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ELECTORAL AND CONSTITUTION AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Committee 
The Chairman of Committees (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) in the chair; Hon Norman Moore (Minister for 
Electoral Affairs) in charge of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 4 put and passed. 

Clause 5: Section 64 replaced — 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I move — 

Page 4, line 12 — To delete “second” and insert — 

first 

This amendment has been moved on the advice of the Electoral Commissioner for fixing a date for polling and 
the date for the issue of the writ. Given the nature of the calendar, including the effect of leap years, the period of 
the election varies from 25 days to 32 days. Ordinarily the minimum time between the issue of the writ and the 
polling day under current legislation is 31 days. Historically, in the past 13 by-elections and state general 
elections the time between the issue of the writ and the polling day has been 40 days. By amending the bill to 
issue the writ now on the first Wednesday of February, in lieu of the second Wednesday of February, the period 
of the election will vary from 32 days to 39 days, which reflects the state’s historical average. Under a 25-day 
election period, taking into account the close of nominations, the close of rolls and the production of ballot 
papers, the Electoral Commission will be allowed only 10 days to compile, print, bind and distribute the electoral 
roll, to distribute ballot papers by post interstate and overseas, and to conduct mobile polling in remote 
communities and of special institutions. This pressure of time on Electoral Commission operations could work 
against the timely provision of voting services to all electors across the state. With this amendment, if the 
chamber agrees, the 2013 state general election will be conducted over 32 days. For interest, the 2017 and 2021 
elections will be conducted over 39 days and the 2025 election over 32 days. I look forward to the 2025 election 
of 32 days, Mr Chairman! 

Hon Ken Travers: That will be your last election, won’t it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That will just be halfway through my parliamentary career, Mr Chairman! 

The point I am making is that when the bill was first drafted, it was assumed that the bill printed in the way it 
was would meet the requirements. However, further consideration by members of the Electoral Commission 
subsequent to the bill being introduced has convinced them that we need to extend the time.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will be shortly moving a further amendment to seek to change the date on which we 
hold fixed-term elections. If the chamber agrees to that further amendment, the number of days will not be as 
short as 25. I say that because by moving into March we start to deal with the month of February, which is a 
shorter month, and we lose three days. However, if we deal with January going into February there are an 
additional three days, which means the writ would operate on a range of around 28 or 29 days through to the 
mid-30s. That is probably about right. As the bill was brought into the chamber I had noticed that agreement, and 
the briefing we received from the government on this bill raised the concern we had about 25 days being 
sufficient time for the members of the Electoral Commission to complete their tasks. 

Traditionally the date on which the writ is issued is also related to the date on which the election is called. Once 
we move to fixed-term elections, the importance of that date will start to diminish. In fact one issue about fixed-
term elections every four years is that people start campaigning after the Christmas–New Year break. I do not 
know whether it is possible to have a ceasefire through to Australia Day—I suspect not. However, at some time 
early in January people start campaigning and they continue campaigning in that traditional period. The 
traditional campaign in the recent New South Wales election, which seemed to go on for about a year and a half, 
was stretched out because New South Wales has a March time line. I think the issue of the writ becomes more of 
a technical issue for the capacity of the Electoral Commission to do all its work than the issue of the time 
between the date the election is called and the date it is held, and the way in which different political parties 
respond to and deal with it. 

I believe it is important that we support this amendment moved by the government. I agree with the Leader of 
the House that 25 days will put pressure on the Electoral Commission to get everything done. The one thing we 
do not ever want to get wrong is an election. We want to make sure that after an election everyone is absolutely 
confident that to the best of our ability the will of the electors was not affected by a technical mistake or ballot 
papers not having been issued on time or to a location. The opposition supports this amendment, but when we 
pass it I will seek to move the first of a package of amendments to change the date for fixed-term elections. 
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Hon ALISON XAMON: The Greens (WA) will support the amendment moved by the Minister for Electoral 
Affairs for the reasons that have been enunciated. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I move — 

Page 4, line 12 — To delete “second Wednesday of February” and insert — 

third Wednesday of January 

As I said earlier, this is the first of a package of amendments that would be necessary to change the date on 
which the election is held. We have just amended the date of the issue of the writ so that it will be issued on the 
first Wednesday of February in the expiry year. This amendment proposes to make it the third Wednesday of 
January. That is the date on which the writs would be issued. That will allow us, when we move to clause 7 
shortly, to change the date on which we have the fixed-term election. As I outlined in the second reading debate, 
the Labor Party is not moving this amendment because we have an intrinsic view about what the election date 
should be. If it were not for the technical realities of the issues that I am about to raise, we would have been quite 
happy to agree to the second Saturday in March, so as to try to get consensus around the chamber. We note that 
we have effectively picked the last possible date that can be chosen for a fixed-term election because of the 
difficulties of Easter. I put it to the chamber that even this date has the capacity to conflict with Easter. Even if 
the election date was made the week after, the date of the election would regularly conflict with Easter. I said as 
a throwaway line in the second debate that this date will conflict with the Easter weekend at some point in the 
very distant future. When we write this sort of legislation, we should write it to last forever. 

The more practical and important point to consider now is what happens when either the Governor or a presiding 
officer of an individual polling station is required to defer an election because of a natural event. Traditionally 
under the Electoral Act there is a requirement that the election be deferred for a week under those circumstances. 
If that conflicts with the week preceding Easter, the election would need to be deferred until after Easter. If a 
cyclone or flooding occurred in the north west, or any other natural disaster occurred across the rest of the state 
in the days preceding the second Saturday in March in a year in which Easter occurred early, the state could 
potentially wait a month before it knew the result. I do not believe that is a good outcome. After the last election 
we did not know the final make-up of the seats for a couple of days. We thought we had a fairly good idea, 
although the seat of Kwinana, which at that stage was thought to have been lost by Labor, was eventually won 
by Labor. However, there was a general sense of the make-up of the Parliament and so negotiations were able to 
occur that led to this government being formed. However, if a ballot could not be held in one or two electorates, 
those negotiations could not occur. After the four-week election campaign, the state was in limbo for a couple of 
weeks when those negotiations were occurring. Because of the amendment we have just moved, there will be up 
to 40 days during which an outcome will not be known. Another important point about the date on which the 
writs are issued is the date on which the caretaker mode of government comes into place. The state could be in 
limbo for between 32 and 39 days and, potentially, the state could be in limbo for another four weeks. The state 
could have a caretaker government for two months. Some might say that that is okay because it will occur only 
during exceptional circumstances. I put it to the chamber that there is a simple solution to this matter, which is to 
move back to the third Saturday in February. That is the reason for moving this amendment. I note the comments 
members opposite made about the weather in March versus February. However, I suspect that if an election were 
held in March, we would be campaigning throughout the majority of February anyway. Anyone who thinks that 
under this new system they will not be doorknocking and campaigning from the middle of January through to the 
second Saturday of March is kidding themselves. That is the reality of modern politics. My view is that party 
supporters and even punters will have to deal with that. Although I note the weather issues and do not dismiss 
them, I suspect that the weather will be an issue no matter what date we pick in the summer months, certainly in 
the south west of Western Australia. 

If an election is held in 20 years’ time and the result is delayed, people will ask who passed this legislation. I 
want to be able to say to them that I saw this as a problem and raised the matter in the chamber. It is now up to 
the chamber to make a decision. If the chamber does not want to do it, we will not oppose the bill because of it. 
However, if and when that occurs, it will give me an opportunity to say that I raised this matter in the chamber at 
the time and outlined very clearly that this was a potential problem with the date that had been chosen. If other 
members do not believe that is important, so be it, but I do. We will have our battles over some issues of 
electoral reform. Generally, I agree with the government that we should seek consensus when amending electoral 
legislation. I also believe that we should draft legislation that can stand the test of time. Although I accept that 
the date on which an election will conflict with Easter is a long way away and that we will all be dead and 
buried, we should be looking to pass legislation that will stand the test of time. The Police Act 1892 is still in 
force. Although it has been amended over the years, it is great that that legislation continues to operate. That is 
what we should aim to be doing with matters relating to electoral affairs. We need to look at all those issues and 
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make sure that we have considered every possibility and ramification and deal with those that are identified. That 
is why Labor is moving this amendment. If my analysis is wrong, I welcome government members correcting 
me and making it to clear to the chamber how they believe those scenarios will play out. I am confident that the 
scenario I have suggested is likely to occur at some point and that we should make provision for it. 

The CHAIRMAN: I want to give the call to the minister in a minute or two, but I am mindful of standing order 
237(b), which states — 

In the same Committee, no new clause or other amendment shall be proposed that is substantially the 
same as one already negatived or that is inconsistent with a previous decision of the same Committee. 

I am mindful of the decision made by the amendment to delete on page 4, line 12 “second” and insert “first”. 
Hon Ken Travers’ amendment proposes to delete the “second” Wednesday of February and insert the “third” 
Wednesday of the January. With that in mind, I give the call to the minister.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I wondered why the member was going to move his amendment, having agreed to 
the previous amendment, as it is fundamentally a negative of the previous amendment. 

Hon Ken Travers: I did think about that but I didn’t know how else we were going to deal with it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is fine. I would like to make a few comments on the matters raised by the 
member, albeit I think this amendment is probably out of order. Is what that you are ruling, Mr Chairman?  

The CHAIRMAN: Yes.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: May I speak to it anyway? 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes, most certainly.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It is fair to say that the government has made a decision following the consultation I 
talked about during the second reading debate to choose the second Saturday in March as the date for the regular 
four-year election. That is a policy decision we have taken after considerable consultation. The issue of whether 
we have the election then or on the third Saturday in February is a policy decision that the government has taken. 
Therefore, we do not agree with the Labor Party’s proposition for a number of reasons. I have been through 
those reasons. It will be necessary for me to go through those reasons again because the member is moving an 
amendment down the track that I presume is in order. 

Hon Ken Travers: I was going to suggest that one option is for me to move to delete a word. We can skip over 
this and move the other amendment. If that was successful, we could recommit to change this amendment if I 
have convinced you to change your mind by that stage.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I can give an absolute guarantee to the member that I do not intend to change my 
mind on the date of the election. I will talk about that now and then come back to the issues relating to clause 5 
that the member has just raised.  

The government has taken the view that it makes sense to have the election campaign fundamentally after the 
holiday season, after the Australia Day weekend and after children have gone back to school. Also, as Hon Max 
Trenorden said, it is generally cooler in March than it is in February. We can probably find examples in which it 
is not but as a general rule it is usually cooler in March. It is the view of the government and all the parties we 
have talked to about this legislation that that is a better time to have the election than in February. I think Hon Ed 
Dermer wants it in November. There are a range of views on this. We had to make a decision. For no political 
purpose, we think that the second Saturday in March is a better time to hold an election from the point of view of 
running election campaigns as it enables people to concentrate on the election and it will not interfere with 
people’s holidays and so on as it is out of the holiday period.  

The member also mentioned that under this proposal the second Saturday in March may clash some time in the 
future but days relating to Easter are excluded. I will come back to the other matter in a moment. The excluded 
days are Easter Saturday or the Saturday immediately preceding or succeeding Easter Saturday. Those days are 
excluded by virtue of section 71 of the current act. I am advised that the member correctly informed the chamber 
that in the year 2285 the election could not take place on the second Saturday in March as that was a Saturday 
before Easter Saturday. Under this proposed legislation, if it is still in place, if there is to be an election in 2285, 
polling day would have to take place on the first succeeding Saturday that is an available day. That available day 
would be Saturday, 4 April 2285. That would still leave the Electoral Commission of the day some four weeks to 
return the writ and it would be well before the 21 May cut-off date for the Legislative Council. The view is that 
in 2285, which is the first time this will happen, there will still be four weeks to get the election over and done 
with before the Legislative Council takes up its term in office.  
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The member may also like to know that the last time the second Saturday in March may have been a problem for 
this legislation was in 1818 when Easter Saturday occurred on 22 March, the earliest possible date that Easter 
can occur. Back in history, it would have happened in 1818 and in the future it will again happen in 2285. Even 
in 2285, as I have explained, we could still run an election with that variation with respect to the date that it is 
held. I do not think there is a problem with those issues that the member raised. 

The other matter the member raised relates to section 132, which deals with an adjournment of an election for 
other purposes. I am advised by the Electoral Commissioner that when the Electoral Commission was discussing 
this legislation with the Labor Party, the anomaly between sections 71 and 132 became apparent. I am advised 
that section 71 was inserted in 1959, over 50 years ago, and was done without changing section 132. There is a 
potential disparity between the two. As a result, there may well be an occasion in the future that an election is 
delayed under section 132 for the date we have chosen, being the second Saturday in March.  

Hon Ken Travers: Which could include a federal election, for instance.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It may well do. This anomaly, which really came to light as a result of this bill being 
created, has indicated that there is a disconnect between sections 71 and 132.  

Hon Ken Travers: Can you explain that? I am still not sure why there is a disconnect between the two.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Section 71 provides that an election cannot be held either side of Easter. Section 132 
provides that an election can be delayed for 21 days as a result of a decision by a returning officer or presiding 
officer. If we had that 21-day delay as a result of that, it could end up being excluded because of Easter.  

Hon Ken Travers: And you cannot meet the requirements.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is right. It may be necessary to amend section 132. I have asked the Electoral 
Commission to look into this, which it is doing anyway as a result of discussions with Hon Ken Travers. 
Because it is outside the scope of the bill, we will go back and seek whatever advice we need and look at section 
132 again. Before the next election, I will come back to the house with an amendment, if necessary, to sort out 
the issue raised by Hon Ken Travers. We have not been able to do that since the matter was raised. The member 
is quite right; he has highlighted an anomaly. On a very rare occasion it could cause a problem. However, I need 
to say that since 1959, and in living memory, there has not been an occasion in which section 132 has been 
invoked. It is not as though it is likely to happen; it is extremely unlikely to happen but that is not to say that it 
would not happen at the next election. We will work very closely with the State Solicitor’s Office to look at how 
we might change section 132(1) to cope with the sorts of issues that the member raised quite properly after he 
had his briefing. We will insist on the second Saturday in March; therefore I do not accept the member’s 
amendments. If necessary, we will come back to sort out section 132 before the next election.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thank Hon Alison Xamon for letting me have the call. 

Even if we can fix the anomaly that allows a postponed election to go beyond a certain date, am I correct in my 
assessment that if a federal election is called in 2013—if we look at the alignments, the next federal election is 
due in 2013—and the government chooses the second Saturday in March, if the next Saturday is the Saturday 
preceding Easter, we will be pushed out beyond April? The danger is that the writs will not be returned to the 
Electoral Commission before 21 May. If a presiding officer is required to delay the election in a particular area 
of the state, and is unable to conduct the election on the first available date or the following Saturday, is there 
potential for the election date to be pushed out leaving the state in limbo for four weeks—that is, until the week 
after Easter—until the election result is known? Those are the technical issues causing me concern about the way 
the bill has been drafted. The feds could very possibly decide to hold an election on the second Saturday in 
March. If this house decided to fix the election date to a Saturday in February, there would be greater flexibility 
in the dates that could be chosen in the event of an electoral delay before running into the problem of the Easter 
exclusion period. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am sorry for the delay. 

Hon Ken Travers: I understand the difficulties of the issue. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Yes; but it is difficult to deal with every issue that might ever potentially arise. 

Hon Ken Travers: They are not potential; they are realistic scenarios. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: When was the last time a federal election was held on the same day as a state 
election? 

Hon Ken Travers: But we have never before had fixed terms. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Quite right; so there has never been a day. 
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Hon Ken Travers: But plenty of federal elections have been held in March. It is a pretty popular time for the 
feds to hold an election. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr Chairman, this is becoming fairly complicated as we try to work out when things 
might happen some time in the future. Because the Easter dates move, it is hard to be exact or precise. 

In the worst-case scenario, namely that an election is held on the second Saturday after Easter, there will still be 
four weeks to return the writ. That would take us through towards the end of April, which then enables the 
Legislative Council to take its place on 21 May. 

I am happy to sit down with the member to look at every potential scenario—as the honourable member has 
raised—to see how it might impact on what is proposed in this bill. I am advised that there is enough time, even 
taking into account the matters raised by Hon Ken Travers, for the election to be held, the writ to be returned and 
the Legislative Council to take its position on 21 May. However, if the member wants to sit down with me to go 
through every potential scenario, prior to looking at section 132 again, we can then make any changes, if any 
changes are needed. I am advised that even taking into consideration the scenarios the member has raised—that 
is, a federal election being called on the same day as a state election and the 21-day delay, which we have 
already talked about and which I have said needs to be sorted out—the view is that if the election is held on the 
second Saturday in March there is plenty of time to return the writs and the upper house by 21 May. 

Hon Ken Travers: And if the election of an individual is delayed because of a disaster that does not permit 
polling on the election day, will the exclusion zone mean that election will be delayed by up to four weeks? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That could be the case, but it relates to section 132, which we will look at to see if 
there is a way we can sort it out before going forward. I give an assurance to the house that we will come back 
with an amendment if the legal advice is that an amendment is necessary. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I appreciate the comments of the Leader of the House. I assure him that my reasons for 
raising these matters are technical. 

Hon Norman Moore: And very proper. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: My original position in caucus was that, if there was agreement, we should support this 
legislation because the important thing was the establishment of fixed-term elections, be it on the second 
Saturday in March or the third Saturday in February. Members could argue the issue because we all have our 
preferences, but the important thing is a fixed date. 

It was only when I looked at the detail of the bill that I started to see the complexities and difficulties. I now raise 
these matters in the house because in 20 years I do not want people to ask me why we did not think about these 
difficulties when the bill went through. I want to be able to say that I did think about and raise these difficulties. 
Hopefully I will be successful in doing so, but if not, I lose. I am more than happy to accept the minister’s 
comments, but will suggest that perhaps we discuss these technical issues before the bill is transmitted to the 
other house. Perhaps these issues are something the other place could deal with and return as a message that we 
could then agree to. 

Hon Norman Moore: That would be a change! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes; it would make for a novelty! However, my preference is that before this legislation 
is passed through both houses we are confident that we have the detail right. Whether we do that here or in the 
other place, I am happy to engage with the government on these issues. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: For many of the reasons already articulated—namely the date being too close to the 
Christmas holidays and the issue of heat—the Greens (WA) will not support this or the subsequent amendments 
proposed by the Australian Labor Party. However, I am pleased Hon Ken Travers has thoroughly looked through 
the legislation and I am pleased we have a subsequent government undertaking to tidy up some of the issues 
identified as a result. I hope that the matter is resolved prior to the next election.  

The fundamental reason that the Greens (WA) will not be supporting this amendment is because it takes us in the 
wrong direction in terms of our desire to have the dates as close as possible at which Legislative Council 
members  and Legislative Assembly members take their seats. In that regard, if we were to consider some of the 
scenarios posed by Hon Ken Travers and we were looking at an election occurring in April, we do not see that as 
much of a problem, because in actual fact that would bring us closer to our preferred position of having the dates 
as close as possible. For that reason the Greens will not be supporting any of the amendments pertaining to the 
changing of the date, and obviously the consequent amendments. We are satisfied with the date that was arrived 
at through the discussions. We were very clear that our preferred position was to have a set date rather than a 
range of dates, and so what was arrived at through discussions is closer to what we wanted. I think some really 
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good arguments have been put forward as to why it would have been nice to have gone for a November date, but 
as long as we have fixed terms for the Council occurring from May, unless we were looking at changing both of 
them, that was not the Greens’ preference. That is pretty much all the Greens want to say on this discussion, and 
we will not be supporting any of those amendments.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to place on the record a reply to the issues that Hon Alison Xamon raised. When 
we were originally consulted by the government on this matter, Labor suggested the option of either a November 
date or the third Saturday in February, and we also suggested bringing closer together, as Hon Alison Xamon has 
raised, the election date, the date on which the writs are returned, and the changeover of the upper house. I want 
to make it clear that the reason I have not moved amendments along those lines is because I knew that would be 
poking the bear a bit too hard! I know the government’s position on those matters is that it likes the changeover 
date, and I guess the point of not going down that path—even though I have some empathy with the argument—
was that it was about trying to get agreement. I knew there were technical issues in terms of the date—the third 
Saturday of February versus the second Saturday in March—and I also understood that the government’s 
position was very clear about not being keen to change the date of 21 March, and I did not want to try to 
aggravate and start a whole new argument around that issue that would distract from the key issue, which is the 
difficulties presented by the second Saturday in March. While I understand Hon Alison Xamon’s point, I still 
think it is important that we debate the technicalities. 

Hon Alison Xamon: Absolutely. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Labor Party agrees with Hon Alison Xamon’s point that we should try to keep the 
two together, but, equally, we are trying to get consensus, and that was where I was going with it. I wanted to put 
that on the record to make it clear.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I forgot to mention that the reason we thought that the second Saturday in March 
was a good time was the reason raised by Hon Alison Xamon, which is that it would bring the period of time 
between the election and the taking up of positions in the upper house closer together. I am aware that the 
McGinty legislation provided for the third Saturday in February for the election, and for the upper house to take 
its position, I think, in March or April. 

Hon Ken Travers: March. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: But I also remember that Hon Jim McGinty intended to chop off about three months 
of every upper house sitting member’s term, which I did not think was all that smart an idea. It was a bit like 
some other legislation I have seen in the past about getting rid of the upper house and not working out what the 
upper house sitting members were going to get before they made a decision about it. 

Hon Ken Travers: Queensland worked out how to deal with that!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It did, yes! I think it was the Minister for Electoral Affairs in the Burke government 
who actually brought in legislation to abolish the upper house but never told anybody how it was going to work 
out for the sitting members before he announced it. That has nothing to do with this, so I will stop talking about 
it. 

We have made a policy decision, after a number of issues were raised through the process of consultation. I will 
work with the Electoral Commissioner, and in the event that the house passes this legislation I will talk to the 
Electoral Commissioner to see if we cannot look at some changes in the Assembly—it would make a nice 
change for it to fix up a bill of ours! Perhaps we can sort out all the issues that the member is concerned about 
between now and the time that the bill receives royal assent. 

Ruling by Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN: With standing order 237(b) in mind, unless Hon Ken Travers is prepared to move to delete 
“February” and insert “January”, we will move on to the next amendment. I will give Hon Ken Travers the call.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the Chairman is ruling that it is out of order, which I understand and accept, in light of 
the comments made by the Leader of the House I will not proceed with the rest of my amendments today, but if 
we can engage in a dialogue between the government and the other parties, and some agreement can be reached, 
we will have that dealt with in the other place. If we cannot, then I will talk to my colleagues about whether they 
want to move that amendment in the other place so that it will formally be on the record. I think anyone who 
reads Hansard will see that we have had a good discussion about the issues. I do not think I will re-move the 
amendment. We have put the matters on the record; let us proceed through, and as part of the goodwill we will 
try to proceed with that dialogue between us to see if we can resolve these matters with the government between 
now and the transmission of the Electoral and Constitution Amendment Bill 2011 to the other place.  
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The CHAIRMAN: We will still, though, move on to the next amendment standing in the name of the minister.  

Committee Resumed 
Amendment ruled out of order. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I move — 

Page 4, line 16 — To delete “second” and insert —  

first 

This relates to the matter I talked about in respect to amendment 1/5, and for the same reasons I ask the house to 
support it.  

Amendment put and passed. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I have a further question I was hoping to have clarified in relation to proposed 
section 64(1). I understand that the sorts of events that could generate a Legislative Assembly–only election will 
only, generally, be a situation whereby a government lost a no-confidence motion or when a supply bill was 
blocked by the Legislative Assembly. Are there any other circumstances in which the government could, 
effectively, be forced into having separate Assembly and Council elections?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I do not know whether I am losing my hearing or whether there is some problem 
with the sound system. 

Hon Alison Xamon: It’s echoing; it’s awful.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: But I have great difficulty in understanding what the member is saying. That is no 
disrespect to the member, because if we took away the microphone I could probably understand things perfectly. 

Hon Alison Xamon: I think so. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I was trying to think about what I thought the member was saying and relating it to 
clause 5, and I have now worked that out, but I really would be most grateful if the member could repeat the 
comments she made. I ask if the house could just have a look at—I do not know whether it is the member’s 
microphone particularly or whether it is her voice and the microphone together—what is causing the problem, 
but I have to say that it is very difficult to hear what the member is saying for reasons about which I have no 
idea.  

The CHAIRMAN: The audio control room has been informed of the problem. I acknowledge the problem; it 
certainly is an issue in the chair as well. If the member could perhaps be a little more deliberate or slower—I do 
not know what the correct request is—but certainly if you could reiterate what you said before, it may well be 
useful to the house.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: I might just say that before, when Hon Ken Travers was speaking and his microphone 
was on, I was finding it really difficult to hear him, and this is coming from a man who really does not need a 
microphone at all, so I think the microphones are making it quite difficult. 

The CHAIRMAN: Member, can I just make a suggestion? Perhaps if you could turn the microphone directly 
towards you, rather than having it on that angle or doing what you have just done, which is putting it almost on 
the floor.  

Hon ALISON XAMON: Unfortunately, with my height I am also almost on the floor! I am doing the best I can. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I do not want to cause trouble, but by moving the microphone like that the member will 
not be recorded. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I will try again. I refer to clause 5, proposed section 64(1).  

Committee interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 3184.] 
 


