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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting after Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan had moved an amendment. 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [2.43 pm]:  It is good to see that the debate is a little more spirited today than it was 
yesterday.  I think we were in a bit of remission after the long weekend.  It is good to see that we are all back 
into it again.   

This amendment is timely, despite what members on the other side have said about it as this business passes 
through the house.  I note with interest the response to the question asked by the member for Avon of the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs.  It was very pertinent.  It gets back to the point that the pure principles of one vote, 
one value have been compromised by the words of the minister.  The aim of my argument and that of my 
colleagues on this side of the house is to highlight the need for weighting.  The reason is the size of the state of 
Western Australia, with its remoteness and isolated regional areas and with a population that is scattered so 
thinly and widely.  On the admission of the minister, there is an argument for vote weighting, and that has been 
our case all along.  It is good to see that recognition of it.  I believe members opposite who come from rural areas 
would agree.  They will have to agree if this compromise deal is worked out.  I understand and respect that that 
is how it happens.  That is democracy, and that is the reality.  I expect and respect that, and I am pleased to see 
that that is occurring.  The argument is that we need to have some weighting.  Therefore, we will not have pure 
one vote, one value; we will have some weighting.  I believe we would all agree that there is a case for that. 

However, the debate is taking place on this side of the election, whereas I would argue that it should have been 
held on the other side of the election.  This is an issue that the people of Western Australia should have had the 
opportunity to consider, fully forewarned, in the six weeks or more in the lead-up to the election.  It may not 
have altered the outcome of the election; I am not suggesting for one moment that it would have done.  However, 
I am saying that it would have provided the opportunity for the democratic process to prevail.  Now we have a 
situation in which we have had to fight, scrap and argue, and be castigated for our views.  However, at long last 
it appears - it is said that there is no finality until the last vote is counted - that there will be a result, but it 
appears that there will be a change to the original principle of pure one vote, one value. 

I argued the case, and was derided for it, that in the far reaches of the regions are people who live hundreds of 
kilometres from some services.  In some cases they probably live a thousand or more kilometres from other 
services.  Those people must travel long distances to see their members of Parliament, and the members of 
Parliament who come from those areas must travel long distances to see their constituents.  That is what it is all 
about.  I have looked with interest at the map that has been circulated in this chamber, and I have looked with 
interest at my electorate of Moore.  Not wanting to miss the antics of question time, I did a quick calculation of 
the addition of shires to the electorate of Moore.  It appears to me, although I cannot be accurate, that there will 
be about 20 more shires in the electorate of Moore.  Currently, the electorate of Moore has eight shires, 20-odd 
schools, and so it goes.  Therefore, my electorate will grow from eight shires to about 28 or nearly 30 shires.  I 
cannot quite see because of the poor photocopying; it is not defined very clearly.  The land area of my electorate 
is now 26 000 square kilometres. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Twenty-six shires in total. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes, 26 shires in total.  I thank the member for Avon.  I could not hazard a quick guess at what 
the land area of that would be.  However, the electorate stretches from Northampton in the north, on the coast, to 
Gingin in the south, out to Westonia in the east, to Mt Marshall in the north east, and to Perenjori and Mullewa 
further to the north east.  The size of my electorate would increase enormously to become like that of the 
member for Roe.  I am sure other country members such as the member for Merredin, who represents a fairly 
large electorate, will agree with me that it will be very difficult to service all the constituents in those far-flung 
shires.  During the second reading debate on the One Vote One Value Bill, the government said it would provide 
more resources, including more staff, to country electorates.  However, we cannot create more hours in the day 
or days in the year.  The task of attending all the schools, health centres and shires and of meeting all the 
constituents will be enormous.  During the debate, reference was made to the delineation between the 
quarantined area of the Mining and Pastoral Region and, for example, the Shire of Westonia.  The boundary of 
the Yilgarn and Westonia Shires could run through the farmhouses, yet the vote weighting will be different.  
How will the 1.5 per cent announced today, be distributed?  Will it be distributed on an equal basis or will it 
apply to only the Mining and Pastoral Region?   

I referred also to the people in our rural electorates who service all the volunteer groups.  There is a difference 
between living in regional cities and the City of Perth and in remote farmhouses that, in some cases, are 50 to 70 
kilometres away from the nearest town.  The volunteers who man our ambulances, fight our fires and perform 
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other emergency services do the state a great service.  It goes without saying that those services in the 
metropolitan area are paid for by the state.  Unlike the services in the metropolitan area, in the bush they are paid 
for at the expense of the people who give up their time to do that.  

There is no question that the new voting system will result in an expansion of the country-city divide.  As I said 
in my opening comments, people will feel let down.  They are anticipating that they will be neglected.  Over a 
number of decades, varying performances have been measured by varying political and individual analyses.  
However, I can say that this government has not been fair to the bush, particularly in my electorate.  During this 
government’s first term, prior to the final commitment that the Moora District Hospital would be upgraded, not 
one new hospital and not one new school was built in the electorate of Moore.  Across rural Western Australia 
cuts were made to road funding and police numbers came under threat and were cut.   

Cuts were made to health spending.  The example given was Moora District Hospital, and I could refer to other 
medical centres within my electorate.  It was only because people took a firm stand and embarrassed the Gallop 
Labor government into backing down that the Moora hospital was funded, and that is not a decent and fair way 
to provide services and facilities.  I know many of those people who had to demonstrate, doorknock, present 
bricks and embarrass the Premier of the state and other dignitaries, and they stated that, sadly, their voice was 
not being heard here on the floor of this house.  This matter is all about politics, entrenchment and locking the 
Labor Party into government for years to come.  If democracy is to be reflected, it must be through decisions 
made in this chamber, where appropriation bills are passed and spending is directed.  That is what democracy is 
supposed to reflect.  Taking seats away from the bush and putting them in the city will not provide a 
representative reflection in this Parliament, where it counts.  There is no two ways about it - it is a fact.  The 
legislation reflects not a recognition of merit, but, sadly, political dealings with the Greens (WA), in as much as 
some weighting will be maintained for the people of the bush. 

People in the bush are always willing to accept the hard task they face through isolation.  They do not expect 
anything better.  It is a nonsense for members opposite to argue that members on this side of the house represent 
some traditional hang-up that representation should be in the hands of only a few.  I say again: the argument is 
about representing people in isolated parts of this state in this house so that their voice is heard and, through the 
provision of expenditure, they can receive some of the basic services and amenities that people in the city, sadly, 
take for granted and expect.  There is a saying in the fishing industry: we have lots of boats and no votes.  I thank 
the house. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [2.57 pm]:  I speak on the amendment to the Address-in-Reply because 
I supported the concept of one vote, one value when the one vote, one value legislation was first presented to the 
house.  However, I was unhappy when the 2005 bill was introduced in that the numbers that applied to changes 
in the Mining and Pastoral Region were the result of an election promise by the government to people living 
within the Kalgoorlie-Boulder area.  It was very wrong for the government to state that the bill it was putting on 
the table represented one vote, one value because it did not apply one vote, one value to that area.  You will 
remember, Mr Speaker, that during debate on the bill, I suggested that the government look at the bill it 
introduced in 2001 that proposed a formula for rural areas.  In 2001, it was proposed that a 10 per cent variation 
apply in the metropolitan area, and a 20 per cent variation apply in rural areas.  Having listened to the response 
of the Minister for Electoral Affairs in question time today, I was very pleased to hear that amendments have 
been made to the bill as it was presented to this house.  Rather than being a deal that seemed to benefit more 
members of the Labor Party than anyone else in this house, the same equation will now be applied throughout 
Western Australia.  There is some merit in that equation because of the large-area allowance.   

One of the things I am concerned about - I hope that the Minister for Electoral Affairs will respond to this when 
he speaks in the Address-in-Reply debate - is a map that has been circulated to members of this house.  I do not 
know whether you, Mr Speaker, have received a copy.  The map refers to the number of voters in rural areas.  
The figures on the map currently indicate that there will be 16 440 voters in the Kimberley; 10 019 in 
Murchison; 18 179 in the Pilbara; 9 215 in Eyre; 14 375 in Dundas; and 19 122 in Roe.  It has been suggested 
that these figures are phantom figures on which the equation will apply.  I would like to know where the line has 
been drawn on the map for the different areas.  I would like to know whether the numbers that have been 
presented on the map tally with the numbers that can be obtained from the Australian Bureau of Statistics.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Member for Alfred Cove, let me assure you they don’t.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Leader of the National Party has reinforced the suggestion that the figures on the 
map are phantom figures.  The 1.5 per cent allowance for areas greater than 1 000 square kilometres will be 
inaccurate because the figures on the map that has been circulated are based on there being a larger number of 
people living in those areas than currently is the case.  When the Minister for Electoral Affairs responds to this 
amendment, I hope he will identify where the statistics have come from and provide a copy of the boundaries for 
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these areas so that members can write to the federal government and check these statistics with the statistics from 
census reports and from the Australian Bureau of Statistics to determine whether the figures on the map are 
correct.  This amendment also states -  

. . . decimate the level of country representation in the Parliament, especially in the south west . . .  

I have not had the time to think about the implications of two extra Legislative Assembly seats.  The minister 
stated that the two extra seats will relieve some of the pressure on country and rural areas.  If that is the case, this 
amendment is not worded correctly and it should be modified.   

In answer to a question during the debate, the Minister for Electoral Affairs said that the Legislative Council will 
be restructured and will be similar to the federal Senate model; that is, with an equal number of representatives 
from each of the regions.   

The minister said the government was willing to consider having two extra seats in the Assembly.  However, in 
considering the workload of the two houses, it is the Legislative Assembly members who deal with constituent 
issues.  The Legislative Council is a house of review and it has a number of committees examining legislation.  
The workload that is generated by the community falls on members of the Assembly.  The minister said there 
will be two extra Legislative Assembly seats as well as two extra Legislative Council seats.  Surely, if there are 
to be four extra members of Parliament, it would be more appropriate for them to be in the Legislative 
Assembly.  That would go further towards ensuring that country and rural representation in this Parliament is 
well served.   

I am not happy with the wording of the amendment to the motion.  I hope that discussions are continuing 
between the government and the Greens (WA) in the upper house.   

If the government wants to move towards the Senate model, I hope it will consider increasing the number of 
members in this house rather than those in the Legislative Council. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.08 pm]:  Members are confronted with a 
really remarkable set of circumstances.  After several days of debate, on 7 April the One Vote One Value Bill 
passed through this place and is now before the upper house.  However, the bill before the upper house bears no 
resemblance to the bill that passed through this house.   

During the debate on the legislation, at what stage did the Minister for Electoral Affairs mention there would be 
two extra seats in this house?  I would have to go back over Hansard, but I am sure I moved an amendment with 
reference to 20 per cent.  Did the minister agree to it?  No, he knocked it back.  It is now in the deal.   

For 12 years, the time the Court-Cowan government was in power, the Liberal and National Parties were 
constantly told that the seat of Burrup versus the seat of Wanneroo involved 8 000 people versus 26 000 or 
something like that.  What is happening under this bill?  How many voters will there be in the seat of Murchison-
Eyre? 

Dr E. Constable:  Less than 10 000. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Less than 9 000.  There will be 8 000 and something or other voters.  I cannot prove 
this, but I will ask the question of the Electoral Commission.  The previous member for Pilbara constantly 
argued that many of those 8 000 voters do not exist.  I have looked at the numbers of people in those seats who 
voted and I raised that issue during the debate.  The number was significantly lower; 3 000 or 4 000 fewer people 
voted than are on the roll.  There is a reason for that - that is, that the Aboriginal community is very mobile - but 
it is not a good enough reason in 2005.  It is very hard to nail down where members of the Aboriginal 
community are.  That does not give the Electoral Commission an excuse to throw up ghost people in current 
electorates, let alone in future electorates.  The seat of Eyre will have 8 000 voters.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  This sheet of paper has 9 215.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  However, there is no question that there are not 9 000 voters in the seat of Eyre.  
Another cheat sheet, which the minister and the Greens (WA) have, indicates that the number is 8 938.  This 
sheet is publicly available now and if the member wants a copy of it, I will hand it to him.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  I have seen it, but why is it different from this one?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  There are a whole lot of whys, and we will ask the questions.  According to the 
work sheet, which is headed “State divided into 59 districts with 1.5% large area allowance”, the figure of 8 938 
is the allowance and is worked out on 9 215 voters; that is correct.  The enormous problem that existed for 12 
years according to the ALP will now be cemented into its legislation.  Members on this side of the chamber were 
pilloried for all those years because we believed there should be vote weighting in country areas.  What has the 
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Labor Party done?  It has put into this bill precisely - or close enough to it - the same disparity that it bitterly 
argued in the past was not acceptable.  Why?  The map that the minister asked the Electoral Commission to draw 
up - it was drawn up on 14 February - has the seats of Kimberley, Pilbara, Murchison, Eyre and Dundas.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  When was that drawn up?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It was drawn up on 14 April, one week after the bill went through this house.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Did I say 14 February?  I apologise.  It was drawn up one week after the bill went 
through this house.  There is no seat of Kalgoorlie on the map.  Unfortunately, while the Leader of the 
Opposition has been having a Greek salad, the seat of Kalgoorlie has been abolished.  The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition also will note that he will have a very hard argument with the National Party for his seat.  The Leader 
and the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party will face significant difficulty, and I suppose that is an accident!  
Was it just a mistake in the process?  Was it something that went wrong with the computer?  It is a very 
interesting -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I might have to join the National Party!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood would be welcome any time.  I have probably 
just given the member the kiss of death in the process; I will have to retract that remark.   

Five seats in the north west will be protected.  Under the current distribution, four of those seats are Labor Party 
seats and one is the seat of Kalgoorlie, which will vanish.  I do not have the capacity to know whether the 
redrawn boundaries will give five seats to the Labor Party, and I would not pretend to know that.  However, 
obviously it will put the member for Kalgoorlie in an interesting position.  The member for Riverton outlined 
this in his speech just before lunch.  He was saying that the Leader of the Opposition’s seat would go into the 
Perth metropolitan region.  I was amazed when I produced the map at question time that there was a gasp from 
those on my left who had never seen the map.  The member for Riverton had obviously seen the map and knew 
that the Leader of the Opposition may face some problems in his electorate.  However, many of the members on 
my left had never seen the map.  I suggest that the map has not been before the Labor Party caucus, but it will be 
law, the minister hopes, by the time the legislation is in the other place.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The Greens got to see it before Labor Party members did. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  There is no question that the Greens members got to see it before Labor Party 
members did.  When I sat down my copy of the map was not taken from my right but was quickly grabbed from 
my left.  It would seem that members of the Australian Labor Party were more interested in it than members of 
the Liberal Party. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  I was very interested.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member for Dawesville dashed over but some members of the ALP got there 
before him.  There will be five seats for the North West Region, four for the Agricultural Region and eight for 
the South West Region.  The number of seats in the metropolitan area will increase from 57 to 59.  Weighting 
will go from 10 per cent to 20 per cent, but only in electorates where the allowances are applied.  The quotient 
will be reduced to 21 343.  Interestingly, in the Agricultural Region the seats of Avon, Geraldton and Moore will 
be well above that quotient, but the seat of Roe will be below it because it will qualify for the large-area 
allowance.   

How can it be that a bill that is meant to be the high-water mark of a hundred years of struggle for the ALP will 
change so drastically after it has gone through this house, with no mention by the minister in this house of the 
issues that are now to be contained in the bill?  When I was outside the house I saw the Greens representative 
being interviewed by the media.  I suspect that members will today see on the television and hear on the radio 
that the Greens and the ALP have come to an agreement.  This bill has gone to the other place.  The seats of 
Moore and Roe are to now be protected, so seven out of 59 seats will now have a degree of protection.  Those 
seven seats will also have a weighting of 20 per cent, which is a figure that the minister told me in this house was 
unacceptable.  It has all of a sudden become acceptable.  We cannot say that these new provisions reflect the bill 
that went through this house.  I would argue that the Greens and Hon Alan Cadby have got themselves into an 
interesting position, because even the most ardent supporter of one vote, one value cannot say that the new deal 
represents one vote, one value.  It represents the argument that the National Party put forward, but it applies the 
argument only where Labor Party seats are needed to be protected.  I will put to the Greens and Hon Alan Cadby 
that they must look at this, if they are supporters of one vote, one value. 
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If one goes to the Greens’ web site, one can see that this is not their preferred model.  The Greens’ preferred 
model is to go from federal representation to local government representation and thereby get rid of the state 
government.  The Greens say on their web site that when the one vote, one value model fails, they hope to be 
able to move to their preferred model.  The Greens are not saying one vote, one value is an ideal situation.  The 
Greens believe that even if the One Vote One Value Bill gets through the Parliament, there will still be a great 
deal of discontent and it will not gain public acceptance.  They hope that they will then be able to move from 
federal to regional representation and thereby get rid of the state government.  We appreciate the fact that 
Mr Cadby took the time to go with the member for Merredin into the regions and meet with country people.  He 
would have found that very useful.  However, I put to him that the bill that has gone through this place does not 
mean true one vote, one value.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs had the arrogance to do a deal with the 
Greens.  He clearly did not take it to caucus.  Members will see in the Press tonight that the deal has been signed 
off.  The minister had the arrogance to believe that because he has the numbers, he has the right to do this.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I thought the Electoral Commission was independent.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would not argue that it is not independent.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The minister is saying that we are drawing the map. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right.  The minister has pitched it in such a way that if there is an average of 
10 000 voters in each of the seats in the north west, we cannot leave Kalgoorlie in place.  Kalgoorlie has 13 500 
voters, from memory.  Once we pitch that in there, we know that the Electoral Commission will not be able to 
keep Kalgoorlie in place, or at least that it will be difficult for it to do that, because it would need to carve off a 
slice.  However, if it did that, the seat of Eyre would have 6 000 or 7 000 voters.  The minister would have 
known that when he gave the indicative instructions to the Electoral Commission, and the Electoral Commission, 
when it drew up the map, would have had little alternative.  Those members of this house who have approached 
me about this matter should not get too excited about wholesale changes to the map, because the Electoral 
Commission already has the North West Region, the Agricultural Region and the South West Region, and that 
does not leave it with much room for manoeuvre.  Only the densely populated south west area - the area that Mr 
Acting Speaker (Dr S.C. Thomas) and the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party come from - can be messed around 
with.  The rest of it is pretty much determined.  There may be some variations to it, but not many.  The only part 
of the state in which there can be an argument about where the boundaries may or may not be is the south west.  
We need to remember that the Agricultural Region and the South West Region must stay in place, because they 
are defined in the bill through the provisions that deal with matters to be considered in dividing the state into 
regions and districts, such as community of interest, location and trend of demographic changes.  The minister 
has shown total arrogance and confidence in himself and this process, and total disregard for the people of 
Western Australia.   

Before I asked that question today, probably only two or three members on the government side would have 
known about the information that came out.  Had I not asked that question, we would not have known tomorrow 
or the next day.  We would not have known until it suited the minister or the Greens for us to know.  How 
arrogant is that?  The electoral cake of this state has been drawn out not in this or the other chamber, but in the 
courtyard over a cup of coffee.  That is a disgraceful state of affairs.  

MR G.A. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [3.24 pm]:  It is always a delight to speak to a packed house; it is a 
privilege.  It is a privilege to serve.  I will backtrack to the most recent election.  On one of my journeys to the 
far-flung reaches of the city of Greenough, in fact to the town of Three Springs, I passed a sign.  It was the only 
sign I saw that indicated the Labor Party existed in the seat of Greenough.  Incidentally, the sign, which is still 
there, is for Country Labor (WA).  It is interesting to note that it was the only sign I saw on my journeys from 
Kalbarri in the north to Three Springs in the south and Mullewa and Morawa in the east. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  When I returned on Anzac Day, some wag - possibly the then member for Eyre and 
now the member for Murchison-Eyre - had written on the sign “Country Less Labor”.  I think that is an accurate 
portrayal of the way in which Labor regards country Western Australia; it believes that it can do without country 
Western Australia as it has the numbers on its side of the house.  That may be the case, but I find it very 
disappointing.  Hopefully, the member for Murchison-Eyre, who is present in the house, will inform other 
“Country Less Labor” members, such as the members for Albany, Geraldton and Collie-Wellington, that that is 
the state of country Western Australia: it is virtually “Country Less Labor”. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Can I remind the member for Greenough of just one of the protocols of the house? 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Certainly, John - certainly, member for Murchison-Eyre.  I apologise for using his 
first name. 
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Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Normally historically you don’t mention members who are not in the chamber because they 
will wait for you to go out and mention that you’re not here, although you might just have walked out for one 
minute.   

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I thank the member for Murchison-Eyre for the advice. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I am just letting you know the protocol.  

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I thank the member for Murchison-Eyre for the advice and it is well accepted.  I 
appreciate his advice.  

We are talking about this proposed legislation, known as one vote, one value at this point, although we should 
never judge a book by its cover because if we opened up the one vote, one value book we would find that it is 
not about one vote, one value; it is effectively about redistributing seats in Western Australia to enable a 
weighting that will significantly advantage the government.  It is about effectively disfranchising a lot of 
Western Australians.  It is about making access to their member, be he Liberal, Labor, National or perhaps from 
another party, far more difficult.  I am talking about people who live in country Western Australia. 

I have not heard from members on the government’s side of the house through this debate.  I have not seen them 
stand and say that members of suburban seats are desperately crying out for one vote, one value legislation 
because they are tremendously disadvantaged by the lack of one vote, one value.  I have not heard government 
members put that point; I invite them to do so.  There is a great deal of ignorance about the implication of this 
legislation and the impact it will have on all Western Australian citizens.  I, along with my colleagues on this 
side of the house, condemn the government for not providing significant education about the implications of this 
proposed legislation.  This legislation will disfranchise many Western Australians and make their lives far more 
difficult.  

I suggest to members, although they have heard it before, that this proposed legislation, which is being 
considered in the other place, shows that the government is turning its back on the people who live in regional 
Western Australia and who have enabled the Labor Party to form government.  The government is doing it in a 
very peculiar way.  It is quarantining the Mining and Pastoral Region and is thus going against the principles the 
Labor Party has fought so long and so hard for.  They are principles that the government has sweated over and 
perhaps even drawn blood on.  It is quarantining particular seats that may be, in some senses, part of the engine 
room of Western Australia where the government can see an advantage for the Labor Party by maintaining those 
seats forever. 

I ask once again to hear more from members of the opposition about this legislation.  We have heard from very 
few members opposite.  We have heard from the Minister for Electoral Affairs - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  When you say “opposition”, you mean the government. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Currently there are more opposition members than government members in the 
chamber.  We could form government if the opportunity arose, I am sure.  We will not call for that just yet.  I 
thank the member for his interjection.  Once again, like the member for Murchison-Eyre, it is appreciated.  
Corrections are sometimes necessary, and I appreciate it.  Members on this side of the house do not hear from 
many government members speaking in defence of the proposed legislation.  They interject, they wisecrack and 
they try to belittle the efforts that we on this side of the house make.  However, I do not hear the rank-and-file 
government members who do not have a portfolio, of which there is a significant number, talk at length about 
how they believe this legislation will be advantageous to their electorates, how it will deliver a better quality of 
government to their electorates or how it will enable them to more effectively serve their constituents.  I do not 
hear that from them.  However, I do hear from the puppet-master, the man who holds the strings and operates the 
marionettes on the other side of the house.  I often hear him speak of the glorious advantages of this legislation.  
Perhaps he did not share those glorious advantages with other members on his side of the house.  When the 
member for Avon, the Leader of the National Party and my colleague, asked about the possible reallocation of 
seats, he displayed a map and provided information that, rather than the Legislative Assembly’s 57 current seats, 
under the government’s proposal the Legislative Assembly would comprise 59 seats, we heard gasps of 
astonishment from the government members who did not know about it because they had not been informed.  
Obviously they had not been included in the discussion or in the marvellous democratic process that members on 
the other side of the house engage in.  Perhaps they are not people of principle.  I suggest that they are people of 
principle because they are telling us that this is what they fought for.  However, it seems they were not given 
access to that information and they did not know that it is proposed to add two more seats to this chamber.  I ask 
you Mr Acting Speaker: if that information was previously undisclosed or not discussed, are members on the 
other side of the house truly and fully informed about this legislation? 
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Mr T.K. Waldron:  They were not before today. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  They certainly were not informed about this legislation.  I thank the member for 
Wagin.  I ask the question further: if they are not informed and they are representing their electorates, I wonder 
how many people within their electorates are informed about their activities in this house?  I suggest it is very 
few.  The machine continues but it is a machine that ignores people, as this proposed legislation will do.  It will 
not deliver fairness; it will not deliver equality.  It simply delivers an unfair bias to those who live in the city.  
The great city-state of Perth continues to grow and grow.  Those who would serve Perth who live outside the 
city-state - who dare live in a regional Western Australia - will continue to be the serfs to the feudal landlords 
masquerading as the government of Western Australia. 

I am curious about whether the government has made an effort to draw a map similar to the one shown by the 
member for Avon that shows the proposed city electorates.  Is there an answer to that?  I wonder whether the 
government is prepared to slowly strangle regional Western Australia before it turns its attention to the 
cartographers who might redraw the boundaries of the city-state of Perth. 

I noted an earlier question by the member for Avon to the Minister for Electoral Affairs about whether he was 
aware of the map that now exists and probably occupies the attention of many of those in government who are 
outside in the courtyard.  They probably did not know of its existence.  They probably continue to not know 
what their future is, particularly as “countryless” Labor.  What about those on this side of the house who have 
city electorates and wonder the same thing?  Will the map be redrawn?  Are they thinking about whether it will 
affect them and what are their chances of getting back into government next time?   

The principles that the government espouses and hold true to its heart, which beats so strongly in the five 
members of government, makes me wonder whether they are at all concerned about the future of Western 
Australia as a state.  Are they concerned about the deals they have done with the Greens (WA) that will condemn 
regional Western Australia to, in many senses, second-class services, whether they like it or not?  Whether the 
seats become Liberal, Labor or National, they will be very hard seats in which to deliver services.  More 
importantly, they will be very difficult seats for the constituents to gain access to their parliamentary 
representatives and to services. 

This proposed legislation is a condemnation of the state of Western Australia.  It is a condemnation of people 
who have worked hard for the state and whose endeavours, agriculturally and in the fishing and mining 
industries, still continue to fuel economy that is the state of Western Australia.  Will the two ministers who are 
currently in the house - I will not refer to them by name - ask their regional representatives?  I continue to be 
interested in the government’s proposal.  One of the things we must accept in this house is that life does not stay 
the same and we need to be realistic in the way that we look at representation of electorates of people in Western 
Australia.  The most just outcome for anybody in any electorate should be a fair one that gives them an 
opportunity to participate in a democracy, an opportunity to meet with their members, a chance to come into this 
house and see what happens on the floor of the house and to be educated in the process that we have inherited 
through our forefathers who have created for us a marvellous institution in which the process of politics can be 
visited and in which the process of delivering outcomes for those who vote in elections to elect members to this 
house can be put into practice.  However, what we are doing with this legislation is taking that opportunity and 
that engagement with the process of Parliament further away from many people, particularly those in regional 
Western Australia.  Will the government give its country-based members an opportunity, without interjection, to 
present to this house how they see that this legislation will advantage, in every sense, the constituents in their 
electorates.  That is only a fair thing for a government which stands on a principle called one vote, one value, to 
do: give that country member who represents the government that one vote in this Parliament and give him that 
value to address us - not blindfolded, not gagged, not hands bound, but enable him to speak in a true democratic 
fashion.  We should hear from those country-based members, but I do not think we will, which is unfortunate, 
Mr Acting Speaker (Dr S.C. Thomas), because I have heard from you and I appreciate the position in which you 
find yourself.  I have also heard from members of your party and, likewise, I have heard from members of my 
own party.  We all have different outcomes, opinions and attitudes; a whole range of different issues impact on 
us in our electorates.  Surely, that must be the same in those electorates currently occupied by government 
members in regional and country Western Australia.  That being the case - I am assuming it is - I would like 
those members to use the opportunity that we have used, that this house has provided to us, because it is a 
marvellous opportunity, but with this legislation and the numbness that is shown on the other side of this house, 
that opportunity is unlikely to be provided to the government’s own members.  If this legislation is successful in 
its passage, it will effectively condemn many Western Australians to a life of numbness.   

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [3.45 pm]:  I will make only a few comments, because I spoke on the one vote, 
one value legislation four years ago, when it first came into Parliament, and again just recently, and I do not want 
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to go over all the ground that we have been over time and again.  I will make a few succinct points about the 
legislation that has gone through this house, and is now in the upper house, albeit it will be in an apparently 
different form from the earlier legislation.  The point has been made here about hypocrisy and principle.  In my 
four years in Parliament, I have developed a great respect for the institution and what it does.  I believe in the 
process, and over the past four years, I have seen it work well.  I do not always agree with certain things that 
happen, but generally the process works well.  The government is elected to govern, and that is the way it should 
be.  However, there are surely some principles, and, as we operate, we should acknowledge those who have gone 
before us in this place.  I am amazed with the lack of principle shown by the government side over this 
legislation.  In the four years I have been a member of this chamber, we have debated one vote, one value several 
times, and the legislation has gone to the courts.  All the time I heard about the principle of one vote, one value; 
equality and fairness.  I do not have a problem with the principle, but it must be applied fairly and equally, so 
that people get equal access and fair representation. 

I may be in complete disagreement with someone, but if they have a principle, I will always respect that 
principle.  If they fully believe in it, that is fair enough, and they may feel the same about me.  However, since 
Parliament recommenced, and even since the debate in this house, changes have been made, and the principle 
has gone straight out of the window.  Blind Freddy could see that this is not about one vote, one value.  No-one 
could have sat in this house listening to the debates and agree that this is about one vote, one value and the 
principle we have heard about.  I could never do that, and I believe that most members on both sides of the house 
realise that.  That is the reality, but the trouble is that the government is doing that knowingly, and taking the 
people of Western Australia with it.  It was incredible when the member for Avon produced that map and 
showed what was going on; the government members had no idea.  That says it all, and it is a real shame for this 
place.  I am really disappointed.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I have been friendly with the member for Riverton for years, and I respect many of the 
things he does.  In fact, the other night, after my father-in-law’s funeral, some of the member’s supporters had 
some wonderful things to say about him, and it was good to hear those.  However, here we have seen principle 
thrown out of the window.  I am not saying that all government members have done that, or want to do it.  
Maybe it will not be until I am dead and gone, but one day history will show this debate as pivotal.  What has 
happened here will not be looked on very well by most people in the future.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  People will look back in 100 years and say that they cannot believe that Western Australia 
ever had any system other than one vote, one value.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Let us talk about principle.  If that is the principle held by the member for Bassendean, I 
have no problem with it.  However, if he can sit here today and tell me that the minister running this legislation 
has shown principle, he is not dinkum.  He could not be.  My daughter in year 7 could understand that.  In fact, I 
might ask her tonight, and I reckon she will say it.  It is plain.  I talk to people in the community and in my 
electorate, and I have said in debate before that when I talk to people in the city about this issue, they do not 
understand exactly what will happen with the changes.  The member should wait and see what happens.  I will 
not go on about it, but the point needed to be made.  I wanted to make that point, rather than go into the full 
details.   

I will make a couple of further points.  The hypocrisy of this legislation is there for all to see.  No principle is 
involved.  It is about shoring up a position for the future.  It will mean a loss of representation for the country 
people whom I represent.  I have cited examples in this place about the drought and power issues.  Through the 
numbers that the opposition has in this place we were able to get through to the government on those issues.  I 
congratulate the government for finally taking heed of the drought situation in 2001, and I congratulate the 
Premier and the Minister for Agriculture for going to Lake Grace and the other affected areas.  That was good.  
However, we had to raise the issues through matters of public interest, in questions and during private members’ 
business to make the government understand what was happening.  In fairness to the government, it probably did 
not realise the extent of the problem.  However, if we do not have the numbers in this place, it will either take a 
lot longer to deal with those issues and further damage will be done, or some very important things will go 
through to the keeper and the people will suffer.   

The issue is fair representation.  I said in my last speech on this subject that the National Party supports the fair 
representation of all electorates, taking into account the concept of fairness and community interest.  That is what 
the present system generally represents.  Yes, some changes could be made.  I am not stupid.  Maybe some 
changes need to be made.  However, the government has now made changes only in some areas.  For four years 
the Premier spoke about equality, but as soon as the announcement was made about the mining and pastoral 
seats, the Premier never again mentioned equality; he instead talked about fairness.  Fair enough.  He is right 
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about fairness.  However, what happened to equality?  He could not talk about equality because it was no longer 
involved.  For four years we heard the government argue about equality.  That was the issue that went to the 
High Court.   

During the consideration in detail stage a question was asked about the difference between the Agricultural 
Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The minister gave a dissertation pointing out the differences in the 
area of those regions and all those types of things.  I agreed with a lot of what the minister said.  I said to the 
minister that if there are differences, allowance should be made for them.  That is fair enough.  However, those 
same differences exist between the Agricultural Region and the regions in the metropolitan area, but we will not 
make allowance for those differences.  He could not answer that point, because it cannot be answered.  If one 
believes in the principle of one vote, one value, it should either be put in place across the board or not at all.  
There should be proper equality and fairness.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  There is no system yet devised that gives an absolute, 100 per cent, perpetual equal number of 
people between one seat and another.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  That is right.  I agree with that. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  There is always some skewing.  We can turn to the federal seats, for example.  The two 
smaller territories, the Northern Territory and the Australian Capital Territory, each have two electorates.  The 
ACT has the largest number of voters per electorate in Australia, and the Northern Territory has the smallest 
number of voters per electorate in Australia.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  That is my point.  The member should come here and make my speech; he is doing a 
good job!  

Mr A.D. McRae:  No, I am just saying that it is an imperfect system; yet nobody argues that the federal system 
is based on anything other than one vote, one value, with the distortions that ultimately result.   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  The member for Avon has made that point for the four and a half years or however long 
it has been that I have been a member of this place.  Everyone has said that Western Australia is the only state 
that does not have one vote, one value.  The member for Avon has said for four years what the member for 
Riverton just said.  The government chose not to listen to the member for Avon because it did not want to listen 
to what he said, as he was talking about equality.  I am not arguing all those things now.  They have been argued.  
My point is that what the minister started off with is now completely out the window.  That is really 
disappointing.  The member for Avon made the point that when he spoke in this Parliament two weeks ago about 
the 20 per cent allowance, the minister said that he could never allow that to happen.  However, today he has 
done it.  I spoke earlier about my young daughter.  If she were told that she must hang up her towel in the 
morning and not leave it on her bedroom floor but then did not do that for three days in a row, I would assume 
that she was not learning anything.  Well, that is what the minister is doing; he is not hanging up his towel.  That 
is the point I am making.  I know it sounds stupid, but that is what is happening.  I think it is crazy.  I could go 
through all the points about the distance, the time and the wear and tear.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  We’ve done that. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Members do not want me to go through that.  However, I will raise the question of 
access.  Access is very important, whether or not a person is in the city.  I agree that in some city seats the 
population is too big; I acknowledge that.  However, that does not mean that we just throw the rest of access out 
the window for other people, because we will defeat what we were trying to do in the first place.  The other point 
that I want to make, which has not been raised during the debate -  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Let me agree with you on one thing.  That means that we should turn the argument - I agree 
with your argument - to the additional technology and resources that members in large seats need. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I hear about technology all the time.  I hear about it in health.  Technology is fantastic.  
However, the reality is that people like to have access to their member.  They like to see and have interaction 
with their member.  I believe the good members, including the member for Riverton, from what I hear, get 
around a lot.  People see the member for Riverton; he is out there, and so he should be.  That is his role.  Good 
on him.  However, a member will not be able to do that in these big electorates.  A member might have two 
offices.  That is fine; it will help.  I could have all the technology, but if I have two offices, I cannot be in both, 
and I cannot be at one end or the other end of my electorate.  That is the reality.  That is what I have been trying 
to talk about.  I do not want to waste too much time because someone else might want to speak.  I will leave it 
there, apart from saying that I believe in time the people will judge this.  I do not know what will happen in the 
upper house.  The upper house will not deliver one vote, one value either.  Therefore, all we will see is one vote, 
one value in electorates in the southern and south west part of the state.  That is what will happen.  It is so far 
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removed from what it started out as that it really is a joke.  I call on the Greens (WA) and the Independent, Mr 
Alan Cadby, in the upper house to think carefully about what they will do.  If they really have principles, they 
could not support the legislation as it is today. 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [3.56 pm]:  I want to briefly draw upon some experience in recent times which I 
believe is relevant to the debate and which became apparent to me the other day.  On Monday I shared in the 
Anzac Day commemoration, as did many members of this house.  I believe the member for Mandurah would 
appreciate a small anecdote on a side issue and would agree that the Mandurah Anzac Day commemoration was 
very special.  I found it to be one of the most memorable days of my life.  It was the first Anzac Day service that 
my father had attended since he returned from the war.  However, in addition to that, I went to the Returned and 
Services League club and met with many of the fine diggers who fought for this country.  I revere those people 
who made that sacrifice.  During the day, as is the custom, I talked with a lot of the old diggers.  A lot of country 
folk who have been on the land have retired to the electorates of Murray and Mandurah.  I had cause to speak to 
quite a number of them about some issues.  They asked me what was happening with one vote, one value.  I 
explained the current situation to them; that is, the legislation has been through the lower house - it was 
guillotined by the government - and is currently before the upper house.  In essence, I explained to them the 
reality of what will happen should that legislation be passed.  I also mentioned to them that the passage of the 
legislation is imminent.  They were most alarmed.  They asked me why this was not made a bigger issue in the 
community, through the newspapers etc.  I found that interesting inasmuch as they are only now showing some 
interest in what is occurring.   

Many people from regional Western Australia were in the 10th Light Horse Regiment, and my father was one of 
them.  The member for Mandurah may recall that at the Anzac Day service there were two horses with 10th Light 
Horse regalia and plumes.  They looked quite splendid.  The fact remains that many of those people who left our 
shores and went to fight for our country were country people.  In fact, the 10th Light Horse was a regiment of 
Western Australians who came from all parts of regional Western Australia, but specifically from the south west.  
That was mainly because they had expertise with horses, had bush experience and were able to withstand the 
rigours of harsh environments.  When I pointed out that this situation was likely to occur, they were most 
displeased and wanted to know what could be done about it.  I suggested they speak to their local member and 
point out their displeasure.  Notwithstanding that, I thank the member for Avon for revealing to the house today 
the boundary change that might occur. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


