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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE, INQUIRY INTO 
APPOINTMENT OF ELECTORAL COMMISSIONER 

Motion 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [5.37 pm]:  I have almost 
completed my comments on this motion.  I will indicate to the House why it should support this motion.  In the 
process of appointing people to positions such as that of the Electoral Commissioner, specific procedures are 
undertaken.  While I am the first to acknowledge that Governments are entitled to appoint whomever they wish, 
it is important for us to know whether a person appointed to such a position was one of a number of suitable 
applicants from whom the Government could choose or whether one applicant was recommended ahead of 
others.  It is important to know this because Governments can make appointments as they wish but if a selection 
panel recommends one applicant over others it is incumbent upon a Government to advise the public of its 
decision.  This is particularly relevant with positions such as the Electoral Commissioner, which is a very 
important job that must be seen to be at arm’s length from the Government.  The Standing Committee on Public 
Administration and Finance is the most appropriate committee to look at this matter.  My motion calls for a 
report on or before 17 October 2002; it is quite a short time frame.  It would be within the capacity of that 
committee to meet quickly and, if necessary, in camera.  I have no objection to that.  It must talk to the people 
who made the decision to determine what were the selection panel’s recommendations.  The House will then be 
able to come to a conclusion on this matter. 

If it turns out that the Government has appointed someone who was not at the top of the list of applicants, it will 
be incumbent upon the Government to explain why.  If, on the other hand, there was a list of three applicants in 
no particular order and the Government made its own decision, the matter should rest.  If one looks at the way Dr 
Evans was appointed and how the selection process has changed so dramatically in five years, the whole issue 
appears extraordinary.  As I said earlier, I am not making allegations.  I want to know what happened and the 
public is entitled to know.  The best way to find out is to have a committee of inquiry.  Alternatively, if the 
Government wants to answer a question similar to the one I asked without saying that details are confidential, the 
problem would be solved.  I have only one simple question that requires an answer.  We are all entitled to know 
the answer to the question.  I strongly commend the motion to the House.   

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.40 pm]:  I support this motion in the context that the position 
of Electoral Commissioner should be seen to be totally bipartisan.  Taking into account the concerns that have 
been raised, public interest would be best served by eliminating all disputable matters.  These concerns will be 
best abolished by this issue going in camera to a committee.  One Nations supports this motion. 

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [5.41 pm]:  The Greens (WA) have considered the motion moved by 
the Leader of the Opposition and, after some thought on the matter, we have decided to support the motion.  
However, I make one point very clear.  The Greens (WA) do not wish to express any preference for the 
individuals involved in this case, nor do we say that for some reason, the Electoral Commissioner, Ms Lyn Auld, 
is anything but an excellent Electoral Commissioner.  During the past year, the Greens worked extremely well 
with the previous Electoral Commissioner, Dr Ken Evans.  Therefore, the following issue has nothing to do with 
the calibre of the individuals involved.   

The Greens consider that with the office of Electoral Commissioner it is particularly necessary that appointments 
be seen to follow procedural fairness and that this position, above all positions, should not be politically 
manipulated.  The decision made on this appointment has not been entirely clear because the process has not 
been transparent.  The Greens - me in particular - were contacted by the Premier prior to the appointment and we 
replied to support the appointment of Ms Auld as Electoral Commissioner.  However, the Greens subsequently 
wrote to the Premier expressing concern that when he wrote to us and asked for our opinion, as is required under 
the legislation, it was not clear from his correspondence that the then Electoral Commissioner, Dr Evans, was 
also applying for the post.  Therefore we assumed that the current commissioner was retiring, which was why he 
was being replaced, and that the Government’s preference was for Ms Auld, which we supported.  When we 
subsequently found out that Dr Evans was not intending to retire, we were surprised and again wrote to the 
Premier to ask for a further extension of time to consider our position due to our surprise at the Government’s 
removing a serving commissioner. 

We accept that the Government has every right to apply its discretion in appointments to public office but it is 
also important that when Governments exercise this discretion, they are transparent in their reasoning.  If the 
Government considered that Ms Auld would make the best commissioner, as it clearly did, it needed to explain 
in a public way how it came to that decision and be fully accountable for the exercise of its discretion.  The 
reason for the Government’s choice has not been explained transparently and instead we have been subjected to 
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rumours and innuendo.  The Greens do not think that any Electoral Commissioner should have their appointment 
undermined by rumours and innuendo.  It is important that the selection process be squeaky clean, that it 
demonstrate absolute procedural fairness and that the reasons for the final appointment be transparent and 
defensible.   

This motion refers the matter to the Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance and we 
understand that it is the practice of that standing committee to consider matters as they relate to more systemic 
activity of government.  The standing committee may be able to provide the House with further advice about the 
nature of this appointment process in a more general sense and whether there are precedents that have been 
followed in this case or whether it is an isolated incident.  These are important matters that need to be cleared up.  
Notwithstanding the fact that Ms Auld would make an outstanding commissioner, it is nevertheless important 
that these matters are aired and that a report is placed on the public record about the process behind the 
appointment.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Tom Stephens (Minister for Housing and Works). 
 


