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Inquiry into Justice System - Motion Resumed

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (25)

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller)
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron

Noes (29)

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller)
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper

Question thus negatived.

STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Business of the House - Motion

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [5.34 pm] - without notice:  I move -

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be moved
forthwith -

That this house expresses its deep concern at the management of the business of this house by the
government, which amongst other things prevents a proper consideration of justice issues in Western
Australia.

I move this motion reluctantly.  It is because of the management of this house, particularly by the Leader of the House.
Prior to moving this motion, I asked him for five minutes to explain why I believe standing orders should be suspended.
There are points that I consider absolutely essential -

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You don’t mind misleading the house!

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Go and buy some hamburgers, for goodness sake!

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will be as succinct as I can in giving the reasons it is essential to suspend standing orders to
debate the motion I have proposed should be debated.  It is an important issue that needs to be debated and, as such,
standing orders should be suspended.  We have to do that because, in essence, this week’s sitting is subject to a
sessional order in which all normal business other than question time has been abolished because the government wants
to ram through its one vote, one value legislation.  The government is adamant about getting it through.  It is its be-all
and end-all.  Any other business that needs to be discussed cannot be discussed.  It is totally unfair of the government to
do that and deprive the opposition its right to have its say.  We know the government will have its way.  The only way
for the opposition to have it say is to suspend standing orders.  There is no private members’ time this week; there is
normally three hours.  There are no grievances; we normally have at least half an hour each week.  There are no 90-
second statements.  The justice issue is very serious; escaped double murderers are on the run.  We need to debate that
in this house.  What does the government do?  Instead of giving a ministerial statement in which the opposition at least
gets the opportunity to respond, the Premier made a short, three-minute statement on something so important as the
establishment of an inquiry under a former judge.  The inquiry will cost taxpayers at least $2 million.  The opposition
has no faith in the inquiry because of the way in which it has been set up.  It is a Clayton’s inquiry because it cannot
make findings against ministers.  It is why we need to suspend standing orders this week.  At any other time this issue
could have been raised as a matter of public interest.  It could have been raised in private members’ time.  However, it
cannot this week because every second other than question time - which is the prerogative of the Speaker and not the
government - is given to government business.  The opposition has no time whatsoever this week to debate such
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important issues.  I was going to make that point when the member for Nedlands moved her motion.  I asked the Leader
of the House for five minutes so I could tell him why we wanted to suspend standing orders.
Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What I am saying so far is absolutely relevant to the motion.  Why does the member not be
quiet?  He should make a positive contribution.  All he ever does is interject.  He should make a speech.  Let us hear
what he thinks about this very important issue.  As I said, I was quite happy to explain why we need to suspend standing
orders.  It is because there is no time other than question time for the opposition to debate the matter this week.  Some
people say that the issue could be raised in question time.  It would be a perfect world if we received answers to our
questions!  Today I asked a very simple question of a minister.  Everybody knows that the answer had to be yes because
he would not give an answer.  If it was no, he would have said no.  How can we expect to get to the bottom of matters
when ministers will not give answers to questions?
We have to suspend standing orders.  All we want is an hour’s debate on this very important issue.  It is the biggest
issue not just this week but this month, and it could be the biggest issue this year, particularly if any horrific crimes are
committed while that double murderer is on the run.  We need to debate this issue in the house.  It is our job as members
of Parliament to represent our community.  We need to debate this very important issue, but the government has denied
the opposition the right to debate it and put forward suggestions about what we believe should be a proper inquiry.  That
is the reason we need to suspend standing orders.  I know you, Mr Speaker; you are a very reasonable person.  I am sure
that you would agree that a good reason to suspend standing orders is to give an opposition the right to have its say if it
has been denied that right.  The government will have its way because it has the numbers to do it; it will gag any motion
we move.  However, I put it on the record that the Gallop Labor government is frightened to debate this very serious
issue.
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you were serious, you would have approached us for an MPI-type arrangement and it could have
been arranged.  This is just a stunt to waste time.
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That should have been pointed out when you moved your original motion.  You had the
opportunity then to agree to that.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did not move the first motion to suspend standing orders; the member for Nedlands did.  I was
not sure what the subject of the motion would be.  I knew it would relate to justice, but in the broad context it had
nothing to do with justice.  I thought that would suffice, but I believe my colleague addressed as much as possible the
reasons that standing orders should be suspended.  She did not use the reasons that I am using now, because my
colleague is a lawyer and she thinks in legal ways.  Frankly, the points she made were fantastic.  They were the reasons
in her mind that standing orders should be suspended, and I reckon they were very good reasons.
Ms S.E. Walker:  They were.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They were very good reasons.  To conform to the standing orders of this house, our comments
must be relevant to the motion to suspend standing orders.  I think I have outlined in very clear, concise, simple terms
why the government and the Leader of the House should agree to the suspension of standing orders so that we can have
an hour’s debate on the issue - half an hour for each side.  It is one of the most important issues in Western Australia at
the moment.  The Leader of the House might think that one vote, one value is the most important issue, but it is not.
The safety of Western Australians is the most important issue in Western Australia at the moment.  It is the duty of this
government and this Parliament to ensure the safety of Western Australians.
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister should be quiet for goodness sake; he mumbles on.
That is why I have moved the motion to suspend standing orders.  I asked the Premier to stay in the chamber for a
while.  Normally he is very politically astute.  Opposition and Independent members have a great interest in the issue, as
should all government members.  One could almost be forgiven for suggesting that the government does not care about
the safety of Western Australians.  Perhaps members do not want to debate the issue.  I am sure that that is not the
reason.  I am sure that in their heart of hearts they believe that our prime consideration should be the safety of Western
Australian people.  The only way we can do that this week is to suspend standing orders.  There will be no other
opportunity.  I had hoped that the Premier would be in the chamber and would realise that it would not be a bad political
move to give the opposition half an hour to debate the issue, as government members would soon put us in our place.
The Leader of the House should give us at least half an hour to argue the points we think need to be put forward on
behalf of our constituents.  That is why we are in this place.  We speak on behalf of our constituents and we debate
important issues such as this and make statements that will be recorded in Hansard.  The motion we want to debate is
very simple and if the Leader of the House gives me an indication that he would be happy to have an hour’s debate, we
need not go any further.  Let us have that debate and get it over and done with.
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am happy to discuss that with you, but I will not do it now.  This is just a stunt.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I assure the Leader of the House that what I am doing is not a stunt.  I take great offence at the
suggestion by the Leader of the House that this is a stunt.  Some government members say that I could talk under wet
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concrete, and sometimes I will filibuster and do what the Leader of the House did for eight years in opposition.  I
remember when he filibustered for about an hour and a half when he sat in the seat occupied by the member for
Dawesville.  How quickly members forget when they move from this side of the house to that side of the house.  When
the member for Cottesloe was Leader of the House, he gave the opposition far more opportunities -
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister should be quiet.  Does anybody want any hamburgers or takeaway pizzas?  Send
him out.
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Bring that on one day.  I would love to have the minister on toast on that one.  The minister
should not try to verbal me; my name’s not Ripley.
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  What will you do while he is away?
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not know; it would be difficult.  I assure members that this is not a stunt.  This is a genuine
attempt to try to ensure that members on this side of the house have their say this week on something other than the one
vote, one value legislation - on something that is far more important than one vote, one value.  As I have said, it is the
safety of Western Australians.  I said earlier that if anybody gets injured or killed while that person is on the run, there
will be blood on the government’s hands.  It owes it to the people of Western Australia to give the opposition the
opportunity to have some input into a debate in this house -
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are not speaking to the suspension.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I am.  I am giving the reasons that standing orders should be suspended, because there will
be no other opportunity to debate this issue this week.  What opportunity will we have to debate such an important issue
as that which I want to put before the house today?  Can the Leader of the House tell me what other opportunity we will
have to do so this week?
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Tomorrow afternoon we could be back on the Address-in-Reply.  You could approach us for an
MPI debate.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No.  The Leader of the House has told us that we will deal with the one vote, one value
legislation this week.  He should not try to change his mind now.
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I have said more than once that we could discuss having an MPI.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He should not try to wriggle out of it now.  He knows that what I am saying will come back to
haunt him.  I hope the media find out that he is not prepared to give the opposition half an hour to debate such a serious
issue and to comment on the terms of reference of the inquiry the government has established.  It is a sham, a disgrace
and a whitewash.  It is like Alston’s cartoon in The West Australian today.  We think it is two buckets of whitewash.  I
am asking for the opportunity to debate the issue, and we can do that only through the suspension of standing orders.  I
want to know whether the Leader of the House will agree to suspend standing orders either now or a little later on.  I do
not mind because we are getting near teatime, so it probably would not be a good idea to start that debate now.  I would
like an indication from the Leader of the House whether he is prepared to agree to the suspension of standing orders.
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I have told you that I am happy to discuss it with you and we will come to an agreement so that you
can have a debate on it.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Today or tomorrow morning?
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We will discuss that, rather than your just trying a stunt.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We do not want it as the last item of business as a sop to us to get the one vote, one value
legislation through quickly.  I have not moved this motion to suspend standing orders to delay that legislation, because
the Leader of the House will gag everything he wants to gag.  I am just asking that standing orders be suspended so that
members from both sides, as well as Independent members, can participate in an hour’s debate.
Dr E. Constable:  It does not need an undertaking now.  Tomorrow we can have an MPI on this issue.
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said that I am happy to make arrangements and I will add to that by the time we rise tomorrow and
we can find a time that is convenient.
Dr E. Constable:  By the time we rise tomorrow?  We will have it tomorrow?
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  How can we have it by the time we rise tomorrow?
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We will have completed a debate on the terms you want on an MPI basis.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Once again, this is why I am saying that we should suspend standing orders now.  I moved the
motion because the Leader of the House wants to debate it at some time in the future - tomorrow.  We do not have a
clue for how long we will sit tomorrow.  We do not know for how long we still sit this evening.  We did not know for
how long we would sit last evening.  I got to bed this morning at twenty to four.  My little teddy bear was getting very
lonely!
Mr R.C. Kucera:  Obviously you didn’t get your beauty sleep.
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did not.  The member for Yokine has missed his for years, by the looks of it.
The SPEAKER:  Now, now!
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Speaker, we are getting a bit frivolous now, and I do not mean to do that.  I moved the
motion with a very serious intention in mind; that is, to debate a very serious issue.  It is only interjections that have
made the debate frivolous.  The opposition has moved this motion to suspend standing orders.  I believe I have given
the best and most concise reasons for suspending standing orders to debate the motion before the house, so much so that
the Leader of the House would have a job to argue against those reasons.  There is no time limit for debates on motions
to suspend standing orders, but I am offering a time limit: an hour’s debate for both sides.
Dr E. Constable:  An hour and five minutes.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I beg your pardon, an hour and five minutes, on the same basis as a matter of public interest
motion.  However, if the Leader of the House is genuine about agreeing to the suspension of standing orders, it cannot
be only on his terms and some time at the end of the day’s business tomorrow.  It must be debated at a time that is
convenient to both sides of the house; I suggest either tonight or tomorrow morning.  Tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock
would be great; we could suspend standing orders for one hour and five minutes so that we could debate this very
important issue.  If the Leader of the House is prepared to agree to that, I will sit down now and we can get on with the
business of the house.  I do not want to delay the house any longer than I have to.  Will the Leader of the House give me
an indication that he will agree to, say, 10 o’clock tomorrow morning?

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I have already given an undertaking that I will agree to something with the member for Hillarys, but
I will not do it on the basis of the stunt he is pulling now.  He is not even the leader of opposition business.  The leader
of opposition business might come into the chamber and move something totally different.  I know you people don’t
work as a team but you don’t have to put it on display for everyone.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am a member of this Legislative Assembly and I have moved a motion as an individual
member.  I am pretty lucky because I know I have the confidence of every member on this side of the house on the
motion I have moved because they think the issue of the inability of the Department of Justice and the ministers
overseeing the department to do their job should be debated seriously and must be questioned.  I am pretty confident
that every member on this side of the house will agree with this motion.  That is why I am saying I do not need to be the
opposition leader to move a motion in this house.  The Leader of the House knows that I am not moving the motion
from that position; I am, as a member of the opposition, moving to suspend standing orders to try to ensure that this
house can debate this very serious issue.  If the Leader of the House gives me some indication that it will be debated
tomorrow morning, say between 10 o’clock and 12 o’clock or 1 o’clock, I would not mind any time then.  However, it
must be done with agreement from both sides of the house, not just on the Leader of the House’s terms.  We do not
want to be continually moving motions to suspend standing orders, as that disrupts the other business of the house.  I
know the Leader of the House wants to get the one vote, one value legislation through the Parliament and I know that he
will guillotine debate on many clauses.
The SPEAKER:  The member for Hillarys is straying well away from the motion by indicating what might happen in
another debate.  I am sure the member is rapidly coming to the conclusion of his contribution.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Speaker, thank you for your guidance.  I am mindful of the hour of the day.  In conclusion -
those two favourite words that many members on the other side of the house love to hear me say; which does not
always mean that I am finished but that I am getting near - I ask the house to agree to a suspension of standing orders to
debate the motion I have outlined.  I will accept an agreement by the Leader of the House to defer the motion to
suspend standing orders until 10.00 am tomorrow and then to debate the motion.  Mr Speaker, we can simply defer the
motion to suspend standing orders until 10.00 am tomorrow and debate the motion for an hour and five minutes on the
basis of an MPI.  That is all we have to do.  If the Leader of the House -
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I have given you an in-principle agreement but you aren’t the leader of opposition business.
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not want to debate it at four, five, six or seven o’clock tomorrow night; no member on this
side of the chamber wants that.  We want a fair, honest and open debate.  There is always a reason every time I move a
motion for the suspension of standing orders.  I have outlined many reasons, but the other reason I am putting now is
that standing orders cannot be suspended just at the whim of the government.  Members on our side of the house always
agree when the government moves to suspend standing orders to get legislation through the house urgently.  We are
very compliant in that respect because we like the flow of government business to run freely.  We may not agree with it
all, but we are happy to see it happen.  We, therefore, often agree to the suspension of standing orders to help out the
government.
Mr Speaker, if the Leader of the House is prepared to amend the motion to say that the debate will take place at 10.00
am tomorrow on the basis of an MPI, you will not hear me move any more motions this evening to suspend standing
orders.  I hope the Leader of the House will accept in good faith my motion to suspend standing orders and the reasons
for moving the motion, and that he will respond positively and allow every member the opportunity to exercise his or
her democratic right to speak on such an important issue when no other reasonable time is available to debate it this
week.
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Question to be Put

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [5.56 pm]:  I move -

That the question be now put.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (29)

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller)
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper

Noes (25)

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller)
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron

Question thus passed.

Business of the House - Motion Resumed

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (25)

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller)
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron

Noes (29)

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller)
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper

Question thus negatived.

Sitting suspended from 6.02 to 7.00 pm
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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005
Consideration in Detail

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.

Clause 4:  Part IIA inserted -
Debate was interrupted after the amendment moved by Dr K.D. Hames had been partly considered.

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I remind the minister that previously I moved an amendment to change the words “Central
Metropolitan Region” back to “East Metropolitan Region”.  I discussed my reasons for that amendment.  I was seeking
an explanation from the minister as to why he had chosen that path.  At this stage I hope he will respond.

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The purpose of this change is to accommodate the following: we are proposing that each of the
Legislative Council regions in the metropolitan area have an equal number of seats, or as close to equal as we can
practically achieve.  If there are 41 seats in the metropolitan area, the division would be 14-14-13.  Currently, the North
Metropolitan Region has more seats because it returns seven members.  The East Metropolitan and South Metropolitan
Regions each return five members.  Currently - I refer to only the north of the river - there is an incursion into what I
regard as the North Metropolitan Region of seats that are technically in the East Metropolitan Region.  By the time we
reduce further the number of Legislative Councillors to be returned, if it is to be the same in the east, the East
Metropolitan Region will need to come significantly into the North Metropolitan Region.  It is hard to tell exactly where
the line will be drawn, but, in my view, it would come at least to Wanneroo Road, the freeway or somewhere in that
area so that all that area that I regard as being north of the river, which is in the north eastern section, would be in the
East Metropolitan Region.  The considerable push from the south would mean that we would not end up with three
logical areas of north, east and south of equal size.  We looked at the way in which it could best be configured and came
up with the idea that south of the river is a well known entity.  It is quite discrete, and it comprises about a third of the
metropolitan area, depending on whether we extend it to places such as Armadale and the like.  In the northern part
there is the well known entity of the far northern suburbs, which could include places like Midland as a belt across the
northern suburbs.  That would leave us with a group of suburbs which, depending upon exactly how many seats are
brought in from the metropolitan area and where the divisions are drawn, would be what I would term the older inner
urban seats in the northern area.  I would include as far out as Yokine and those sorts of areas which, quite frankly, are
not all that far out.  We might even go further north.  Kingsley would most probably be the border, whether it is in the
northern or central area.

Dr K.D. Hames:  How far towards the coast are you talking?
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We have not sought to define it; we will leave it up to the electoral commissioners to group them
together in equal clusters of seats - south, north and central.  The idea is to better reflect the way in which we can divide
the metropolitan region into three equal regions.  One model looked at the areas around the river and the immediate
northern suburbs as being the central area.  I suspect that what is currently known as the South Metropolitan Region,
with some adjustment to the eastern boundaries and the natural border being the river dividing the southern area, would
comprise about one-third of the metropolitan area in terms of population.  That is quite a discrete area.  Exactly where it
would come in the boundary between the north and central region is a little bit hard to say, but it would be somewhere
around the Kingsley or Girrawheen electorates.
Dr K.D. Hames interjected.
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, from the coast.  Three areas would abut the coast.
Dr K.D. Hames:  Cottesloe would be central?
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Absolutely.  There would be no doubt about those seats immediately north of the river - they
would be central.  We have deliberately not defined it with any greater precision than that and have left the electoral
commissioners the capacity to draw it as they will.  Whether they have three bands running completely across the
metropolitan area of north, central and south, or whether there is a central cluster with a north wraparound and then a
south wraparound is something we will leave up to the electoral commissioners.  We think those three are more
conducive to accommodating the population distribution otherwise a host of areas that I would regard as being north of
river would, in fact, be in the east, which is not where I would regard them as being.
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am quite satisfied with that explanation.  Of course, in terms of the number of councillors in the
metropolitan area, the opposition will move further amendments to keep the status quo, in which case those changes
would not be required.  Given that the chance of us succeeding with those amendments is fairly slim, obviously we need
to consider this carefully.  What is being proposed does not sound unreasonable.  I would like to know whether the
minister can confirm with the commissioners that they are satisfied that they have sufficient guidelines to draw up
reasonable boundaries while also looking at the returning of seats with respect to Liberal versus Labor and other seats.
What has tended to occur currently is a fairly even distribution of voting trends so that the Labor Party gets four seats
and the Liberal Party get three seats.  That tends to be the trend based on the average vote.  We do not want one area to
become predominantly a Labor area, which is easy to achieve if the boundaries are drawn in a correct manner.  There is


