hon. MAX EVANS, to the Minister for
{(3) Yes. Budget Management representing the
(4) Reports 1o the Minister for The Arts Treasurer:

(1) Have the shares in WA Exim Corpor-
matters  arising out of  the ation Lid been transferred from WA
administration of the censorship legis- Government Holdings Ltd to Exim
lation. Corporation?

as required by the Minister on other
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{2) If so—
{a) at what value;
{b) on what dates?

(3) What is the net worth of each
company transferred?

(4) What was the date of transfer?

(5) If no to (1), will any transfer be made
before 30 June 19877

(6) If no, why have they not been
transferred?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

This question has been addressed
incorrectly to the Premier. It has been
directed to the Minister for Economic
Development, and he will answer the
question in writing.

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Assets and Liabilities: Transfer

182. Hon. MAX EVANS, to the Minister for
Budget Management representing the
Treasurer:

(1) Have the assets and liabilities of any
subsidiaries of WA Exim Corporation

been transferred or vested in Eximi

Corporation?

(2) If yes, what are the names of the
companies?

Hon_J. M. BERINSON repiied:
See reply 10 question 181,

WA EXIM CORPORATION
Payment

183. Hon. MAX EVANS, to the Minister for
Budget Management representing the
Treasurer:

(1) Has the Government paid 1o Exim
Corporation the $7 million mentioned
in the Bill?

(2) If so, on what date?
Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

) See reply to question 81,
(43 ’
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WA EXIM CORPORATION
Assets and Liabilities: Transfer

184. Hon. MAX EVANS, to the Minister for
Budget Management representing the
Treasurer:

{1) Have the assets and liabilities of any
subsidiaries of WA Exim Corporation
been transferred or vested in Exim
Corporation?

(2) If yes, what are the names of the
companies?

Hon. J. M. BERINSON replied:

See reply to question 181,

QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE

COMMUNITY SERVICES
Adoptions: Placements

52, Hon. JOHN HALDEN, 10 the Minister
for Community Services;

(1) Can the Minister advise the House of
the number on adoption placements
since the gazeital of the Adoption of
Children regulations 1986 on 24
October 19867

(2) Have there been any delays in adop-
tions since 24 October 1986, and if so,
why?

Hon, KAY HALLAHAN replied:

(1) Since the proclamation of the new
regutations, there have been 39 chil-
dren for whom an adoption consent
has been signed, and of these, 22 chil-
dren have been placed with adoptive
parents.

The rise in the number of children
available for adoption has been quite
unexpected. In 1985-86 there were 34
children, and in 1984-85 there were 41
children for adoption in Weslern
Australia. Seventeen children are at
different stages of the adoption pro-
cess at present. Of these, five children
are within the 30-day revocation-of-
consent period.

Of the remaining 12 children, five are
ready for placement with adoptive
parents subject to the natural parent
selecting a suitable placement for the
child. There are another four children
with special needs, and three chiidren
who have yet to be medically cleared
before the adoption process can pro-
ceed.
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(2) Some delays have occurred because—

)

(i)

there has been an unexpected rise
in the number of children offered
for adoption since the new regu-
lations were proclaimed;

assessments of possible adoptive
parents have had to be carried out
taking into account the provisions
of the new regulations; assess-
ments have been contracted out
to suitably quatified people to in-
crease the number of couples
assessed as suitable for the place-
ment of children;

(m)

(iv)

a departure from past practice is
that under the new adoption pro-
cedures the department will nor-
mally provide at least three pro-
files 10 the natural parent, taking
into account the conditions which
the natural parent believes are im-
portant for the wellbeing of the
child;

while the changes 1o legislation
enable adoptees over 18 years to
have access to their birth certifi-
cate, the adoption centre has been
responding to an enormous num-
ber of inquiries in this regard.



