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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

On motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), resolved - 

That the House at its rising adjourn until 3.30 pm on Tuesday, 21 August. 

Ordinary 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [5.18 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Community Drug Summit - Adjournment Debate 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [5.18 pm]:  As members are aware, in the time between the 
House rising today and returning on Tuesday, 21 August a Community Drug Summit will be held within 
Parliament House.  I will be interested, come Tuesday 21 August, to see the fruits of the deliberations of the 100 
delegates who will attend the Community Drug Summit and put their best thoughts and labours towards finding 
solutions to some very vexed questions.  In passing, I congratulate the Community Drug Summit office team for 
the tremendous amount of work it has done to pull together this operation.  We shall see that operation unfold 
during the course of next week. 

I want the House to know the Liberal Party’s approach to the Drug Summit.  We believe it is an exercise that 
offers the promise of potential benefits to the community of Western Australia, not only as a result of subsequent 
actions that may flow from the Drug Summit’s recommendations, but also by educating the public at large as it 
focuses on the matters that will be considered at the summit.  The Liberal Party’s position on the question of 
illicit drugs, which are the subject of the summit, can be summarised by saying that it wants the prevalence of 
drug abuse in our community to be reduced to the absolute minimum that can be achieved.  I hope that is a goal 
the Government can see fit to embrace, without qualification, because this is a matter that needs a bipartisan 
approach.  We need a collective, community-wide determination to reduce the damaging impact that illicit drug 
use can have.  I remind members that words such as “crisis” and “epidemic” are occasionally applied to drug 
abuse and the attendant harm that occurs in Western Australian society, but the situation could be much worse.  
That is why it is necessary for us, as a community and as a Parliament, to acquire a determination - perhaps a 
renewed determination - to reduce the prevalence, both now and in the future, of illicit drug abuse.  I am sure 
that the situation concerns all members.   

I hope that as a result of the Drug Summit, the Government will be able to determine its position.  Unlike the 
Liberal Party, the Labor Party does not know where it stands.  The policy it took to the state election was that it 
would have a Drug Summit.  With respect, that is not a policy; it was simply a method of avoiding dealing with 
the issue until after the election.  Calling summits - whether they relate to drugs, tax or anything else - is a 
strategy the Labor Party uses when it is not sure which policy avenue it has the courage to follow and it wishes 
to test the water by floating ideas in public.  It runs ideas up the flagpole to see who will salute.   

Over the past few years, we have seen the Labor Party take a schizophrenic approach to this policy area.  Mr 
Carpenter released a drug discussion paper prior to the election - a pseudo policy document - that suggested a 
number of things, including the grow-your-own approach to cannabis and a number of other ideas.  Hon Kim 
Chance then publicly rebuked that position - it is rare to see these matters dealt with in public.  We have been 
presented with a number of different policies, depending on whether one consults published Labor parliamentary 
party documents, the decisions of the ALP state conference or the policy position, such as it is, of the federal 
Labor parliamentary party.  It is about time the Labor Party determined its position and showed some leadership 
on this issue.  When it does, I hope that it delivers a policy framework aimed at reducing the prevalence of drug 
abuse in our society to the minimum we can reasonably achieve.  If it can, hopefully it will achieve the bipartisan 
approach that this important issue requires.  

It is regrettable that this Government has been in office for six months but there has been a policy vacuum in this 
area.  All questions relating to drug strategies have been met with the response that a Drug Summit will be held 
later this year.  That is what the Government intends to do, but it is not the answer, it is not a policy.  It has 
created a great deal of uncertainty among service providers and others involved in this area.  Members on this 
side of the House look forward to seeing some policy leadership on this issue after the summit.   

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Giz Watson, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and the Leader of the Opposition will come 
to order.   
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Mr President.  I will ignore the inane injections and interjections of those 
who seem to be in favour of drug abuse.  I will debate these matters hotly with them in future, as I will also take 
issue with the likes of Gary Crooke, the head of the National Crime Authority, who is reported in this morning’s 
The West Australian as being in favour of a policy of capitulation and providing free heroin to addicts.  The idea 
that providing free heroin will somehow eliminate the black market that exists in that odious product is 
extraordinarily immature.  I find it unbelievable that such a senior figure in law enforcement could seriously 
contemplate it; it is breathtakingly naive in its stupidity.   

While looking forward to treating the Drug Summit’s recommendations on their merits and hopefully entering 
into a constructive process with the other parties - especially the Government - in establishing future policy, I 
make it clear that the Liberal Party is opposed to providing free heroin.  We are not in the business of drug 
dealing - nor should any Government be in that business.  

Electoral System - Adjournment Debate 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.26 pm]:  I will talk about the principle of fairness.  The 
majority of members in this House endorse that principle.  It is, after all, the cornerstone of our democracy.  I 
will comment on the amendment to the Electoral Reform Act 1987.  During or prior to the introduction of that 
legislation on 8 July 1986, Hon Mal Bryce, the then Minister for Parliamentary and Electoral Reform, when 
delivering the second reading speech stated - 

A democratic system requires that each citizen should have the right to cast a vote that is approximately 
equal in value to the vote cast by any other citizen.   

Dr Gallop expanded on that principle on 23 July 1986 when he stated - 

For an electoral system to be fair, it is clear that all adult citizens, subject to the usual qualifications 
made in this area, should be entitled to vote and should be given one vote only.  For very good reasons 
voting rights have become universal and plural voting has been abolished.  

. . .  I believe, by the force of argument and by commonsense, it follows that all votes should have the 
same value.  It follows as night follows day.   

Therefore, to inflate a vote’s value clearly breaches the principle that all votes are equal and one elector’s vote is 
worth the same as another’s.   

In the last state election, a breach occurred that eroded this democratic principle, and some votes were given in 
excess of the value of one.  I am led to believe this is an anomaly that occurred in the third schedule of vote 
counting that had not been tested previously.  It occurred in the Mining and Pastoral Region, where it was 
necessary to obtain a quota to receive 8 691 votes.  As previously mentioned, the anomaly did not occur in the 
first stage of the vote count, but in the last stage of the count.  The value of a vote is determined as follows: the 
first preference vote counts as one; votes transferred from excluded candidates count as one; and votes 
transferred from elected candidates in excess of the quota are transferred as a fractional value of one - in other 
words, less than one.  The anomaly occurred in the last round of counting when One Nation’s surplus votes were 
transferred at the third schedule.  The election system treated all ballot papers as if they were first preference 
votes to the value of one.  The total One Nation votes were 11 974 - a surplus of 3 183 votes for the required 
quota.  The electoral system treated all 11 974 votes as full votes, even though they contained surplus votes from 
elected candidates that came to One Nation with a reduced value.  Those votes came from Hon Tom Stephens, 
Hon Norman Moore and Hon Jon Ford.  One would think that votes from those candidates would have only a 
residual value.  Yet when these residual votes were transferred from One Nation to Hon Robin Chapple and to 
Hon Greg Smith, they were inflated in excess of one; in other words, more than 100 per cent of their value.  I am 
sure that Hon Tom Stephens would be amazed that his ballot papers were inflated to the value of 142 per cent or 
were multiplied by 1.428 when they were transferred to Hon Robin Chapple and Hon Greg Smith.  I am sure that 
Hon Norman Moore would agree when I say that it was unfair that his votes were transferred at an inflated value 
of 163 per cent or multiplied by 1.631.  Perhaps Hon Jon Ford thought it appropriate, but it was more likely he 
thought it unfair that his surplus votes were inflated from the value of one to 1.85.  This was the first election in 
which this principle has been tested, and it has been found wanting.  Is it is no wonder that most political 
observers were puzzled by the outcome of the fifth seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  In the interests of 
fairness, we cannot ignore what has happened.  When we consider the implications that legislation passed by a 
slim majority may be challenged successfully, this could have far-reaching consequences for the duration of this 
parliamentary term and all others.  There is no evidence from the debates of 1986 to indicate that the legislators 
wanted this anomaly to occur in the third stage of the vote counting schedule.  One thing is clear: this anomaly is 
incompatible with the basic principle of modern electoral democracy.   

This is not a party-political issue.  I raise it in the interests of having fairness and equality in legislation.  The 
legislation needs to be amended.  This should not happen again.  In the first instance, the Government should put 
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forward amendments to correct this anomaly.  For example, the Hare-Clark system, which has been used to elect 
members to the House of Assembly in Tasmania since 1907, 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.  It is the 
duty of this House to investigate the system that has been used over the past two elections in this State for 
counting in the upper House and that we should review it and put it on a basis that is fair and equitable for all 
participants.   

Question put and passed.  

House adjourned at 5.36 pm 

__________  
 


