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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Before we get into the detail of each clause, I would like to make a 
commonsense suggestion.  I do so so that we can analyse the bill properly.  Clause 4 is a very lengthy clause; it 
covers 11 pages.  It has a number of proposed sections within it starting at 16A and concluding with 16N 
inclusive.  Standing order 123 provides that the chamber can divide clauses under such circumstances.  I give 
notice that when we reach clause 4 I will move that it be divided so that a separate question may be asked for 
each of the proposed sections.  In the meantime, I would like the minister to think about my intention.  It is not 
intended for any purpose other than to allow us to go through each proposed section properly so that there is no 
confusion.  Out of good faith, I will provide the minister with a copy of the motion, which I will move at the 
beginning of consideration of clause 4.  I would like the minister to assent to it before we begin consideration of 
the clause. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have had some difficulty hearing the comments of Mr Speaker.  I have carriage of the bill 
for the opposition in this house.  Mr Speaker’s voice is naturally quiet and there is considerable debate in the 
chamber that is making it more difficult for me to hear.  At least there was, until I began to speak.  

I speak against this clause being the short title of the bill.  The short title is to be the “One Vote One Value Act 
2005”.  We debated long and hard yesterday to make clear that this bill is inaptly named.  People already have 
one vote, and this bill does not provide any value to regional and rural Western Australia.  The name of this bill 
is a total misnomer.  It has been used by the minister because he thinks that it is catchy and that people like the 
notion of one vote, one value.  He thinks that people can relate to those words.  The words are not supported by 
the opposition.  There is no value in this to remote and regional Western Australia.  We heard the arguments of 
the minister yesterday in debate.  He talked about what is happening to regional Western Australia.  Some of the 
larger rural areas have large populations that are not dissimilar in size or numbers to some in the metropolitan 
area.  That totally disregards all the people who will be seriously disadvantaged by this legislation.  Members 
who represent rural areas that do not have a major city will be severely disadvantaged.  Not only will those 
members be disadvantaged, but the people living in the areas will also be seriously disadvantaged.  We have 
talked about the difficulties of travel and accessing ministers.  I thought the comments by the member for 
Warren-Blackwood were very important.  He talked about the 26 schools in his electorate and said that it takes 
him two years to visit them all.  On occasion, he has needed the assistance of his wife and a child to visit 
schools.  If his electorate is increased by half so that he will have to service a far greater electorate, that is a 
travesty of justice, not just for him as the local member but also and particularly for parents and children who 
never get a chance to meet their local member.  We have heard about the enormous distances that the federal 
member for Kalgoorlie has to cover.  Although seats under this legislation will not be quite as large, they will be 
far bigger than is acceptable.  It may be said that people in the city gain more value by having more members.  
How many people in Fremantle have put up their hands to say that they would like another Mr McGinty?  How 
many people in Peel have said that they would like another Mr Marlborough?  How many voters want an extra 
member in their seat?  I do not know anyone in the metropolitan area who has not got good access to his member 
or good service from his member.  No-one is saying that his member is not doing a good job and that another 
member is needed.  If people were asked whether they wanted another Mr Kucera representing them in Yokine, 
they would say no thank you, one is enough!  I move - 

Page 2, line 3 - To delete the line and substitute - 

This is the Rural Representation Reduction Act 2005. 

The SPEAKER:  Before I accept the amendment I point out that, however well intentioned, members should not 
mention members by name.  Members should be referred to only by their seats.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I rise to support the member for Dawesville, and in particular the amendment he has 
moved.  There is no doubt that the bill before the house at the moment will reduce the representation of those of 
us who choose to live and work in rural WA.  I guess it is a bit humorous in some respects that the government 
would seek to label the short title of this bill the One Vote One Value Act, when we all know that the bill that is 
before the house does not provide for full one vote, one value because the Mining and Pastoral Region has been 
quarantined.  Therefore, we could call it the partial one vote, one value act perhaps.  I do not think the minister 
has even achieved full one vote, one value in the upper house, has he? 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  No. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Here we go.  We have the longstanding Labor principle of one vote, one value, and we have 
a government with an opportunity to implement it, but it has not done it.  I add that I am certainly in favour of 
quarantining the Mining and Pastoral Region from one vote, one value.  In fact, I am absolutely opposed to one 
vote, one value, full stop.  However, let us look at the actions of this minister and this government, particularly 
as they appear in this legislation.  One vote, one value is not the way to fully describe this legislation; there is no 
doubt about that.  However, I believe the amendment proposed by the member for Dawesville is a very apt way 
of describing this legislation in terms of the reduction in representation of rural people, because we know that at 
least seven seats will be unceremoniously plucked out of country WA.  However, they do not just disappear into 
thin air; they actually get placed in the City of Perth.  Therefore, the haves get to have a bit more, and the have 
nots get to have a lot less.  That is the outcome of this bill, and that is why I will support the amendment moved 
by the member for Dawesville.  In reality, I am not quite sure how government members could vote against that 
amendment.  If they were to vote against it, they would be making the case that this bill does not reduce the 
representation of country people.  However, as I said, we know that we will lose seven seats from country WA, 
and we will also lose a couple of upper house seats from country WA.  In total, about nine seats will be 
transferred to the City of Perth.   

I will pick up again on the comments made by the member for Dawesville.  City people are not crying out for 
more members of Parliament.  They are certainly not crying out for more MPs of the likes of the members for 
Fremantle, Peel or Yokine.  That is certainly the case.  On the other hand, country constituents value the 
interaction that they are able to have from time to time with their member of Parliament.  Of course, when the 
representation of country people is reduced, the opportunity for those country constituents to access their 
member of Parliament is reduced, and the capacity of the people of country WA to secure funding, resources and 
facilities for their own areas is also reduced.  I made the point during the second reading debate that 10 years on 
from Labor’s One Vote One Value Bill, touring through country WA will be a bit like touring through a war 
zone, because the net result will be that our hospitals will be crumbling, our police stations will have closed, our 
schools will be totally inadequate and our roads will be almost nonexistent, because the very people who are paid 
to fight for all those things will have disappeared into thin air.  In fact, I should make the point that they will not 
disappear into thin air; they will simply be transferred to the city.  Therefore, populous city areas that already 
have fantastic facilities, a river, a beach and all those other things will end up getting a lot more when they have 
not asked for it.  Of course, country areas that are crying out for more will end up with next to nothing.  
Therefore, I am compelled to support the amendment moved by the member for Dawesville, because the net 
result of this bill is a severe reduction in representation of country people.  I urge all members to support this 
amendment. 
The SPEAKER:  As the amendment before the house removes the entire clause and substitutes a new clause, it 
is an indication that the opposition will in fact vote against the clause and then endeavour to substitute a new 
clause.  Therefore, the question before the house is that clause 1 stand as printed. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I agree that at the moment the words “One Vote One Value” in the short title are 
incorrect.  However, I hope that when the bill comes back from the upper house it will reflect one vote, one 
value.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  Are you voting for this bill? 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I support one vote, one value.  I do not support the discrepancies that we have now for 
the Leader of the Opposition’s region.  I do not support the retention of the Leader of the Opposition’s seat and 
not having something across the board throughout WA that is equal. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  Why don’t you have a bit of compassion for country people? 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Why should my vote in this chamber be worth half the vote of one of the country 
members in the Leader of the Opposition’s party? 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Why should country people have to drive a thousand kilometres just to access their member of 
Parliament? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  When the Liberal Party was last in government, it had the opportunity to provide more 
resources.  Let us look back at resources that have been provided.  Initially, in 1983 Brian Burke provided 
resources for members in their electorates.  Richard Court provided electorates with research officers in 1993.  
The Court government had the opportunity to provide more resources in the electorates, but it did not do so.  
This bill is about one vote, one value in this house.   
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I wanted to use this opportunity to put the record straight, because when I gave some statistics yesterday, I 
looked at the number of members - 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I do not know what the conversation between the Leader of the Opposition 
and the member for Collie-Wellington was about.  However, it is inappropriate for that conversation to be at 
such a level that I cannot hear the member for Alfred Cove. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Yesterday I looked at the resources that are currently provided to both opposition 
parties.  Unfortunately, I just divided the figures by the number of members in this house.  I just want to put the 
record straight and point out that the amount of extra resources given to the National Party equates to $52 000 
for each member of the party, and for the Liberal Party it equates to almost $22 500.  Instead of making a 
statement containing the correction, I wanted to raise that as part of the debate on this bill.   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Do you mean from a party perspective? 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  From a party perspective, the amount of money that is given to both parties means that 
there is an extra $52 000 for each National Party member and an extra $22 500 for each Liberal Party member in 
both houses.   

Point of Order 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I draw the attention of the member for Alfred Cove to the subject, which is a discussion on 
the short title of the bill.   
The SPEAKER:  It is quite normal in the opening stanza of consideration in detail that some people are given 
some leeway.  However, I am struggling to relate the relevance of how much extra a party may get to the short 
title of this bill.  Nevertheless, I bear in mind that it is early days. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have put the record straight.  I will come back to the short title of the bill.  I do not 
believe that the short title, as it stands at the moment, is valid for this bill.  It could be almost one vote, one value, 
or one vote, one value hopefully when it comes back from the upper house, but in its current state it certainly 
should not read “One Vote One Value Act 2005”.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I thank the Speaker for his advice about what this side of the house needs to do to the bill.  I 
confirm, as per the Speaker’s direction, that we will oppose clause 1, the short title of the bill.  I will then move 
the amendment.  I will talk briefly about the comments of the member for Alfred Cove, which I find extremely 
disappointing.  Part of the problem was that during the debate, which lasted until three o’clock this morning, the 
member was not in the chamber to hear some of the arguments put forward by country members about what this 
legislation will do to their electorates.  Although the member has good intentions, and obviously in her mind 
believes that her vote is worth half that of a country member, that is just not so.  People in the electorate of 
Alfred Cove have one member and they have one vote.  The member for Alfred Cove has the ability to drive 
around her electorate in 10 minutes and to easily service the primary schools in her area at the end the year.  
Constituents in her electorate have the ability see her easily, at least two days a week when Parliament is not 
sitting.  They have no trouble seeing or accessing her.  In many cases, constituents can ride their bikes to her 
office to talk to her.  The problem is that this will become far more difficult in the regions of Western Australia.  
The member for Alfred Cove in particular talked about the Mining and Pastoral Region and that she will be 
pleased that an amendment about that area will come back from the upper house.  I am pleased that she thinks 
that that is the case.  Yesterday I made the point that I believe that to be the case.  The Labor Party has no 
intention of forcing this legislation through the other place with that particular provision still intact.  The 
government will bow down to the Greens (WA) and change the bill to reflect what the previous legislation 
contained which, as I said before, will result in 10 country electorates being represented by members in the city.  
Member for Alfred Cove, country people do not have a greater voting power.  The city already outweighs the 
voting power of the country by 60 per cent to 40 per cent.  People in the city nearly have a two-thirds say in what 
goes on in the state of Western Australia.  The government wants to reduce country Western Australia’s say to 
30 per cent or less.  Last night some country members referred to how they had grown up in tough times and 
how they had to deal with difficulties and hardship.  The member for Moore referred to how country members 
fight to provide ambulance, fire brigade and community services in country areas.  If this legislation is passed, 
we will not have those country members in this chamber and we will not have their wealth of experience and 
knowledge of country Western Australia.  What will happen when people in Margaret River or the remote 
regions of Western Australia need extra services for their local hospitals, or when a local road is so run down 
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that it needs fixing?  In my electorate a man confined to a wheelchair was trying to get from one part of his 
community to another on his motorised scooter.  He had previously suffered a stroke and was severely disabled.  
He was trying to get to a postbox to post his letters but one section of the footpath on the way was overgrown 
with bush while another section was broken.  He chased after the local council to get it fixed.  After four weeks 
he had got nowhere and was becoming extremely frustrated.  After he came to me, I rang the council and the 
footpath was fixed the next day - the very next day - because I am the local member.   

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Mr Speaker, I have been patient because I thought that your ruling of a moment ago gave a 
clear indication to all members that they should be relevant to the question.  I draw your attention to standing 
order 94.  I imagine that that is the standing order to which the opposition Whip alluded when he raised 
opposition to the member for Alfred Cove’s comments.  I ask that the member be now required to bring his 
comments to the question under debate.   

The SPEAKER:  I have listened very carefully.  At this stage I do not think that the member for Dawesville has 
breached the rules to point at which I need to invoke the standing orders.  However, I remind members that we 
will be in the chamber for a long time and that there must be strict adherence to the rules as the afternoon 
progresses.   

Debate Resumed 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The member for Riverton obviously does not want to listen to any stories about what it is 
like to live outside the metropolitan area.  The fact is that we are talking about the title of this bill, which refers 
to one vote, one value.  The bill is not about one value; it is about a significant reduction in value to country 
members and that is what I and other members on this side of the house will proceed to explain.  This bill does 
not represent one vote, one value.  If we are successful in opposing this legislation, we will call this bill the rural 
representation reduction bill 2005, because that is exactly what it is.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This bill is a misnomer and is misnamed.  This time two years ago the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs asked me for a sticker that he desperately wanted.  I have another one, and was wondering if he 
wants it.  I think he does want one, so I will ask the attendant to give it to him.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It has become a collector’s item.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I know.  The minister pursued this matter with me during the last debate on one 
vote, one value.  I have found three such stickers, but I will keep one for my own use.   

This bill is not about one vote, one value and, therefore, should not be titled so.  This bill has split that process.  
As I outlined in my second reading contribution, there are two electoral systems in the western world - one is 
equal value and the other is fair value.  This bill establishes fair value for a section of the state, including your 
part of world, Mr Speaker.  However, it does not provide fair value for other parts of the state.  We will have a 
situation in which the seat of Murchison-Eyre and the seat immediately adjacent to Murchison-Eyre will be of 
similar geographical size but will be subject to different rules.  One electorate will operate in a system that is 
close to being an equal system in which there will be a 10 per cent variation; however, the other electorate will 
not operate in that process.  In fact, the number of voters in the seat of Murchison-Eyre will be significantly 
fewer than that of its neighbour, which will be just across the line drawn on a map by the Labor Party.  In fact, if 
this were the late 1970s, we would be listening to an argument from the ALP that this is a gerrymander, because 
that is exactly the argument that the ALP heavily ran when it opposed the move of Sir Charles Court’s 
government to protect a north west seat.  For months the ALP called that action a gerrymander.  The current 
government is engaging in a similar type of activity, except that the issue relates to five seats, not one seat.  It is 
trying to pretend that what it proposes is not a gerrymander.  The title of the bill does not describe the legislation 
in any fair shape or form.  Therefore, the title of the bill should be changed.  In fact, “one vote, one value” is 
used in the descriptions of all sorts of western electoral systems that have enormous voting irregularities.  Some 
systems pick out indigenous races and put them in Parliament arbitrarily; yet, they are still called one vote, one 
value systems.  It does not mean anything.  The title of the bill should reflect what the bill is about.  This bill will 
give protected representation to the people in the north west, but it will not give protected representation to 
people in the Agricultural and South West regions.  It will also provide a protected position to those people in the 
metropolitan area.  Will the bill move seven seats, minister?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Approximately.   
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Dr K.D. Hames:  For now.   It could be eight later and 10 if you count the upper house.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It will move seven seats, on current projections, into the metropolitan area, which 
will make it unfair.  When we have an argument about the Joondalup Health Campus, the Armadale-Kelmscott 
Memorial Hospital or the Swan District Hospital, there will not be one metropolitan member of Parliament 
debating those circumstances; rather, five or six members will come into this chamber and argue that those 
hospitals require extra facilities.  On the other hand, one member may have to represent a seat that extends from 
Merredin to Roe, and he will have to represent 10 or more hospitals in this place!  It will be a very unfair 
situation.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I support the proposition put by the member for Dawesville that this legislation should 
really be called the “Rural Representation Reduction Act”.  Obviously, one vote, one value is the catchcry that 
the Labor Party chose to use to promote this bill.  In actual fact, the minister knows that there is no such thing.  If 
he were to propose that this legislation be called the electoral redistribution act, that would certainly be more 
appropriate, because that is what will actually happen under this legislation.  As far as one vote, one value is 
concerned, and even if we set all the numbers evenly with a plus or minus 10 per cent tomorrow, it could be a 
matter of only months - certainly not the four years as proposed for a redistribution under this legislation - before 
the representation is out of kilter.  I put it to members that this should not be about political parties or individual 
members of Parliament, which is what this legislation is about.  This is a political exercise.  This legislation 
should be about the ability for people to access their members of Parliament on an equal basis.  We know that 
that will not occur under this legislation, and it certainly does not occur now under the vote weighting that exists.  
To put this proposition and to entrench what the Labor Party intends to do will further disfranchise Western 
Australians.   

Last night my very good friend the member for Cottesloe said that if it is the travel that is causing pain for the 
member, and if it is too hot in the kitchen, the member should get out.  In other words, a person does not have to 
be a member of Parliament if he does not want to be; somebody else might be prepared to travel those distances 
and handle it very easily.  In the end, whether it be the member for Warren-Blackwood, the member for 
Cottesloe or whomever, the facts of the matter are that that travel must be undertaken by that member to service 
his electorate.  I travel about 100 000 kilometres a year, and I have allowances for air travel.  In the electorate of 
Warren-Blackwood I get some $6 000 in allowances for air charter.  The fact that I have to travel 100 000 
kilometres means that I am in the car for in excess of 50 days a year, which is time taken up not representing my 
people.  It is a fact that I cannot access my community in the same way that a member in the metropolitan area or 
somebody with a smaller electorate or a regular air service can.  For example, if I chose to go home on a 
Thursday night of a sitting day, I arrive home at 10 o’clock or 11 o’clock that night.  The very next day I may 
have to get in the car and travel another 250 kilometres within my electorate.  Members in the metropolitan 
region do not have to do that.  They may get on their pushbikes or drive around their electorates within a couple 
of hours, but they certainly do not have to spend the same number of hours getting around their electorates that I 
do.  In the end, this means that it is not physically possible for a member of Parliament to access his or her 
people or for those people to access their members of Parliament, unless it is done electronically.  If that were 
the case, why would a member want to live in his electorate?  He could sit in an office in the city and use e-mail 
and teleconference facilities - perhaps teleconferencing is something that should be considered.  In the end, 
people want to see their members.   

We heard the opposition describe roads and facilities in disrepair.  If a member is not based in his electorate to 
lobby on behalf of those communities, those things will fall into disrepair.  At the moment, who is representing 
those people who have just lost all those sheep in the great southern?  Obviously, the local member is on to it, 
but if he were not able to do that because his electorate was gobbled up by another electorate, the new member 
would not necessarily be able to do the same job.   

I cannot impress upon members enough that city life and city representation is totally different from that which 
occurs in the country.  For a start there are cultural issues, the way in which the community has evolved and the 
way in which things happen; it is totally different from the city.  To suggest that we will have exactly the same 
numbers for each electorate is a fallacy.   

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I want to add my weight to the argument about the naming of this bill.  As it stands it is 
called the One Vote One Value Bill, and it has been rightly pointed out that it does not show a lot of value to the 
members from regional Western Australia.  As a police officer of many years, in the old days we were supplied 
with the statutes, which each officer was responsible for maintaining and amending in due course.  Many of 
those acts, such as the Poisons Act and the Financial Administration and Audit Act, were a headache to those 
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young officers because they were forever being amended.  Often in one’s keep would be a stack of statutes that 
would only be visited just prior to doing some sort of examination.  The actual title of those acts is important to 
describe what the true meaning or the intention of that act is.  Having perused the intended bill, I fail to see how 
the title of this proposed act will in any way represent its intention.  If ordinary Western Australians who are 
interested in the day-to-day drafting of legislation - I suggest that that is the vast majority - were to come across 
this bill named in its current form, they would think that there was some sort of fairness to it.  As has been 
rightly pointed out by fellow members in this chamber, this is about fairness and not about what the government 
says is an equal representation of one vote and one value.  It is hardly fair that people living in regional Western 
Australia have to pay additional costs for housing, fuel, travel, clothing, food and everything else.  I 
acknowledge that it is their choice to do so, but it is hardly a fair and equal situation when those who live in the 
more urban areas of our society do not come across those problems.  I hark back to the point that when this 
chamber was first inaugurated in 1890, there were 30 seats in the Legislative Assembly of which 23 were from 
regional Western Australia because of the vast, dispersed nature of this state.  Nowhere else in this country do 
we have a situation in which the vast expanse of land puts such a great distance between fellow residents.  
Therefore, that is why the interaction that occurs between those people and their ability to access representation, 
particularly to government, exists.   

The true wording of this bill should be along the lines of that which was mentioned by the member for 
Dawesville.  A number of other names have been suggested outside this chamber, but we will not pursue those.  
It all comes down to this government trying to justify its situation in creating an environment whereby it has a 
stranglehold on the government of this state at the exclusion of the people of Western Australia.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  During consideration in detail on most bills, I sometimes think that we go a bit over the 
top when we debate the short title.  In this case, however, the title should reflect what is in the bill so as not to 
mislead the public.  The short title of this bill does not at all reflect what is contained in it.  Over the years that 
we have been arguing about one vote, one value, people have understood that one vote, one value means equality 
of voting; one vote, one value means an equal vote for everyone across the state.  In the four years I have been in 
this place that is what I have heard and it is what the public understands.  This bill does not deliver that because 
of the exclusions affecting the upper house members in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  However, I will direct 
my remarks to how this legislation will affect this place.   
In 2005, this bill cannot be titled the One Vote One Value Bill because that is not what it sets out to achieve.  
People in country Western Australia have followed this legislation closely and probably a larger percentage of 
them than metropolitan voters have a better understanding of it.  I mentioned in my contribution to the second 
reading debate that the title of the bill does not reflect what voters in the metropolitan area believe will be 
achieved by it. The government is misleading them because it will not achieve what they think it will because of 
the exclusions made in the legislation.   
The title does not represent the intent of the bill.  Members have a responsibility to ensure that the voting public 
understands what this bill will do.  Currently, the public is being hoodwinked because this bill will not achieve 
one vote, one value.  The bill should be given a different title. 
I listened very carefully to the member for Cottesloe’s contribution during the second reading debate.  He gave 
an excellent and balanced speech, looking at it from both sides of politics.  However, he reached the decision 
that the inequity between the country and city seats that would be delivered to this house could not be tolerated.  
I reiterate that the title of the bill does not reflect its intent.  Many suggestions have been made for renaming the 
bill and one of them is the rural representation reduction bill.  It is not a bad one, but the title must be changed to 
adequately reflect the bill’s intent.  
In the second reading debate, the member for Warren-Blackwood referred to the time members spend driving 
their vehicles around their electorates and I agree with him.  We all know what we are getting ourselves in for 
when we stand for Parliament.  However, when this bill is passed my workload will increase.  I have travelled 
75 000 kilometres in the past 11 months.  I have not equated that to hours, but I make most of my phone calls on 
my mobile phone in the car, otherwise the time spent driving is wasted.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is about access to one’s constituents. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  That is correct and that is why members make their phone calls on their mobile phones 
while in their cars.  Hands-free is reasonably safe, but it is not the best way to go. 

It is interesting to note that in the sporting field, an area in which I am involved, the number of development 
officers in country areas is being increased so that young people are given the opportunity to participate in sport.  
That is no different from any country member trying to provide a service to his or her constituents. 
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A point I made in the second reading debate is that when an area is excluded from legislation the whole position 
is compromised.  That is the case with this legislation and the title should be amended.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will try to address the title of the bill and not debate the contents of the legislation in the 
time available to me - it was difficult enough to do that in 30 minutes in the second reading debate.   

I suggest to members that they should give thought to the bill being titled the one vote, one value where 
politically expedient bill.   

I accept that the minister in charge of the bill is an honourable man and a man of principle, notwithstanding his 
principles are different from mine.  I am sure it must bedevil the minister to have to compromise on the principle 
to have legislation pass through the Parliament.  It might be more accurate for the title of the bill to reflect the 
intent of the legislation rather than the principle behind it.   

It would be more honest to the people of Western Australia and this Parliament to describe this bill for what it is 
- politically expedient - to get it through both houses of Parliament.  Members on this side of the chamber will 
propose a number of alternative titles intending to reflect in principle what is proposed in the bill rather than the 
principles and intentions behind it.  The legislation is a matter of political expediency and the title should reflect 
this.  To some degree members on both sides of the chamber will have to compromise their principle to pass the 
legislation.  It would be a misnomer and a misrepresentation to call this bill a purely democratic bill and call it 
the One Vote One Value Bill.  I would like to see some thought given to a title that accurately and fairly reflects 
the purpose of the bill rather than the principles and intention behind it.  My version of what should be the name 
of the bill is the politically expedient one vote, one value bill.  I am sure there will be other suggestions - some 
derogatory and some not so.  I am sure members will come up with a name that truly and reasonably reflects 
what has been presented to this chamber and will be presented to the other place in due course.   

It will be difficult to represent this bill as one of fairness and to give it a title of fairness when at the next election 
the government is returned with an increased majority without winning a single seat in two of the six regions it 
represents!  The South West and the Agricultural Regions, with their reduced representation, may not return a 
single Labor member of Parliament, and would be represented by members in opposition.   

The one vote, one value name in itself is a representation of true democracy.  The title purports something that 
the bill does not provide.  It must rile the minister that all members would like to see a name that is genuinely 
representative of what the bill purports to do.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  A lot of focus has been placed on resources, travel and distances in overcoming the problems 
created by this legislation.  I will talk about what the title is supposed to reflect.  I understand it should reflect 
value for vote.  When I was campaigning for the past state election, many of my constituents asked about one 
vote, one value.  Early in the campaign it was off the agenda but it came back on about a week before the 
election.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is right.  
Mr G SNOOK:  I pointed out in the second reading debate that there is no major regional centre in the 
electorate of Moore - no Bunbury, Geraldton or Kalgoorlie.  The area is a conglomerate of medium size to very 
small towns.  My constituents have enormous concern about what value they will get for their vote.  They feel 
and fear they will not get any benefit out of the so-called equity argument.   
Double the amount of funding could be provided to the seat of Moore in its current size, but I would not be able 
to drive any faster than 110 kilometres an hour, or whatever is the speed restriction, to get around the electorate 
to service over 20 or more schools.  I cannot physically do any more.  People want to see their representative.  
The title of the bill should reflect the fact that value brings representation to the floor of this house, and it is in 
this house that decisions are made about budgetary expenditure for the whole of Western Australia.  That is 
when country people, whom I represent, ask where is their value.  The absolute truth is that the people who sit in 
this place make the decisions about expenditure to provide services and amenities.  That is called getting value 
for a vote.  With no representation there is no input from regions about needs, what the people are experiencing 
and what they are missing out on.  The title of this bill should reflect exactly what is the intent.  It is about being 
heard; that is what this Parliament is supposed to be about.  It is about the people’s voice being heard in this 
place. 

No-one will ever convince me that by putting more members in the metropolitan area and taking seven seats 
from rural areas, the people’s voice will be better heard in this Parliament.  It is not possible.  The title is a 
misnomer.  It does not reflect the intent of the bill, which is to bring equality, but it cannot.  That is by the 
admission of the government through the quarantining of the Mining and Pastoral Region from vote-weighting 
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changes.  It is accepted by the government as a reasonable proposition.  As I said yesterday, it is determined by a 
line that divides local authorities.  I draw the attention of members to the Shire of Westonia, which was 
mentioned yesterday.  On each side of the line will be farmers who have exactly the same disadvantages, 
disabilities and problems in being served and represented yet, through this bill, they will be given different 
electoral values.  That is wrong, unfair and unjust and it should be addressed. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I offer my support to members on this side of the house who have spoken against the 
short title of the bill.  Indeed, I endorse the proposed alternative. 

I noticed this magazine, SAFETYLINE, which was strategically positioned at the back of the chamber.  Page 6 
contains a picture of the minister some 20 years ago.  He looks an exceptionally good-looking chap.  I have 
shown it to other members and they agree wholeheartedly.   

An opposition member:  Is that what Parliament does to people? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Yes, and that is what has got me worried! 

I am reminded of the rhetorical question: what’s in a name?  With this bill, the question should be: what’s not in 
a name.  What is not in the name, in the short title of the bill, is a true indication of the purpose of the bill.  The 
purpose of the bill was laid bare for all of us to see in the debate in the chamber yesterday.  The bill is quite 
simply and purely about silencing the vote of rural and regional Western Australia.  It is, more than anything 
else, hypocritical.  The term was used a lot yesterday.  The hypocrisy shines through in the treatment of one 
region, in which the government happens to hold 80 per cent of the seats, as opposed to the South West and 
Agricultural Regions, in which representation will be lost to the city.  The name “One Vote One Value Bill” 
directly or indirectly confuses and misleads the people of the state.  A number of people have approached me 
and said that they are very excited at going to a first past the post system of voting and that they endorse the 
minister for his brave stand.  When I explained that that was not what the bill was about, that it was about taking 
away electoral representation from the area I represent and putting more politicians in the city, they were, like 
me, aghast.  I am sure that the minister will eventually have his way on this bill in the chamber.  He must at least 
acknowledge that the title in its bare essence has created some confusion for some people.   

It is also fair to say that this bill does little and carries on the practice that the government entertained during the 
election campaign, which was to hide under the carpet the true impact of this bill on regional and rural Western 
Australia.  As I said, the bill destroys the state’s tradition of localised democracy.  Localised democracy gives 
people the opportunity to have their say at a regional level and to have their unique and individual aspirations 
and views taken on board and reflected in decision making.   

In the remaining time I have I will talk about the concept of value, as touched on by the member for Moore.  To 
me, value concerns how electors will measure this bill.  How does an elector in this state measure the value of 
his vote?  The member for Moore touched on a very pertinent point.  The value of a person’s vote is measured in 
part by the amount of state government expenditure on social infrastructure and investment in a region.  There is 
no doubt in my mind that when we have less rural and regional representation there is less investment in the 
regions.   

The second way we apportion value to a vote is in the capacity to access members of Parliament and conversely 
by the capacity of those members to access their constituents.  There is absolutely no doubt that this bill will 
diminish the value people apportion to their vote because it will reduce their capacity to access members of 
Parliament.  The proof of that is that, as has been indicated, very few city people will argue for the change.  Very 
few city people want more members of Parliament, because they see absolutely no value in having more 
members of Parliament.  That is no disrespect to members who represent city areas.  Country people now know 
about the intent of the government through this bill.  They are outraged because they apportion significant value 
to the representation they receive.  We need to have a name that reflects the true purpose and intent of the bill.  I 
hope that the house will consider the change favourably. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I support my colleagues on this side of the house.  I will vote against the short title.  I 
agree with the member for Dawesville’s comment that the short title of the bill should be the “Rural 
Representation Reduction Act 2005”.  I agree with that because that is how it is.  There is nothing else that the 
title and the bill can represent.   

The south west is one of the fastest growing areas of the state; I know there are other fast-growing regional areas.  
It was mentioned yesterday that approximately 168 000 people live in the South West Region, which is more 
than the number of two other regions combined.  Despite that, the region will lose one-third of its representation, 
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which is more than any other will lose.  The region will lose six members of Parliament - four from the lower 
house and two from the upper house.  The short title referring to one vote, one value is an anomaly. 

This bill will take country voting power and transfer it to the city.  The member for Cottesloe mentioned last 
night that if that happens - he put both sides of the argument - the dynamics in this chamber will change quite 
dramatically.  We are talking about capital investment in services in regional areas. When we change the 
dynamics, we change many things.  How can we guarantee that people in regional Western Australia will still 
receive the same sorts of services?  For a start, many of them do not have access to many services.  We want 
those services to be increased, if possible, not diminished.  When the dynamics in this house change as a result of 
this One Vote One Value Bill, which is totally out of context as far as I am concerned, that is what will happen.  
From my perspective, there is a real fear that country members will not have any influence, and it will not matter 
whether country people have access to services.  With the concentration of seats in the city, and with the 
propensity for the government to be formed based primarily on city seats, that is a real possibility.  Therefore, 
country people will miss out. 

The member for Vasse also acknowledged and stated that people in country WA, some of whom I have spoken 
to, are confused about the title of this bill.  That is a real concern.  As I said, is it first past the post, or what will it 
be?  The short title should reflect the intent of this bill.  At the moment it does not do that.  As I said, I come to 
the city quite a lot.  I am based in Bunbury, and I do not have the same problems and the dynamics that people in 
other country areas have.  However, I come to the city quite often, and I have not yet come across one person 
from the city who has been screaming that he wants more representation.  In fact, people have told me that they 
would rather see a reduction in representation. 

I support a change to the short title.  I agree with the member for Dawesville that the “Rural Representation 
Reduction Act 2005” is probably more reflective of the content of this bill than the current short title, the One 
Vote One Value Act 2005, suggests.   

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  It will come as no surprise that I will support my colleagues on the renaming of the short 
title of this bill.  However, I will come from a different angle, if I may.  Many speakers have suggested that there 
is a lot of confusion about this bill, what it means, what its objectives are and so on.  When I was driving to 
Parliament this morning, I was quite gratified when I heard a talkback caller on the Paul Murray morning 
program on Radio 6PR.  A lady called Heather called the program.  My recollection of the conversation is that 
she had a great understanding of what this bill will do if it is made an act.  She had the best understanding of the 
process of all time.  By the way, she mentioned that she was in the gallery of the house last night, so I presume 
she was the lady who was there until about two o’clock this morning, taking it all in.  She mentioned to the host, 
Paul Murray, that she felt that this was the most dangerous legislation that she understood had been brought into 
the Parliament for many a long year.  She also stipulated that she had no affiliation with any political party and 
was completely apolitical, and that she was a metropolitan resident.  I put it to the house that that lady called 
Heather has a far greater understanding of the ramifications of this bill than do a lot of members on the other side 
of the house.  She understands that this bill will reduce the rights and the voices of country people.  As I 
mentioned, she is neither a Liberal nor a Labor stooge.  I know that those types of people ring talkback radio all 
the time.   
An opposition member interjected. 
Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  Yes, that is exactly right.  She understands that under this bill the voices of country people 
will basically become a whisper and that people will not get to hear about all the things, such as infrastructure, 
that country people require in their electorates.  We have already heard from some of the country members about 
the large distances that they must drive to contact people in their electorates. 
The member for Warren-Blackwood mentioned that one vote, one value is virtually impossible to achieve.  I 
concur with those remarks.  The various municipalities and areas of Western Australia are changing so quickly 
now that by the time the Electoral Distribution Commissioners have used the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ 
information from six months ago and drawn the boundaries accordingly, there will be anomalies straightaway 
with people coming from interstate and so on.  Someone once said that all men are equal, and someone else said 
that some men are more equal than others.  I put it to the house that, under this bill, some men are more equal 
than others.  One vote, one value is an anomaly.  It does not truly represent what this bill is about.  I will 
certainly support the amendment to clause 1 so that the short title will refer to the “Rural Representation 
Reduction Act 2005”.  We should listen to country people - they have been working in their electorates for a 
fairly long time - and I do not think too many people are doing that at this moment. 
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  We are speaking to the clause 1, the short title, which reads - 
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This is the One Vote One Value Act 2005. 
I, like my colleagues on this side, will support the amendment moved by the member for Dawesville that the 
short title be deleted and we substitute “This is the Rural Representation Reduction Act 2005.”  I say that 
particularly as a metropolitan member who has listened and learnt a lot from my country colleagues.  When I say 
that I have learnt a lot from my country colleagues, I mean that I have been given an opportunity to grow in my 
understanding of the issues that they face in rural and remote areas, and even in some of the regional areas.  They 
spend time on the road in their vehicles trying to access their constituents, just as we do in the metropolitan area, 
but to a greater degree.  They certainly do not sit behind their desks for the same length of time that I sit behind 
my desk.  We all talk about equity.  Those country members have 13 000 or 14 000 voters in their electorates, 
and I have 29 000.  I do not feel hard-pressed looking after my 29 000 voters.  I know that you, Madam Deputy 
Speaker, have one of the largest metropolitan electorates.  I understand that.  However, that matter should be 
dealt with by the Electoral Distribution Commissioners in a redistribution of the boundaries.  It is incumbent 
upon them to have a good, hard look at the growth in those regions and to make a determination that will ensure 
that the Deputy Speaker is not severely disadvantaged.   
Where are the guarantees that country WA will be better served by having seven country members moved out of 
country areas?  There are simply no guarantees that regional and rural Western Australians will be better served 
by having seven more members of Parliament in the metropolitan area.  Sure, I will get a smaller seat; sure, 
country members will all scramble for preselection in the city.  However, what about those people in regional 
and rural Western Australia?  They are the ones who will be the losers in all this.  It is not about whether other 
members and I have a job; it is about whether they have fair representation.  To my mind, this is the worst 
legislation I have ever had to deal with.  I respect and admire the Minister for Electoral Affairs for his views. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  That’s a bit wide.  I wouldn’t have gone that far. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  That’s a fair call.  Who’s objecting to that? 
Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I have had a late night.  Nevertheless, I respect other people’s views.  However, I 
say to the minister that I believe there are simply no guarantees that country voters will be better represented in 
this place.  We have heard members talk about the title reflecting the intent of the bill.  There is no way that “one 
vote, one value” reflects the intent of this bill.  The member for Moore stated that the people’s voice should be 
heard in this chamber.  This issue is about members of Parliament representing the interests of their electorate in 
the chamber.  It is neither here nor there if I have 29 000 voters in my electorate and a country member has 
13 500 voters in his or her electorate.  Country members are, in most instances, severely disadvantaged.  I do not 
see how a fax machine, extra mobile phones or more staff resources is the answer to this problem.  People do not 
want to see members’ staff.  They do not visit members’ offices to see members’ electorate officers.  They come 
to see their members of Parliament.  I do not know how many times I have heard my electorate officer say, 
“They don’t want to see me; they want to see you.  You have to deal with this.”  We deal with our constituents 
and their issues.   
I will support the amendment foreshadowed by the member for Dawesville that the title of the bill should be 
deleted and substituted with the “Rural Representation Reduction Act 2005”.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In his contribution to the second reading debate, the Leader of the Opposition said that the 
opposition would bog down the debate on the short title and that we would still be debating the short title 
tomorrow evening.  During the course of the discussion on the short title so far more than one hour has been 
spent debating what the bill should be called.  Every member is entitled to put a point of view, but we have seen 
one member after the other - they have slowly worked their way across the back bench - stand and say exactly 
the same thing even though they used different words.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I have not had my turn.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Hillarys may not get his turn either.   
Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  You’re going to gag us.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I might have to, I think.  It is my view that the title is appropriate.  Once passed, this 
legislation will apply the principle of one vote, one value to 52 of the 57 Legislative Assembly seats.  For the 
first time in this state, the overwhelming bulk of seats will be determined on a one vote, one value basis.  If the 
bill is successful - it may be amended in the Legislative Council - five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region 
will not be elected on that basis.  We will not change the law in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The status quo 
will prevail.  
Mr R.F. Johnson:  The title will not be relevant in those seats.   
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member makes an interesting point. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why don’t you call it the 90 per cent one vote, one value bill?   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There we go.   
Mr G.A. Woodhams:  Why don’t you call it “Heinz 57 Varieties”?   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What we are saying is that any change that is made will be done to introduce one vote, one 
value; no change is proposed for the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Under this legislation we will 
also take a step - albeit a modest one - towards achieving greater equality in the Legislative Council.  We will 
not achieve the one vote, one value principle in the Legislative Council, but this bill is a move in that direction.  
For those reasons, the government does not support the amendment foreshadowed by the member for 
Dawesville.   
The member for Leschenault also foreshadowed that clause 4 of this bill be taken as 14 separate questions.  
Initially I was somewhat attracted to that proposition because I thought members might be serious about getting 
into the nitty-gritty of those 14 proposed sections.  However, it is quite obvious that the intention of the Leader 
of the Opposition is now being implemented, because one after another members are using every available 
opportunity to filibuster and delay.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Do you realise that we will spend just as much or just as little time handling it as 
one big clause as we would if we divided it?  It makes no difference.  I would have thought that that proposal 
was a more logical sequence for you as minister.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is the reason I was somewhat attracted to the proposal when it was initially made.  If 
members were dinkum about dealing with each issue in a “get to the nub of it, deal with it expeditiously” sort of 
way, it could help the consideration in detail of those proposed sections.  I do not think the opposition is genuine.   
It is using every mechanism that is available to delay and to carry out the instructions of the Leader of the 
Opposition.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You’re so cynical.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am sorry if I come across cynically.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Some members will be significantly affected by this bill and want to have a say.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Sure.  However, by and large what they are doing - there are a few exceptions - is 
repeating the speeches that they gave yesterday.  I do not think that members opposite are serious about debating 
the intricacies of the clauses in this bill.  They are, however, interested in filibustering and delay.  I am not.   

Question to be Put 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move -  

That the question be now put.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (28) 

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

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Clause put and a division taken with the following result -   

Ayes (28) 

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

 

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  

Clause thus passed. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move -   

Page 2, lines 5 and 6 - To delete all words after “This Act” and substitute -  

, subject to this section, comes into operation on a day to be fixed by proclamation.   
(2) This Act shall not come into operation unless, after the Bill for this Act is passed by 

both Houses of Parliament but before it receives Royal Assent:   

(a) the question - 

“Do you approve of the Bill entitled One Vote One Value Bill 
2005?” 

is submitted to the electors in a referendum as to a Bill pursuant to the 
Referendums Act 1983; and  

(b) following that referendum, the statement referred to in section 30(3) of the 
Referendums Act 1983 evidence that, as regards the whole of the State, the 
number of votes marked “Yes” exceeded the number of votes marked “No”.   

(3) This Act shall not come into operation unless the second and third readings of the Bill 
for this Act shall have been passed with the concurrence of an absolute majority of 
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the whole number of the members for the time being of the Legislative Council and 
the Legislative Assembly respectively.   

(4) This Act shall not come into operation sooner than 28 days after the tabling in each 
House of the Parliament of a report by the Minister into the resource to be provided to 
members of the Parliament.   

In speaking to this amendment, I want to highlight the issue of a mandate.  The government continues to say that 
it has a mandate for this legislation, having promoted the legislation at one election and having now won a 
second election.  We all know that that is not the case.  To have a mandate the government would need to wait 
until after 22 May, because the members who were elected to the other place at the last election, and to whom 
this mandate would supposedly apply, have not yet taken their seats in Parliament.  How will the members who 
were fairly elected at the last election be given the opportunity to have their say on this legislation prior to taking 
their seats in Parliament?   

The opposition does not support the view that this act should come into operation on the day on which it receives 
the royal assent, as that suggests that the bill would go from here to the other place where it would be supported 
and that it would then receive the royal assent, which is required for any bill to become an act.  The opposition 
believes that the principle of this bill must go to the people in a referendum before the bill receives the royal 
assent.  The Premier has stated in the past that he supports referenda as a way to determine significant issues 
such as this.  The opposition believes that if the principle of this legislation were to be put to the people in a 
referendum, it would fail.  If this issue were presented to the people in a referendum, the government would first 
have to clearly explain to all people in Western Australia what it intends to do with this legislation and what this 
legislation would achieve; that is, a significant reduction in the number of country members in Western 
Australia.  The government would have to explain the proposition of taking two seats from the South West 
Region, which is the most populous of all the regional areas, and transferring those seats to the metropolitan 
area.  Further, the government would need to explain why it would add two more members to the Legislative 
Council.  In our view, that is being done to keep the Greens (WA) happy and is part of the government’s 
bargaining power.  It is essential that the government first take this legislation to the people in a referendum.  
The government took the question of whether to extend shopping hours to the people on the whim of the 
Premier’s wife.  Because the Premier’s wife decided that she supported - 
Ms M.M. Quirk:  That is a load of rubbish and you know it.   
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Why is that a load of rubbish?  For many years the position of the Labor Party on this issue 
was to support small businesses and to not support the opening up of trading hours, yet because the Premier’s 
wife supported that - 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  No, it was not because of the Premier’s wife.  Get it right.  It was not even reported in that 
way, member for Dawesville, and you know that.  You are misleading the house. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I do not know that at all.  That is what I took the situation to be from reading about it in the 
newspaper.  That is what we were told.  We had been told by the small business association - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The question before the house is that the words to be deleted be 
deleted.  I give the call to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Madam Deputy Speaker, the member for Dawesville - 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  If the member is raising a point of order, I will be happy to resume my seat.  However, I was 
under the assumption that the member was calling a point of order and that you were responding to it, Madam 
Deputy Speaker, because I was in the middle of my debate on this amendment.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  The member’s time expired and I have given the call to 
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I rise merely to enable my very good friend and colleague the 
member for Dawesville to continue his remarks.   
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  I thank the member.  A referendum on this issue is essential.  The government put the 
question of extended shopping hours to the people in a referendum.  This is far more important legislation than 
legislation on shopping hours.  It is a far more important issue to the people of rural Western Australia than the 
issue of shopping hours has ever been.  If the minister told the people in metropolitan Western Australia that 
they would be given two members for Fremantle instead of one and two members for Peel instead of one, the 
people would say that they did not want that to happen.  First, they would not believe that they needed extra 
members in the metropolitan area.  They would probably think that they needed fewer members.  From the 
discussions I have had with people in the metropolitan area I know that they understand the difficulties faced by 
rural Western Australia.  They understand that the metropolitan area already significantly outweighs country 
areas in terms of votes, by 60 per cent to 40 per cent.  I am sure that people in the metropolitan area do not see 
the need for that to be increased to 70 per cent.  They do not see any need whatsoever for extra members of 
Parliament in this place.  We need to take this issue to the people by way of a referendum.  We need to give 
people a chance to know exactly what the Labor Party is doing in this house, and to have their say.   

Proposed subclause (4), contained in this amendment, refers to the minister providing details of the resources to 
be provided to members of Parliament.  If there is to be a significant reduction in the number of members in rural 
and regional Western Australia, we will need to know something about the resources that will be provided for 
them.  I am sure that a number of members will want to talk about the resources they currently have.  In my 
second reading contribution I spoke about the former member for Pilbara, Mr Larry Graham, and the enormous 
cost of managing his electorate.  We would like to know what resources the minister is talking about providing 
to those few country members who will be left and who will have to cover enormous electorates.  How will he 
deal with the issue of providing them with adequate resources?  Before we will agree to that significant reduction 
in the number of members in country areas, we want to know what we will receive in return, and how those extra 
resources will give country members the opportunity to properly service their constituencies.  Frankly, we do not 
think it will make a lot of difference.  A country member can be given all the staff, resources, airfares and travel 
costs he wants but, as was pointed out by members in this house, there is still a significant time factor in 
managing a country electorate.  The time spent in a car was an extremely important point.  I do not know where 
you live in relation to your electorate, Madam Deputy Speaker, but I assume, as in most electorates, it is a very 
short distance.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Her electorate is four times the geographical area of yours. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is no doubt a huge electorate, and I am sure that the member serves it very well.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have not heard from any people in that electorate who do not think her service is adequate.  
I have not heard anyone say that they think they need an extra person in that electorate. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  Members on my right! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I support that member, and other members in similar situations, getting extra resources.  
Members such as you, Madam Deputy Speaker, who have a significantly larger workload than others, need extra 
resources.  However, country members in particular have the difficulty of time-servicing the electorate; they 
have the difficulty of covering their whole electorate and travelling from one town to another, or travelling from 
the country area to Perth.  They do not have the opportunity that the member for Bassendean has.  They cannot 
jump in their cars and whiz in here to Parliament and whiz home in the evening, and be able to start first thing in 
the morning in their electorates.  They do not have the time to do those things, and they do not have the 
opportunity.  Time in the car is an extremely large loss to country members. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I support this amendment, and what the member for Dawesville is saying.  In a discussion 
with my family this morning before I came to work, I learnt that a lot of the people we represent as country 
members do not know what is going on with this so-called electoral reform legislation.  Because of that - it is not 
their fault - the electors of, for instance, my electorate of Roe are not aware of the implications of this legislation.  
It has not been explained, and all we ever get is the insistence that the government has a mandate to introduce 
this legislation.  I will not repeat myself at any great length but, as I said last night, we do not hear the people of 
the city complaining.  Many members have said this.  We do not hear the people in the city complaining that my 
constituents in the electorate of Roe have a weighted vote that disadvantages people in the city.  A referendum 
would provide for the ignorance of the people who are not aware of the implications of this legislation to be 
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breached.  I am not sure that even my electors understand that the area of the electorate could increase from 
90 000 square kilometres, which is a third of the size of Victoria, to more than 100 000 square kilometres - an 
area half the size of Victoria.  That would not be representation for my electors.  It has been said many times that 
representation involves people seeing and talking with their member.  To see the electors in my electorate takes 
me 10 hours of travel.  For this reason, people need to be made aware of the implications of this legislation, and 
a very good way to make that happen is to present a referendum.  Let the people decide, as the debate that 
accompanied the referendum would allow people to make an informed decision, instead of what they are getting 
now - a government agenda, rather than a people’s agenda.  Let us have a referendum for a people’s agenda.  
That will really expose a people’s agenda and not, as this bill does, a political agenda.  Therefore, I support this 
amendment for a referendum. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This is a very sensible amendment that will test the bona fides of the government and the 
minister.  The minister, when responding to the debate on the previous clause, said that members on this side had 
referred to comments they made last night.  It is inevitable that, during this debate, we will go over some of the 
issues that were raised in the second reading debate.  We should have a referendum so that the people of Western 
Australia can get to the bottom of this issue and understand what the minister and the Labor Party are proposing 
for regional and rural Western Australia.  Why will part of the state retain its vote weighting while other parts 
will not?  The member for Roe very clearly expounded the difficulties in his own electorate.  The electorate of 
Roe is a vast area.  The fact that it is not in the Mining and Pastoral Region and is not a Labor seat means that the 
constituents of the member for Roe will be punished because they cannot get the same kind of representation that 
people in metropolitan Perth or in the Mining and Pastoral Region can get.  That is a nub of the question.  It 
should be about fair representation.  The minister can correct me if I am wrong.  We know there will be 
something like 16 seats in regional Western Australia compared with 41 seats in the metropolitan area.  Is that 
correct?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is proportionate to the population. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Again, very cleverly, the minister avoids the question, which is obvious.  We understand 
that as a result of that proportional representation there will be 41 seats in metropolitan Perth.  Will that give us a 
good government in Western Australia?   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 401.] 
 


