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CONSTITUTION AND ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr J.A. McGinty (Minister for Electoral Affairs), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [12.52 pm]:  I move - 

 That the bill be now read a second time.   

This bill is part of the government’s electoral reform package to bring equality to the electoral system.  As such, 
it is related to the One Vote One Value Bill 2005, which has been passed by the Legislative Assembly and is 
currently before the Legislative Council.  This bill will increase the number of members in the Legislative 
Assembly from 57 to 59.  The contents of this bill are the product of negotiations with the Greens (WA) 
members of the Legislative Council and Hon Alan Cadby, MLC.  Those negotiations were successful because of 
the goodwill evinced by the negotiation and the desire to achieve a principled outcome.  The Liberal and 
National Parties were publicly invited to the negotiating table but declined.  In the case of the Liberal Party, their 
members were instructed not to discuss the matter of electoral reform with the government.  If a party refuses to 
participate in the process, it cannot complain about the outcome.   

I have taken advice from Hon Alan Cadby, MLC after his visit to the wheatbelt.  Mr Cadby has imparted to me 
the benefits of an increase in the number of members of the Legislative Assembly beyond that originally 
proposed.  During the course of the one vote, one value debate many country members also stressed the 
importance of maintaining country representation at levels above that proposed.  This increase will take the 
pressure off rural representation in two ways: firstly, the distribution of districts and regions under the one vote, 
one value proposal will work more comfortably; and, secondly, the quotient for all seats will be reduced.  It will 
thereby better facilitate electoral equality and fair representation. 

This bill will result in one extra member of Parliament representing country Western Australia and one extra 
member of Parliament representing people in the metropolitan region.  Using the enrolment figures as at the 
2005 state election, under this proposal the quotient would be 21 343.  The time has come for this increase.   

At the inception of the Western Australian Parliament in 1890, when our population was less than 60 000, there 
were 30 members in the Legislative Assembly; that is more than one member for every 2 000 voters.  In 1901, 
when the state had a population of approximately 188 566, the Forrest government set the number of members at 
50.  Our population has increased tenfold since this date.  In 1965, when our state had a population of 1.05 
million - an increase of about 865 000 - the Liberal/Country coalition government increased the number of 
members to 51.  In 1975, when our state had a population of 1.15 million - an increase of about 100 000 - the 
Liberal/National coalition government increased the number of members to 55.  In 1981, when our state had a 
population of 1.3 million - an increase of about 145 000 - the Liberal/National coalition government increased 
the number of members to 57.  The number of members in the Legislative Assembly has remained at 57 for more 
than 20 years.  In that time, the population in Western Australia has increased by nearly 670 000, from 1.3 
million to 1.97 million.  An increase from 57 to 59 members in the Legislative Assembly will enhance the 
electoral equality that the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 will bring.  I commend this bill to the house. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [12.56 pm]:  The opposition plans to support this bill and I will make clear the 
reasons for that shortly.   

I wish to make it absolutely clear to the house that while the opposition will support the increase in the number 
of Legislative Assembly members from 57 to 59, because it will provide benefits to country Western Australia, it 
remains strongly and staunchly opposed to what was known as the One Vote One Value Bill, and I notice it is 
referred to as that in the minister’s second reading speech.  I gather there is an agreement that the bill will now 
be called the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  We are no longer talking about the One Vote One Value 
Bill.  It is extremely appropriate that that is the case.  Mr Speaker, you will remember that this house argued long 
and strong against the name one vote, one value because there was no value for country Western Australia in the 
bill.   

It is interesting to note the following in the minister’s second reading speech - 

 . . . secondly, the quotient for all seats will be reduced. 

I note that will be 21 343 people.  What does the minister’s second reading speech say in response to reducing 
the number of people in rural areas who need to be represented?  It states - 
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 This increase will take the pressure off rural representation in two ways: firstly, the distribution of 
districts and regions under the one vote, one value proposal will work more comfortably; and, secondly, 
the quotient for all seats will be reduced.  It will thereby better facilitate electoral equality and fair 
representation. 

What is it we have been arguing about for four years?  We have been saying that the bill, by reducing the number 
of members from the country and increasingly significantly the number of voters in country seats, is extremely 
unfair and reduces the ability of country members to properly represent their seat.  Here is a blank admission that 
this is the case - the reduced number of voters in country seats will better facilitate electoral equality and will 
result in fair representation.  The whole concept of what we have been arguing about all this time is enunciated 
very clearly in that single sentence.  It does not go nearly far enough, and it still severely disadvantages country 
Western Australia.  We have talked at length about the disadvantages that this will have for country Western 
Australia.  When I spoke last time I was doing so from a philosophical point of view rather than from personal 
experience.  I was of the view that my seat of Dawesville could have withstood some minor changes.  Seats like 
Mandurah are similar to country seats.  The workload for my country seat of Dawesville, which has 16 000 
voters, is greater than my workload was in the seat of Yokine, where I had 26 000 voters.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  That is because you never did anything in Yokine. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The member for Ballajura should know that he is not allowed to speak from out of his seat.  
The Deputy Speaker should have jumped on him for doing that.  I worked extremely hard in my electorate and 
got very strong support from the community.  The reality is that there is a far greater workload for country 
members, but no more than you have, Madam Deputy Speaker.  Electorates that are large and developing have 
lots of activity that is not as apparent in city seats, but country seats already have that increased workload. 

From a personal point of view, having looked at the indicative boundaries, my current seat will be split in the 
middle, with the top half put into the seat of Mandurah and the bottom half into a triangle.  Dawesville and the 
suburbs south of Falcon are at the top of the triangle, Collie is in the bottom right-hand corner and Australind is 
in the bottom left-hand corner.  I am calling it my seat, although that has not yet proved to be the case, but I will 
have an option of contesting that seat.  How is a member supposed to look after a seat like that properly?  Would 
his electorate office be located in the farming country in the dead centre of the three local communities?  Where 
would he spend his time?  If he were in Falcon, the people in Collie and Australind would be extremely upset.  If 
he were in Collie or Australind, the same would apply for other people.  The changes to that seat are indicative 
of some of the major changes that would occur.  All the other members from the South West Region have had 
far greater changes made to their seats, with far greater implications.  This is a very poor result for country 
Western Australia.   

The minister referred to the lack of consultation outside of the house and indicated that we did not participate.  
The reality is that the government’s principle of one vote, one value will turn country seats into large areas, 
providing similar voting power to the metropolitan area, and that is something we totally oppose.  What sort of 
compromise could we have discussed with the minister?  Suppose we moved to 61 Assembly seats instead of 59: 
would that make things better?  The minister and I know that that is not the case.  As the minister said in his 
second reading speech, if we go from 57 to 59 seats, with one less person coming from the country and an 
additional member in the metropolitan area, it will mean that instead of losing seven seats we will lose six from 
the country, and the metropolitan seats will increase by eight.  Increasing the number of seats to 61, with a 
further two members, would have provided no additional benefits to country members. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It would not have meant any extra seats, but it would have reduced the quotient. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It would have reduced the quotient by a minuscule level, but as the minister knows, three-
quarters of the population of Western Australia lives in the metropolitan area.  Three of those four extra seats 
would have been in the metropolitan seats. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is right.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That may have meant that some of the boundaries of those metropolitan areas moved 
marginally outwards, but to a large extent in proper rural Western Australia, in the South West Region where 
there is the greatest concern, it would have made minuscule difference and the number of seats lost from country 
Western Australia in those areas would have remained the same. 

It was never a realistic option for the opposition to consider moving to 61 seats for the greater benefit of country 
Western Australia.  What other options could we have gone for?  The seat of Mandurah is much more like a 
metropolitan seat and to some degree it is inequitable that Rockingham should have so many more members than 
Mandurah, and to some degree Dawesville is not a lot different from Mandurah.  The same applies with some of 
the major regional centres.  We could have argued for an option that provided for, say, a population of 25 000 or 
26 000 in the metropolitan area, something like 18 000 in areas such as Mandurah, Dawesville or large regional 
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centres, and stuck with the current numbers of 12 000 to 14 000 for country areas.  However, the reality is that, 
despite all its rhetoric, the government would never have opted for an option like that, because it would have 
resulted in only two or three seats coming out of the country areas and would have certainly cost the government 
the seats of Albany, Geraldton and Collie, because to reach a population of 18 000 the government would have 
had to include an amount of rural area.  The government is having to do that now anyway, which will put those 
seats at risk, but the compensation is that there are more seats in the metropolitan area.  The distribution of 
population in the metropolitan area and the localisation of Liberal voters along the coast, the rivers and in some 
areas south of the river means there is a very strong chance that of the seven seats coming to the city, the Labor 
Party would win at least three or four of those.  There is no way that the government would have agreed to 
something that took just four seats from the country areas, knowing there was a good chance that it would lose 
three country Labor seats in the south west.  The government had only four in the city, and chances are it would 
have won only two.  This legislation has always been aimed at political advantage for the Labor Party.  The 
minister may deny that and say this is a matter of principle.  To me the principle is wrong.  The principle that 
24 000 people in the city have one member and there should not be two lots of 12 000 people in the country with 
a member each is wrong.  On the surface the principle may seem perfectly logical.  Senator Alan Eggleston put 
out a press release that I wish I had brought with me, because it put it extremely well.  He said that on the surface 
it may seem fair, but to the person who lives in rural Western Australia and has to drive five hours to see his 
member of Parliament, whereas members in the minister’s electorate have to drive 10 minutes, is not fair.  The 
opportunity members have to properly service those electorates is not the same.  The principle is not fair in terms 
of their ability to get out to schools or functions and to properly service their electorates.  It is just not fair.  
While this might seem the right thing to do, the minister knows there are variations of it through Australia and 
the world.  One of my constituents raised the issue of the United Nations.  As the minister knows, Australia gets 
one vote in the United Nations, and China also gets one vote.  My constituent asked what would happen if the 
United Nations were to bring in one vote, one value.  We would be in deep trouble.  The population of Australia 
at 20 million would be represented by one vote and the population of China or India - I do not know what their 
populations are, but it is in the billions - would mean that we might be a little outvoted.  The issue is about fair 
representation for the people in Western Australia to have fair representation in this house.  The minister may 
say that country people have a greater representation proportionately, and that is true, but because of our 
geography and because three-quarters of our population lives in the metropolitan area, the metropolitan area will 
outvote the country any day of the week.  Therefore, metropolitan people do not need that extra representation; 
they do not need 1.5 members for Fremantle living in Fremantle.  I am sure they are quite happy with one 
member for Fremantle.  The extra service that an extra half a member could provide would not create any 
improvement in the service they receive compared with the service received by people in country Western 
Australia. 

The problem is that on occasions we give what we think are good speeches and make relevant points that we 
believe should influence people.  However, we all know that what we say here - I am trying to think of a phrase 
that is not dirty - is not worth a pinch of whatever members might like to describe. 

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  Goatshit. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I was not going to say that, but I thank the member.  What we say here does not, and will 
not, influence the government; we are banging our heads against a brick wall.  We can protest until the end of 
our time about this bill being inequitable for country Western Australia, knowing it will make not a scrap of 
difference.  Nevertheless, we want it on the record that we strongly oppose one vote, one value legislation.  We 
understand the desire for some large rural areas to have a greater number of members of Parliament.  A fair and 
sensible compromise could have been made to the minister’s proposal.  Instead, he went the whole hog.  He 
knows this measure will benefit the Labor Party, and he knows that a fairer proposal not only would not benefit 
the Labor Party, but also may have been detrimental to the Labor Party and would not have received the support 
of government members.  The opposition supports the legislation to increase the number of members of the 
Legislative Assembly to 59, as it will, at least, result in a reduction in difficulties to be faced in rural Western 
Australia.  However, the minister can be assured that when the initial bill returns to the house in its final form, 
we will strongly oppose it. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [1.12 pm]:  I support the bill, and I thank the minister for its presentation. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Is that because you’re a beneficiary? 

DR S.C. THOMAS:  I will get to that point in a minute.   

It is said that a week is a long time in politics.  I have been here just over two months, and I have been through 
the range of emotions and have been up and down in this chamber arguing certain principles.  I find it intriguing, 
having argued the principle outlined in this bill, that I now agree with the minister.  I thank the minister.  During 
my numerous contributions to debates on the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 I wondered why we were reducing 
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representation in a certain area.  I argued - do not ask me which reading of the bill it was, as I spoke on every 
stage - that surely the answer to the problem would be to increase the number of seats in the lower house.  If we 
seek good and improved representation, an increase in the number of seats would be a greater benefit than 
simply redistributing seats to reduce representation in some areas and increase it in others.  I am glad that the 
minister has seen fit to make this change. 

I note with interest that the maps distributed around the chamber in response to a question from the Leader of the 
National Party were dated February 2005.  I assume that the work was done on those maps some time previous 
to the initial debate.  It is sad that many of my comments during the different stages of the One Vote One Value 
Bill 2005 that I thought were relevant and predicated on the bill were outdated before I even uttered them.  I am 
saddened that a large amount of time was spent in the chamber debating matters that had already been 
superseded at the time of debate. 

I understand that with 57 seats, electorates outside the Mining and Pastoral Region - the quarantining of which 
will now have less of an effect on the South West Region - would have 23 000 to 23 500 electors.  With 59 seats, 
electorates will have 21 343 voters.  It is my understanding that a 61-seat Assembly would create electorates 
containing 19 000 to 20 000 electors.  A 61-seat lower house should have been proposed as it would have been a 
better outcome not only for rural and regional Western Australia, but also for seats like yours, Madam Deputy 
Speaker, which at some stage contained 48 000 electors.  I do not suggest that the large number of voters in an 
electorate should be disregarded, even though the areas are geographically rather small.  This is not a locker 
room-type size comparison.  To denigrate one argument by saying that the number of electors is immaterial 
would be an insult to the seats with large numbers of electors in a fairly small geographic area. 

I address to some degree the minister’s comment about the saving of, and the impact on, the seat of Capel.  I 
wish the journalist who wrote an article on this matter in The West Australian were here, as I would like to ask 
him some questions.  I have run the gamut of emotions over the last month.  It was my impression under the 
original One Vote One Value Bill 2005 with 57 Legislative Assembly seats that the electorate of Capel would 
certainly have disappeared.  I found it hard to retain a seat of Capel on the electoral map under that proposition.  
I ran the figures again based on a 59-seat Assembly off my own bat outside the work done by the Electoral 
Commission and the minister.  My calculations indicated that another seat, although not necessarily a seat of 
Capel, would be generated in the South West Region under that structure.  I thank the minister.  I have spent a 
long time in this house haranguing the minister about not looking after the south west, so I am forced to eat a 
little humble pie.  The south west representation will increase from the seven seats proposed under the original 
bill to eight seats, but the area will still lose three seats, so I will not eat the entire pie, but I am forced to have a 
slice.   

Under the 57-seat model, the seat of Bunbury would be a given, as it is the major centre in the south west and 
has the greatest population base outside of what we call the metropolitan region.  Therefore, there would be one 
greater Bunbury seat extending into the current seats of Collie-Wellington, Capel and parts of what is now 
Leschenault.  That would create an enormous seat with extreme diversity that would be difficult to service.  I am 
glad that under the 59-seat model with electorates of 21 343 voters, the seat of Capel would be retained, although 
that may not be the final make-up of the redistribution as there may be many variations.  However, there would 
be two doughnut seats around the seat of Bunbury.  One electorate would probably be to the north of Bunbury, 
which under the minister’s model would be Collie-Wellington expanded to take in Australind.  I am not sure that 
linking the Australind region and areas in Dawesville, south of Mandurah, and the town of Collie could 
necessarily be called a grouping of areas of common interest.  There would also be a seat to the south of 
Bunbury that is currently called Capel. 

I note that the journalist Mr Taylor has written in The West Australian that it is fairly obvious that the member 
for Capel would step aside to allow some senior members of his party to occupy the seat of Capel.  I am sorry 
Mr Taylor is not here as I would like to disabuse him in person.  I expect that if the seat of Capel were to exist 
under the redistribution, the member for Capel would be fairly interested in standing for it again.  I also imagine 
that other Liberal Party personages and others in the south west would regard Capel to be an interesting seat.  
Anyone who thinks they will walk into that seat, whether it be me or any senior member of the Liberal Party, 
should realise that some fierce competition for preselection will probably take place there.  To a degree, it was 
simple for the journalist to take the easy route.  Having been through a preselection, and witnessed many others, 
the machinations are more Machiavellian than indicated on the pages of The West Australian.  The point could 
be made that The West Australian was enjoying the fact that the Liberal Party was squirming, given the 
government seems to think it is a Liberal Party brief sheet most of the time. 

The question must be asked: how many seats is appropriate?  Various suggestions have been made.  The original 
proposal was to have 57 members of the Legislative Assembly and the government is now proposing to have 59.  
I would prefer it if the number of Legislative Assembly members were increased to 61.  It is a question of how 
high can we go?  Could we increase the number to 63, 65 or 67 and in each case reduce the number of electors in 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 4 May 2005] 

 p1242b-1250a 
Mr Jim McGinty; Dr Kim Hames; Dr Steve Thomas; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Paul Omodei 

 [5] 

and the size of rural electorates in particular?  After the number of Legislative Assembly members was increased 
to 63, the geographic area of city electorates probably would not change very much.  Just a few hundred voters 
rather than several thousand would be changed in each electorate.  The more members, the more convenient it 
would be because fewer changes would need to be made to the number of people in each electorate and the 
boundaries would not need to be altered as much. 

Is there an ideal number of members?  Should the proposed number have been amended to a completely 
different number?  In the other house Hon Alan Cadby has suggested that 61 is an appropriate number of 
members.  I accept his mathematical assessment, which equates to mine.  He is a far more renowned 
mathematician than I am, because he was a science teacher.  I also believe that 61 seats is an appropriate number.  
As the previous speaker said, 61 seats would probably mean that at least one of the extra seats would be a 
regional electorate and two seats would be metropolitan electorates.  I suspect that the fourth seat might be - the 
minister would probably know better than me - an outer metropolitan seat.  The fourth seat would potentially 
resemble Swan Hills.  An outer metropolitan Perth seat is the fourth seat based on a model of 63 seats.  Swan 
Hills is a diverse electorate that covers many areas.  It would have been a good model to work with and would 
have provided a good outcome for the areas of outer metropolitan Perth.  People who live in outer metropolitan 
electorates do not always consider their issues to be the same as those of people who live in electorates with a 
high density of people.  A good example is your own electorate of Wanneroo, Madam Deputy Speaker, although 
it extends a little into hinterland.  I suspect the Deputy Speaker’s electorate does not contain too many 400 or 
500-acre properties.  By far the most common sized block would be a quarter-acre property.  Under the 63-seat 
model, an electorate in the outer metropolitan area would potentially represent many people who own 100-acre 
properties or hobby farms.  It would be a diverse electorate that would extend into more built up areas. 

It is interesting to see the basis of this argument.  Members recognise - I have said this in every speech - that 
geography makes a difference to the representation people receive in Parliament and large electorates are 
difficult to service.  That was first brought to my attention by the Governor on my first day as a member of this 
Parliament when he said in his message that no matter where people live in this country, we will attempt in this 
Parliament to provide them with adequate services.  The fact that he said, “no matter where people live” 
indicates there is a geographical problem.  In this state, geography and the sheer size of some electorates makes 
them difficult to service not just politically but in the provision of basic services.  Across Western Australia in 
rural and regional areas we are still judging the delivery and effectiveness of government by the ability to deliver 
basic services.  That position was recognised by the Governor, put by the government of the day and then 
completely reversed in the proposal we debated on one vote, one value. 

During the previous speech I made on one vote, one value, which was the subject of an amendment moved by a 
member on this side of the house in the Address-in-Reply debate, I said that at least this cloud had one silver 
lining.  I referred to the federal system, which is based on one vote, one value.  Under that system, the Prime 
Minister of the day can say that he governs for all Australians and not just an individual state.  Therefore, there 
should be no complaints about how revenues are generated or how they are expended.  Of course, we cannot 
have a debate about the petroleum industry in the north west of Western Australia because, in the Prime 
Minister’s own words, that is an asset for all Australians.  In his terms, it would be anathema for that money not 
to provide benefits for the entire state of Western Australia.  The Premier and the Treasurer of Western Australia 
have stood up repeatedly and told the house how difficult it is that Western Australia does not get its fair share of 
federal revenues.  I repeat that Western Australia comprises 10 per cent Australia’s population and makes up 10 
per cent of the national vote.  That is why year in and year out money flows out of Western Australia to the 
federal coffers.  I attended a Liberal Party conference addressed by the Prime Minister in which he said he 
enjoyed coming to Western Australia because he was told the same message by the Western Australian Liberal 
Party every time; that is, although Western Australia comprises only 10 per cent of the population, it produces 
110 per cent of Australia’s wealth. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  There is a bottle of good quality wine from your electorate for any member who can find the 
source of that quote.  I have offered this deal before and no-one has taken it up. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  A bottle of Capel Vale wine from my electorate?  Red or white? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a most overused cliche in Western Australia.  Out of frustration, I offer any member who 
can find its source a bottle of wine. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am quoting the Prime Minister.  I do not know where he got it from. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a cliche whether or not it comes from him. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Okay.  We have not seen the end of the debates from the Premier and the Treasurer about 
the poor, disadvantaged state of Western Australia and how it is not getting its fair share of funding from the 
federal government.  I hear it said every day.  I have no doubt that I will hear about it again during question time.  
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I will hear another Dorothy Dixer about how difficult it is.  Boo hoo, the poor state of Western Australia.  Every 
time I hear that comment, I say, “Welcome to one vote, one value”.  What we are seeing in Western Australia is 
the result of one vote, one value across Australia.  The legislation we will pass will produce exactly the same 
result for rural and regional Western Australia.  I accept that no doubt this legislation will be passed.  I commend 
the minister of the day for increasing the number of Legislative Assembly seats from 57 to 59.  I wish he would 
increase the number of seats to 61.  I accept that the increase to 59 seats is caused by the political reality of what 
must be done.  However, can we please have an end to the debates about how badly we are done by under the 
federal system?  That is the same system we are about to impose on rural and regional Western Australia.  That 
argument was taken up by the former member for Pilbara, Larry Graham, when he represented that region.  Can 
members opposite move beyond those arguments?  If the principle of one vote, one value must be accepted, the 
government must govern for all the people of Western Australia irrespective of where they live, where the assets 
are located and the hardships that have to be faced to recover those assets.  People are not moving into the 
mining industry or to mining areas or agricultural regions because of the wonderful facilities that exist, the great 
sporting complexes they have or the reliability of power.  They are not even moving to the Mining and Pastoral 
Region because their votes will be worth more. 

Some electorates in the Mining and Pastoral Region will have fewer than 10 000 electors on the books.  If we are 
to believe some of what was said during the one vote, one value debate, those voters may not even live there.  
Therefore, potentially some electorates will have just 8 000 voters.  I would like to know how many people in an 
electorate like Wanneroo, for example, which comprises 48 000 voters and which, thank heavens, will decrease 
in size to 21 343 - that is a much better prospect - will relocate to a seat that contains only 9 000 or fewer 
electors?  How wonderful that will be. 

If we accept the principle of one vote, one value, we must accept the outcome.  This outcome will be forced on 
rural and regional Western Australians.  The Premier and the Treasurer should accept the consequences of living 
under a federal one vote, one value system.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [1.29 pm]:  I support this new legislation but my support is guarded because I believe 
it does not go far enough.  I will reiterate my situation.  I represent a very large electorate in the south east of 
Western Australia.  It is approximately 90 000 square kilometres in size.  Victoria has a total landmass of 
270 000 square kilometres.  As such, my electorate is approximately one-third the size of Victoria.   

Without bleating, I believe that my constituents are already suffering.  This is not a political preservation issue 
for me.  I do not need this job.  I have come to do this job, but I did not need to enter Parliament to obtain a job.  
Some constituents rang me this morning but it was not in connection with my political self-preservation in the 
seat of Roe under the new arrangements.  They rang me, as their representative, to inquire about the availability 
of their representative and the ability of their representative to do the job, which is to represent them.  We hear a 
lot about the Mining and Pastoral Region and the expansive nature of the electorates within it that require special 
treatment and a moratorium from one vote, one value.  I suggest that seats in the Agricultural Region, such as 
Roe, present more difficulties in representation than many of the electorates in the Mining and Pastoral Region 
in the north west of the state.  As I said, my electorate covers approximately 90 000 square kilometres.  The 
electorate contains more than 80 sites, towns, sidings and settlements dispersed throughout it.  In areas such as 
the Kimberley, many locations are uninhabitable.  That is not the case in the seat of Roe.  Within 100 kilometres 
of any place there is another settlement or a siding.  Within 100 kilometres of my home town of Esperance can 
be found Munglinup and Salmon Gums.  Ravensthorpe, Hopetoun and Bremer Bay are another 100 kilometres 
further on.  Settlements and towns are found consistently throughout the electorate. 

There may be a feeling that the only time people see their local member is when there is an election.  Despite 
that cynicism, it is my job to represent my electorate and my constituents.  That does not involve just putting 
bandaids on problems; it involves being proactive.  That means getting involved with an organisation and getting 
a project going.  One example is the Jerramungup industrial group, which has been working towards getting a 
stockfeed pelleting mill in the town.  It is important for the local member to be with them and to join in the 
project meetings.  The local member should do a bit of a roadshow in trying to get funding under cooperative 
arrangements and establish a significant funding base so that the government can be approached.  If the 
community puts in $1 million, state and federal governments can be asked for a dollar-for-dollar commitment.  
That would provide $2 million, which could get such a project off the ground.  A member who is running around 
a big electorate that has many sites cannot work proactively with such small groups to get projects up and 
running.  The constituents who rang me this morning suggested that the representation from their member will 
be dissipated and diluted because, under one vote, one value, the electorate will be expanded to 110 000 square 
kilometres.  That represents an area nearly half the size of Victoria.  The constituents represent the people’s 
agenda; they do not represent the political agenda.  I do not want to plead for my seat or suggest that, under the 
new arrangements, I might not be able to get back into politics.  I must do my job in representing the people - I 
must follow the people’s agenda and not the political one.  I will do my job; I will do what I am paid to do; and I 
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will do what I am expected to do.  I will take my chances.  I will not bleat about this from the point of view of 
political self-preservation.  I will bleat about this from the point of view of representing my constituents, which 
is the job I am paid to do.  This is the job I did not have to have because I did not need a job.  I already had a job 
and I could get that job back tomorrow knowing the situation in health in country areas. 

When I visit the city I do not hear city people bleating about the fact that my electors have a slightly weighted 
vote.  I do not hear them say that it is not fair.  I do not hear them say that country people have an advantage.  
The reality is that my constituents and the people I have lived with in my community for 25 years as a doctor 
know of disadvantage.  City people recognise that disadvantage.  I do not believe that, considering all the other 
disadvantages of living in the bush, we should dilute the efforts of country representatives through one vote, one 
value legislation.  This is not about equality; it is about disadvantage and discrimination against country people 
in their political representation.  We can all do the figures and the situation can be made to look very equal.  In 
reality, on the ground and under the new arrangements, I will have to cover an area that is half the size of 
Victoria.  The area contains many towns, sidings and settlements that deserve representation.  They deserve to 
see their representative as much as electors in the city deserve to see theirs.   

My electorate comprises about 13 000 voting constituents.  To achieve the new quotient under the one vote, one 
value legislation, the number of electors must be increased to approximately 21 000.  As we now all understand, 
the mining and pastoral area has been excluded from the proposed quotients.  My electorate cannot be extended 
north or east; it must be extended west, and to achieve that it will take in five or six new shires.  Kulin, the most 
north-west centre I must cover in my electorate, is about five hours’ drive from where I live.  The Shire of 
Merredin, which will become the most north-west shire and town in my electorate, will take between six and six 
and a half hours to traverse.  How can a member’s time be so thinly spread?   

My support for this bill is somewhat guarded.  The increased number of members in the Legislative Assembly 
from 57 to 59 is a step in the right direction.  However, I was somewhat encouraged earlier in this house to hear 
Mr McGinty’s consideration of the plight of members representing mining and pastoral electorates.  
Nonetheless, the job will be still very much more difficult for the likes of the members for Moore and Roe.  The 
member for Moore might talk about this later.  It seems, however, that seats in the Agricultural Region have not 
been considered.  It seems the argument was good enough to preserve the status quo in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  I am disappointed that the Agricultural Region missed out, not for my own political future but for the 
people I have lived with since I was a seven-year-old boy and interacted with as a medical practitioner of 25 
years experience, not only in my own town but also further afield in my electorate.  I hope that the government 
will take that as a sign of my genuine disappointment about the dilution of the representation of those 
constituents.  As I said in my maiden speech, they are honest, hardworking people who have heartfelt concern 
for the areas in which they live.  It is extremely disturbing for them to have their political representation diluted.  
I have heard it said in this house that the delivery of services in country areas is not directly dependent on the 
quotient representation - member quotient versus number of electors.  I suggest that in areas such as the 
electorate of Roe, it is vitally important that the representation is on the ground, is robust and is proactive.   

I refer to the comments that we do not represent trees or land.  As an observer to the debate in the upper house, I 
heard a member say that the tyranny of distance is not the only consideration and perhaps the tyranny of time is 
an issue.  I invite anyone who cares to do so to come with me on one of my trips back home and join me as I 
drive through my electorate and try to tell my constituents that the tyranny of distance is not a factor.  The 
tyranny of distance is a significant factor in political representation and in the delivery of services, whether they 
be health, education, power or water - all those core responsibilities of state governments.  The tyranny of 
distance is a major obstacle for those genuine, honest, hardworking people I represent, who have heartfelt 
concern for their electorate.  A strong, active, proactive, ever-present representation is required to deliver core 
services to those areas.  The government has said that people can phone our electorate offices or e-mail us.  
Doctors should try telling a patient who comes to the reception desk at the surgery that he can talk to his doctor 
on the phone, send him an e-mail or see the nurse - although that might be relevant in some cases.  Those people 
want to see their doctor; they want to see the “operative”.  It is the same in the political sphere.  We all know that 
many inquiries can be dealt with by good electoral staff communicating with the member.  However, when push 
comes to shove, constituents want to see their member.  When push comes to shove, patients want to see their 
doctor.  Face-to-face contact with the member and his presence at functions, committees and projects, as well as 
all sorts of other meetings at which things can be worked through, help overcome the disadvantage of distance 
and deliver a service for country people.   

In closing, I give guarded support for this new Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill.  However, I am 
disappointed that it does not go far enough in addressing for my constituents the disadvantage of the tyranny of 
distance. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1.50 pm]:  I wish to comment 
on the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill.  It is always good to follow the member for Roe.  The 
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member for Roe almost became a member of Parliament in 1989, when he first stood for the electorate of Roe.  I 
recall clearly that at that time his political opponents ran a campaign that was very similar to the one they ran this 
time and told people they should keep their local doctor and vote for the opposing party, which I think was the 
National Party at that time.  That actually worked back then, because the now member for Roe lost the election 
by a couple of hundred votes.  I believe the electorate of Roe benefited from that, because the people were able 
to keep a very good doctor and have good access to that doctor.   
This bill is very interesting.  There is no doubt that the electoral amendment process can be described as a work 
in progress.  It has certainly been a work in progress ever since it was mooted by the government just after the 
election and was then brought in with all kinds of rumour and suggestion.  The One Vote One Value Bill 2005 
came into this house in one form and passed through this house in one form.  The bill went to the Legislative 
Council in one form.  However, it obviously will be changed in committee.  Therefore, the bill that we will be 
discussing in another week or so when it comes back from the Legislative Council with amendments will bear no 
resemblance to the original bill that was brought in.  Until yesterday, we were told that when the One Vote One 
Value Bill 2005 receives the royal assent, it will be known as the One Vote One Value Act 2005.  However, 
according to the bill that we are debating now, after the One Vote One Value Bill receives the royal assent it will 
be called the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Act 2005.  That shows how the electoral amendment legislation 
has been changing.  Last Thursday, for example, the community was hearing noises from the government and 
from the independent member in the upper house about how there would be an amendment to the One Vote One 
Value Bill to create two new electorates in the Legislative Assembly.  By Friday, the number of new electorates 
to be created had increased by two so that there were to be 61 members in the Legislative Assembly.  However, 
today the number has gone back to 59.  If ever there was a bill that fluctuated and changed depending on the 
mood of the minister and the government, it is this bill.  In more than 16 years in this place, I have never seen a 
piece of legislation change in intent so dramatically.  I acknowledge that bills have been amended in the 
Legislative Council to such an extent that hundreds of new clauses have been inserted into legislation.  However, 
in no other case have amendments changed the intent of legislation so much as will the proposed amendments to 
this bill.  If the government truly wanted proper electoral reform in Western Australia, it would have brought 
into the Parliament a green bill.  Of course we all know that has not been the case.  My constituents in particular 
need to be aware that this bill is nothing more than a political exercise by the Minister for Electoral Affairs to 
entrench the Labor Party in government in Western Australia and give it an advantage by shifting seats out of 
rural Western Australia and into the metropolitan area.   
The legislation has been changing from week to last week.  Last week, when I was acting Leader of the 
Opposition, it was my firm belief that the bill should be withdrawn from the Legislative Council and all the so-
called amendments should be put into that legislation so that we could have a proper and informed debate.  All 
the debate that occurred on this legislation in the Legislative Assembly was based on a bill that is totally 
different from the bill that we are debating today.  The bill is now being changed even further.  I suspect it is 
being changed in the Legislative Council as we speak.  It is important to note that the amendments provide for a 
large-district allowance of 1.5 per cent for every 1 000 kilometres.  In the Mining and Pastoral Region there is no 
such thing as one vote, one value as it was first proposed.  Therefore, it probably is more appropriate now to 
describe the bill as the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill, because it is certainly changing the Electoral Act 
and entrenching things that are not one vote, one value, particularly in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The 
Minister for Electoral Affairs made a clever and cunning move when he promised to retain five seats in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, because in addition to retaining those five seats the Labor cabinet will have some 
flexibility to change the boundaries within those seats and give it a political advantage by making sure they 
become safe Labor seats.  It is as simple as that.  It is not true to suppose that the Leader of the Opposition’s seat 
will remain within the same boundaries.  Under the government’s proposal, the boundaries could be changed 
dramatically.   
It is interesting that the Greens have introduced a new element into the debate by seeking to create an extra two 
Legislative Councillors in Western Australia to allow for six regions of six members.  That would give the 
Greens an improved chance of having representation in the Parliament for a long time to come.  The Greens have 
based some of their rationale on things called bioregions.  In the Mining and Pastoral Region, for example, the 
proposed district of Murchison has 838 000 square kilometres.  The government is proposing to introduce 
phantom voters in those areas.  To give an example, based on the formula that has been put in place - namely, a 
1.5 per cent large-district allowance for every 1 000 square kilometres - Murchison would have 10 000 people 
and 12 000 phantom voters.  That will create a lot of mythical electors across the region to bring its number of 
electors up to 22 000 people.  Most of the Murchison is desert.  There are hardly any people there at all.  
However, these mythical voters have been put into this legislation to suit the whim of the Minister for Electoral 
Affairs.  That is all it is.  The minister can dream up whatever formula he likes if he wants to play this political 
game.  This is a work in progress by the Minister for Electoral Affairs to favour the Labor Party and improve its 
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chances of winning the next election and possibly the election after that.  I am sure that is the plan.  This is just a 
blatant political exercise by the Minister for Electoral Affairs.   
It is interesting to look at where blame has been lodged.  The independent member in the upper house, Hon Alan 
Cadby, has been mentioned.  It is interesting that Hon Alan Cadby travelled through Merredin with the member 
for Merredin.  I think when they went to Cunderdin they met with the chief executive officer of the local shire.  
He suggested that there could be 61 members of Parliament in the Legislative Assembly, which would improve 
the lot of the people in regional Western Australia.  The 59 seats that are proposed in this bill will mean that 
there will be an extra seat in the country areas of Western Australia.  However, that situation will not necessarily 
compute into the model for 61 seats in the Legislative Assembly, under which three of the extra four seats would 
go into the metropolitan area and only one would go into the rural area.  We had a moveable feast last week in 
this place.  It is now a moveable feast in the Legislative Council.   
It is interesting also that a lot has been said about the absolute majority that will be required to pass this 
legislation.  Of course most of the clauses of this bill, which are being discussed in committee in the Legislative 
Council at this moment, need be passed only by an ordinary majority.  Therefore, Labor will pass any clause of 
this legislation that it wishes to pass, in conjunction with its allies or the de facto coalition partners, the Greens 
(WA). 
Again, it is galling to see a bill of this importance on electoral boundaries, which are fundamental to the rights of 
people in Western Australia, being amended on the run.  It has been said that these issues have created problems 
for the Liberal Party; it appears to me that they have been a problem also for the Labor Party.  It is a known fact 
that the Minister for Electoral Affairs does not like the six-by-six seat arrangement in the Legislative Council.  It 
is also a fact that the minister was prepared to do a deal with the Greens.  Is this the way in which legislation is 
normally passed?  I hope not.  Obviously, the modus operandi of this government is to seek to curry favour with 
its colleagues.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  [Continued on page 1256.] 
 


