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PETITION OF GREGORY DAVID SMITH 
Motion 

Resumed from 19 February on the following motion moved by Hon John Fischer - 

That in the interests of the principles of honesty, fairness and legitimacy, which are the cornerstones of 
the operations of democratic elections, and in view of the anomalies contained in schedule 1 of the 
Electoral Act 1907, the Government be requested to provide funding to enable parties to be adequately 
represented at a Court of Disputed Returns constituted to hear the petition of Gregory David Smith, a 
candidate for the Legislative Council at the last general election, and the respondent, Robin Howard 
Chapple, a candidate for the Legislative Council at the last general election. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.13 pm]:  I support the motion 
moved by Hon John Fischer.  Unfortunately, notice was given on 22 August 2001, and that demonstrates how 
fast this House moves when it puts its mind to it!  It is now 20 February of the following year, and we are 
debating an issue that may have gone past its use-by date.  I do not know how the Supreme Court would consider 
a Court of Disputed Returns petition more than a year beyond an election.  However, it is a pity that we did not 
have a chance to debate the issue in this Chamber earlier.  The situation with the petition is very simple: Hon 
Greg Smith has informed the court that he proposes to ask the Court of Disputed Returns to contemplate the 
election result in the Mining and Pastoral Region at the last election.  He needs, however, to go to the next stage 
to ensure that the case is heard.  At this point he has made the decision that he does not have the funds necessary 
to finance a case in the event that he should lose.  It is one of those regrettable situations in our legal system.  
Some people find it very difficult to take legal action because of the potential consequences of having costs 
awarded against them.  With a case such as this, in which there is a significant amount of doubt about whether it 
would be successful, he has not been prepared to take the risk of potentially bankrupting himself were he to lose 
and there were a significant number of other parties involved and a very large element of costs awarded against 
him.  However, be that as it may, the issue is still around.   

First of all we need to know whether the result in the Mining and Pastoral Region was the proper result; and 
there is enough evidence to suggest that there is a large degree of doubt about that.  Once we know that, we then 
need to know whether or not the Act needs to be amended or interpreted differently by the Western Australian 
Electoral Commission.  When the election was concluded on 10 February last year, and Hon Greg Smith 
discovered that he was not elected and Hon Robin Chapple, who obtained a very tiny vote, was elected in the 
fifth position, Hon Greg Smith spent some time investigating the way in which the Electoral Commission 
counted the votes.  He came to the conclusion that the result suggested an anomaly and that the wrong result had 
occurred.  As a result of that, he discussed the matter with a number of people, including some legal people and a 
mathematician, thinking that a mathematician could give a considered opinion about how the system has been 
working and perhaps how it should work if it were not working properly.  I will quote from an opinion provided 
by Dr Pender Pedler, a mathematician at Edith Cowan University.  He has a significant amount of experience in 
mathematics and statistics and also has a very in-depth understanding and knowledge of electoral systems.  Dr 
Pedler was engaged to provide advice on the counting in the 2001 election in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I 
will read to the House the summary of his opinion on this matter.  It states -  

The electoral system specifying the counting of preferential votes in the recent WA Legislative Council 
elections contains an anomaly.  The method used when transferring a surplus of votes from an elected 
candidate to other candidates arbitrarily changes the values of some votes prior to the transfer.  Failing 
to treat all votes as of equal value at this stage in the counting, the electoral system fails the fairness 
principle of ensuring that all votes are treated, throughout all stages of the counting process, as of equal 
value.   
The anomaly in question arises in the later stages of the counting process after one or more candidates 
have been declared elected.  Votes for continuing candidates then comprise a mixture of first preference 
votes, votes transferred from eliminated candidates and votes transferred from elected candidates’ 
surpluses.  The vote value of a ballot paper indicating a vote for the candidate depends on its source.  
All ballot papers indicating a first preference vote for the candidate count full value, namely one.  Ballot 
papers transferred from eliminated candidates are transferred at full value.  Ballot papers transferred 
from elected candidates are transferred with a fractional transfer value depending on the size of the 
elected candidate’s surplus.  The remaining fractional value of each of these ballot papers remains with 
the elected candidate and totals the quota.  Ballot papers transferred from different elected candidates 
will have different transfer values.  Thus the ballot papers may be of several different types each with a 
possibly different vote value.  The candidate’s progressive number of votes is the total vote value of all 
the ballot papers indicating a vote for the candidate. 
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The anomaly arises when a continuing candidate gains more than the quota of votes that includes the 
transfer of one or more surpluses.  This candidate is declared elected and, in due course, this candidate’s 
surplus is transferred to continuing candidates.  In transferring this surplus, the electoral system now 
treats all ballot papers for this candidate as if they were first preference votes of full value.  Effectively, 
each ballot paper transferred from a previously elected candidate has its vote value arbitrarily raised 
from the existing transfer value to the full value, namely one.  This vote value inflation is not a marginal 
one.  For example, when ballot papers transferred from a previously elected candidate with a transfer 
value of 0.1 are now raised to a full value of 1.0, their vote value becomes ten times as great.  Inflating 
the vote value of particular ballot papers effectively reduces the vote values of the remaining ballot 
papers for the candidate.  At this stage of the count, the electoral system specifying the counting of 
preferential votes does not treat all votes as of equal value.  

The anomaly in the counting process arises when ballot papers to be transferred, coming from different 
sources, have different vote values.  However, there is a simple variation to the counting process that 
eliminates this problem.  By transferring only the last batch of ballot papers, the papers that gave rise to 
the surplus, all transferred papers will have the same vote value.  This candidate’s surplus can then be 
transferred fairly without any vote value inflation.  The remaining ballot papers expressing votes for the 
candidate then remain with the candidate and are not transferred.  This variation is the simplest fair way 
of ensuring that all votes are treated as of equal value at this stage and therefore throughout all stages of 
the counting process.  

This variation to the process of counting preferential votes is supported in the literature on electoral 
systems.  Both the Proportional Representation Manual of the Proportional Representation Society of 
Australia and the handbook of the Electoral Reform Society of Great Britain and Ireland (Newland and 
Britton, 1973) provide a comprehensive set of instructions for conducting an election by the quota-
preferential method.  Both references specify that when transferring a surplus arising from a prior 
transfer, only the last batch of papers that gave rise to the surplus should be transferred.  

The Hare-Clark system, used to elect members of the House of Assembly in Tasmania since 1907, also 
specifies that when transferring a surplus arising from a prior transfer, only the last batch of papers that 
gave rise to the surplus should be transferred.  Thus the Hare-Clark system and both key references in 
the literature on electoral systems endorse the proposed variation as the best fair method of transferring 
preferences when counting preferential votes.  

Dr Pedler’s recommendation reads -  

That the transfer of John Fischer’s surplus at count number 328 be distributed by transferring only the 
last batch of ballot papers received.  This last batch of papers are the 4 397 votes that were transferred 
in count number 234 from Mark Nevill to John Fischer when Mark Nevill was eliminated.  This is the 
batch of votes, all of the same value, that gave rise to John Fischer’s surplus.   

The expected result of this transfer would be for Greg Smith to then have a total of almost 10 115 votes, 
1 424 votes more than the quota.  Greg Smith would then be declared the fifth and last candidate 
elected.   

That is the opinion of Dr Pender Pedler, a mathematician from Edith Cowan University, who has considerable 
experience in statistics and electoral systems. We are now faced with the situation in which either the Supreme 
Court, through a Court of Disputed Returns, is given an opportunity to make a decision about this or, if the 
Government is of a mind not to support this and Hon Greg Smith is unable to afford it, at least there is a 
requirement for the Government to consider whether the electoral system is in order.  

It is an interesting scenario involving two issues in which Parliament is not absolutely sure what the situation 
should be, although we have not heard from the Government on this issue.  The Clerk of the Council has gone to 
the Supreme Court seeking a declaration on the validity of the one vote, one value legislation.  We have heard 
the response of the Attorney General on that matter, and his outrageous suggestion that somehow the matter is in 
the Supreme Court because the Liberal Party is challenging the legislation.  The legislation has been passed.  The 
matter is in the Supreme Court because the Clerk took the matter there before he was prepared to take the 
legislation to the Governor for assent.  The view of the Opposition on that matter is that the Government should 
pay the cost of having the matter determined by the Supreme Court, because it is in the interest of the whole 
community - not just the Liberal Party or any other group - for Parliament to know whether the legislation is in 
order.  I hope the Attorney General might wake up to himself and realise that this is not just some sort of a re-run 
of his failed attempt to have the High Court rule the previous electoral legislation out of order.  That was 
something that he undertook of his own volition, and he accepted the consequences of his actions.  That was an 
exercise by the Labor Party to attempt to have the electoral laws overturned.  What is happening here is quite 
different from that.  It is grossly unfair and improper for the Attorney General to suggest that there are any 
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parallels between the two situations.  The Supreme Court is being asked by the Clerk, not by the Liberal Party, 
the National Party, the National Farmers’ Federation, One Nation or any other group, to determine the validity of 
the one vote, one value Bill, which the Government hopes will become a law. 

The issue that is part of today’s motion presents a very similar set of circumstances, albeit that, if it were to go to 
the Supreme Court and that court determined that the election results should be overturned, it would provide a 
significant advantage to Hon Greg Smith.  If the court determined against Hon Greg Smith, that would be to the 
benefit of Hon Robin Chapple.  Those are the possible consequences on a personal level, but more important 
than the possible benefit to either of those two members is the fact that we would know once and for all whether 
the legislation is valid or contains anomalies.  I expect that the Government will do with this motion what Hon 
Jim McGinty is doing on the other matter.  It will say that there is no problem, that its legal people have said that 
the Electoral Act contains no anomalies, and there is no need for a Court of Disputed Returns, or for any 
amendment to the Act.  That will be the position of the Government, for the most basic political reasons; that is, 
if a Court of Disputed Returns ruled in favour of Hon Greg Smith, and reversed the decision of the election, it 
would have a significant effect on the composition of this House, which is not something the Government would 
relish.  Similarly, with the one vote, one value legislation, the Government is very anxious to make sure it wins 
by making sure that those who have a different view from the Government are muted.  The same situation exists 
in relation to the Court of Disputed Returns and the position of Hon Greg Smith in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  It is exceedingly difficult for a candidate to do much about situations such as this.  

As I understand it, if a member or an individual wishes to take a matter to a Court of Disputed Returns, he is 
subject to having to fund his own legal counsel, which is fair and reasonable, but he is also expected to take the 
risk of having to fund everybody else’s legal representation in the event that he is unsuccessful.  That creates a 
difficult set of circumstances for a person in that position.  Hon Greg Smith is not a millionaire; quite the 
contrary.  Four or five different parties may wish to be heard on this matter in a Court of Disputed Returns.  I 
imagine the Government would be involved, and the Labor Party, the Greens (WA), possibly the Democrats and 
maybe others who might want to have a say.  We could finish up with five or six different parties, all having 
high-powered, expensive Queen’s Counsel and legal teams putting forward their points of view.  The person 
who initiated the issue might lose and potentially be up for several hundred thousand dollars, which in most 
cases would send that person bankrupt.  I know in Greg Smith’s situation, that would be the case.  My advice to 
him has always been, “Until you have the money in the bank, do not take the risk.”  Nobody is prepared to give 
him a couple of hundred thousand dollars; albeit, when people start looking around at what is happening in 
Western Australia and how this Legislative Council might have been able to fix a few of these things, they might 
have second thoughts.  That is a story for another day. 

I have outlined that set of circumstances at the personal level of the candidate who thinks he has been aggrieved 
so that members understand the situation in which they themselves might be some time in the future.  They 
might be in the same situation if there is an anomaly in the Act and the same result happens in some other set of 
circumstances.  I must confess that the counting system that gets us here is extremely complicated, and because 
of that it is difficult for the average person in the community to come to grips with what this is all about.  It is 
possible that this anomaly has occurred for the first time since the Act has been in place.  In the past, most of the 
counting in the regions has not gone very far in Legislative Council elections, fundamentally because the Labor 
Party and the Liberal Party share the vast majority of the seats and a minor party picks up the final one.  That has 
been the situation for a long time and there has been no real argument about it.  We have not had the incredible 
movement of votes up and down as occurred in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  This time around we had a 
situation in which the counting went on for a long time and votes were going backwards and forwards and up 
and down on a regular basis at varying values.  For the first time since 1987, when the legislation was brought in, 
we had this scenario in which there was serious doubt about the Act itself.  I have read out the opinion of a 
mathematician; he is not a person with an axe to grind in any political sense.  He has looked at the Act and the 
way proportional representation systems work in other parts of Australia and the world.  He has reached the 
conclusion that there is an anomaly, and that the anomaly on this occasion led to the election of Hon Robin 
Chapple in place of Hon Greg Smith.  His view is that we need to do something about it.   

We can do something about it in several ways.  First, the Government can agree to this motion, which states - 

That in the interests of the principles of honesty, fairness and legitimacy, which are the cornerstones of 
the operations of democratic elections, - 

I do not think anyone would argue with that. 

and in view of the anomalies contained in schedule 1 of the Electoral Act 1907, - 

That assertion is made on the basis of the views of not only Dr Pedler but other people who have looked at the 
Act.  
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the Government be requested to provide funding to enable parties to be adequately represented at a 
Court of Disputed Returns constituted to hear the petition of Gregory David Smith, a candidate for the 
Legislative Council at the last general election, and the respondent, Robin Howard Chapple, a candidate 
for the Legislative Council at the last general election. 

Basically, the motion requests the Government to provide funds to enable a Court of Disputed Returns to 
proceed to hear this case.  As I said at the beginning, I do not know what the court would say if Hon Greg Smith 
were to turn up at the court tomorrow and say that the Government was prepared to fund this issue.  The court 
might say, “Why have you waited a year?”  He might say, “The matter is of such importance that we need to 
proceed.”  I do not know how judges think, and some of the decisions they make continue to reinforce that view.  
However, this matter still needs to be resolved.  In South Australia there is talk about a Court of Disputed 
Returns because one candidate said he would support the Liberal Government and then did not.  A court can 
make a judgment about that and say yes or no, it made a difference, and that is the end of the matter, because it is 
a matter of opinion.  However, we have an issue here concerning an anomaly that may be in the Act itself and 
that may again affect an election result in the future.  We have to know for future elections whether there is an 
anomaly in the Act.  It is not sufficient for the Government to say to us, “Our view is that there is no anomaly”, 
or, “The Electoral Commission has always done it this way and the commissioner does not think there is an 
anomaly.”  That is not good enough at this time, bearing in mind that we have heard significant views to the 
contrary from people with no political axe to grind.  We therefore need some mechanism to find out whether 
there is an anomaly in the Act or whether Dr Pedler’s view is correct. 

We can do this in a couple of ways.  We can go down the path suggested by the motion: we can let the Court of 
Disputed Returns proceed.  The Government could fund both sides to make sure both sides could be properly 
represented.  Both sides of the argument could be properly put so that the court was in a position to hear the 
argument - just as we are arguing that both sides of the one vote, one value issue should be heard by the court.  
Another way of doing it may be to seek a declaratory judgment from the Supreme Court about this matter rather 
than going through a Court of Disputed Returns; that would be preferable to relying on the Government’s 
opinion on this matter.  It is not about politics in the broader sense; it is about the legitimacy of our electoral 
system and Electoral Act.  We need somebody quite independent of the political process to make that judgment.   

If the boot were on the other foot and we on this side of the House had one extra member as a result of this 
anomaly working in our favour, I suspect the Government would have been working its tail off to get the 
situation reversed.  It would properly be arguing that there was a potential anomaly and it had to be fixed.  The 
Government would not be arguing that it wanted an extra member; it would be saying that it had to know for 
sure whether the Act was in good shape. 

We strongly support the proposal put forward by One Nation.  I thank One Nation for going down this path.  
Early in the piece I asked a couple of questions about whether the Government would support a Court of 
Disputed Returns - I know Hon Greg Smith did, and I know he got a pretty short answer from the Attorney 
General, a bit like the answer the Deputy Leader of the Opposition received about the one vote, one value issue.  
He received an insulting, demeaning sort of letter from the Attorney General, who simply cannot understand the 
difference between what he did earlier in going to the High Court and what the Clerk is doing in respect of this 
Government’s legislation. 

The Attorney General simply cannot understand the difference.  He is making such a fool of himself over this 
issue that it worries me significantly.  In the grossest way he has sought to politicise a situation in which the 
public of Western Australia is entitled to have certainty.  I congratulate One Nation and acknowledge that there 
would be some advantage to it if this motion were to succeed and Greg Smith were to become a member of 
Parliament again.  If that happened, the balance of power might change from the Greens (WA) to One Nation, 
which is a fair aspiration for One Nation to have.   

However, putting that to one side, Hon John Fischer’s motion is more about finding out whether the Act is 
correct and whether there is an anomaly.  Although there may be some advantage to One Nation, I do not think 
for one moment that that is why it has taken this point of view.  I have spoken to members of One Nation about 
this issue and they are just as angry as Hon Mark Nevill was when he saw what happened to his votes; a number 
of people in the Mining and Pastoral Region were appalled at the end result.  Hon Robin Chapple has not yet got 
back his deposit.  Although he did not get it back because he did not get enough votes, he is a member of 
Parliament.  There is something odd about that when one considers the broader situation in which we find 
ourselves.   

I strongly support this motion and I look forward to hearing the Government’s response.  If the Government is 
not prepared to support this motion - I predict it will not - I sincerely request the minister to consider a 
mechanism for resolving the issue.  The Government should forget that we are talking about Greg Smith, Robin 
Chapple or anybody else.  It should examine the information provided by Dr Pedler, Hon John Fischer and Hon 
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Peter Foss last year.  If Hon Peter Foss comes back into the Chamber soon, he will talk about it again because he 
has a very deep interest in the matter.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I heard him last year.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  He could just say, “Ditto”, but I suspect that that will not happen.  If the Government 
will not support the motion, I genuinely ask the minister to tell us how it will sort out the problem.  There is a 
problem now and it will happen again.  Next time it may be the Labor Party’s candidate who misses out because 
of this anomaly.  The minister should bear that in mind, as I am sure he will because he is a sensible person.  The 
issue must be sorted out once and for all.  There is enough good advice around the place to suggest that there 
may well be an anomaly and that it must be sorted out before the next election.  If that involves amendments to 
the Electoral Act, so be it.  Let us make sure that at the next election every candidate will know that the result is 
right and proper and not one that may have been caused by an anomaly in the Act that allows a member to be 
elected to Parliament who should not have been.  I strongly support the motion.  I do not expect the Greens to 
support it, although its members might take a broader view of the world.  I hope that the Greens want the issue 
resolved.  If the whole House were to support it, we would be laughing.  However, we will wait and see what 
happens.  We must sort out this matter before the next election.  

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [4.44 pm]:  I fully support my colleague Hon John Fischer’s motion.  I 
agree with Hon Norman Moore who covered the situation very clearly and in depth.  The issue is about One 
Nation gaining the balance of power and it is about an inequity that we believe is present in the voting system 
that should be rectified.  The issue is not that One Nation could gain the balance of power and push out the 
Greens (WA).  People say, “Don’t fix it if it ain’t broke.”  However, I believe this system is broke.  If the 
elections were a close shave, the public and politicians in this place would speculate on whether the system is 
right or wrong.   

I will twist around the scenario.  Although the current situation involves Hon Robin Chapple, I wonder whether, 
if Mark Nevill had snuck ahead of the Labor candidate and the Labor candidate was in the same position as Hon 
Greg Smith with about 91 per cent of a quota, would the Labor Party fund a court case to find out whether the 
system was right or wrong?  This is not a unique situation; there have been several seats in a similar position.  I 
am a reasonably good numbers person.  Long before Hon Greg Smith thought that he should have won the seat, 
Hon John Fischer and I spoke about it and we had Greg Smith coming ahead of Robin Chapple.  Robin Chapple 
did not even get back his deposit because he did not get enough votes and Greg Smith was on 91 per cent of the 
quota; he was all but over the line.  We will always speculate whether this system is right or wrong.  In 
Parliament I asked the Electoral Commissioner, Dr Ken Evans whether this electoral system was right and he 
gave his opinion of the figures.  I and three or four other people felt that he was wrong.  The Liberal Party also 
did the sums on this situation.  We asked an independent mathematician to examine the distribution of 
preferences.  Mark Nevill’s preferences were directed to One Nation followed by the Liberal Party, and at the 
end of the list was Hon Robin Chapple.  However, One Nation’s surplus of Mark Nevill’s vote, which was rather 
large, went to Hon Robin Chapple whom One Nation preferenced ahead of the Liberal Party.  Mark Nevill 
specifically indicated to the Electoral Commissioner on his voting card that he preferenced One Nation, then the 
Liberal Party - I will not detail the independents - and, lastly, Hon Robin Chapple.  

The bulk of the requirement for One Nation to gain the seat was in the vicinity of 1 000 votes.  The bulk of 
several thousand votes went to Hon Robin Chapple, who was last.  We said that we would give preference votes 
to Hon Robin Chapple ahead of the Liberal Party, but Mark Nevill’s wishes should have been adhered to.  He 
quite clearly said that he wanted his second preference to go to One Nation and his third preference to go to the 
Liberal Party.  Those wishes were not complied with.  I looked at Dr Ken Evans’ synopsis of the situation and 
feel that he is wrong.  Hon Jim McGinty should provide funds to sort this out.   

One day this will happen to the Labor Party.  Somewhere in the system is an inequity with the flow of preference 
votes.  If we do not sort it out now, this could happen to the Labor Party or the Liberal Party at the next election.  
Should the case subsequently be taken to the Court of Disputed Returns and the party be found to be right four 
years down the track, shall we say that Hon Robin Chapple was incorrectly elected and should not have had a 
term of four years?  Such a case may not be successful in four years time if it is brought before the Court of 
Disputed Returns.  The key words in any case before a court of law are the element of doubt.  I am sure the 
Attorney General will agree that there is more than an element of doubt in this case.   

The question is about finding out how the preference system works, not One Nation getting the balance of 
power.  It could happen to Hon John Fischer next time around, and One Nation may be in the position that Greg 
Smith is in today.  It could involve a Labor member.  The Labor Party could be one member short of forming a 
Government.  I hope that next time around it will be 10 members short.  While there is an element of doubt, 
people will always speculate about whether it was right or wrong.  Hon Robin Chapple walks around today 
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knowing that there is an element of doubt and speculation.  He may or may not agree with it, but I know that 
Greg Smith will say that there was always an element of doubt, and he is right.   

I looked at the way in which the numbers were treated.  I naturally looked from the other side of the fence.  I 
cannot work out how Dr Ken Evans converted the preference flow in the way in which he did, and totally 
disregarded the request of Mark Nevill to preference the Liberal Party after One Nation.  Those votes were not 
Hon Robin Chapple’s or One Nation’s.  Those excess votes were Mark Nevill’s and should have been subject to 
his wishes.  That must be so, otherwise people would not fill in how-to-vote cards with preferences; they would 
throw all the names in a hat, and draw them out one at a time and let the best man win.  Mark Nevill’s wishes 
were not adhered to.  His wishes were quite clear.  He said that he wanted the Liberal Party to get the bulk of his 
preference votes, and it did not.  

If the legislation is flawed, we should make sure this does not happen again.  If the Act is incorrect, it should be 
amended.  I do not know whether we can turn the clock back.  It is a democratic right of people to direct their 
preference votes.  No-one has the right to divert those votes and describe it as the system under which they work.  
I have not seen such a system before.  This seat was treated differently from all the others.  It might have been a 
one off, but I am sure this question will raise its ugly head again.  Quite clearly we must revisit the Act and 
amend it.  There is strong evidence that the Court of Disputed Returns should revisit the Act and the voting in 
this electorate to see whether procedures were carried out correctly.  I look at it one way and Greg Smith looks at 
it another way.  Hon Norman Moore said that he had independent mathematicians look at it.  They are not on my 
side of politics but they came up with answers similar to mine, which meant that Greg Smith would have 
finished in front of Hon Robin Chapple.   

Hon J.A. Scott:  That is how the system works. 

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I hear the parrot in the background.   

The member had 91 per cent of the vote, which meant that he was all but home.  Someone else was struggling in 
a leaky boat at the bottom of the list and somehow got a lifeline.  I have studied the system, but cannot work out 
how the lifeline was thrown.  It does not add up.  No matter what people say, Mark Nevill indicated how his 
preference votes should be distributed by signing his document and placing it with the Electoral Commission.  
Mark Nevill’s wishes were not granted.  Hon Jim Scott obviously has not seen the voting card.  Mark Nevill 
gave One Nation as his first preference, the Liberal Party as his second preference and, after all the Independents 
and Democrats came the Greens and Hon Robin Chapple.  Somehow Hon Robin Chapple ended up with Greg 
Smith’s votes.  I strongly support Hon John Fischer’s motion, which is -  

That in the interests of the principles of honesty, fairness and legitimacy which are the cornerstones of 
the operations of democratic elections, and in view of the anomalies contained in schedule 1 of the 
Electoral Act 1907, the Government be requested to provide funding to enable parties to be adequately 
represented at a Court of Disputed Returns constituted to hear the petition of Gregory David Smith, a 
candidate for the Legislative Council at the last general election, and the respondent, Robin Howard 
Chapple, a candidate for the Legislative Council at the last general election. 

I endorse strongly and wholeheartedly the motion put by Hon John Fischer  

[Continued on page 7669.] 
 


