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CONSTITUTION AND ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [7.00 pm]:  Before the break I made most of the points that I 
wished to make on this bill.  One point I alluded to was that in his second reading speech the minister justified 
the need for this legislation by pointing out that the number of members of the Legislative Assembly had not 
increased since 1983.  He indicated that the population had grown quite extensively since then.  The point I was 
making was that if we wanted to keep the same ratio of members of the Legislative Assembly to the population 
as there was back in 1983, we would today need to have 87 members in this house.  Instead of putting two extra 
members in, we would need to put 30 extra members in the house.  I am certainly not advocating that.  I say that 
to demonstrate that the minister’s rhetoric and the arguments that he has put forward in support of this legislation 
are really wafer thin.  We all know that the sole reason for this legislation is to provide the necessary legislative 
support to enable the grubby little deal done downstairs with the Greens to go ahead and to gut country Western 
Australia of its representation in Parliament.   

Another point I was making was that this legislation had been rushed to and through the Parliament.  I pointed 
out quite clearly that even the current Premier previously indicated that this was not the way in which this sort of 
constitutional legislative amendment should be passed into law.  I can vividly recall the reaction of the Labor 
Party after the Commission on Government reports were released.  I can recall the current Attorney General and 
the now Premier both endorsing a range of recommendations that the Commission on Government released, 
among which was a recommendation that changes should be made to our constitutional legislation, but saying 
that once the changes had been developed, designed and, I suppose, printed, they should be put to the people in a 
referendum to determine whether they should be implemented in law.   

Here, significant changes are being made to our Constitution, but the Attorney General and the Premier have no 
interest whatsoever in their previous commitment to put these matters to the people in a referendum.  I have no 
doubt that if this grubby little package that the government has put together were put to the people in a 
referendum, it would be absolutely thumped.  Whenever any polling has been conducted on the government’s 
electoral change measures, it has shown overwhelmingly that Western Australians do not support the 
government’s intentions.  We could expect that reaction in country areas where the people’s voice will be 
reduced.  Some may say that people in metropolitan Perth feel aggrieved that our constitutional legislation has 
this country vote-weighting arrangement, but the published polling has shown that metropolitan residents share 
the concerns of country people.  Nowhere in the state is there a majority of people who support what the Labor 
Party is attempting to do with this sort of legislation. 

It is fascinating that earlier the Leader of the House described this bill as “a small aspect”, yet it goes to the very 
heart of the state’s constitutional legislation.  I would have thought that the moment we start undermining the 
constitutional legislation of the state or making changes of this sort of significance, it amounts to far more than a 
small aspect and that it requires thorough scrutiny and far more attention than we are able to give this legislation 
in the one day we have available to us.  We all know that at the end of the day the government will get its way 
and the minister will get his way at long last, as the member for Avon said earlier.  An obvious question is this: 
once this legislation is passed, will the government come back later and make further changes to the electoral 
system of this state?  The minister, who has been hanging on every word I have been saying, might respond to 
the second reading debate by indicating whether, whatever the final form of this legislation when it gets through 
Parliament, we might expect further significant electoral changes to come before the Parliament in the next few 
years.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I would be interested in looking at some of the issues that were raised during the last 
Parliament and revisiting them in the form of some further electoral bill, but that has not been given any detailed 
consideration. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There would be no significant changes to the role of the upper house or 
anything like that? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Who knows? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  “Who knows” - ominous words.  While we focus on the number of members 
who represent country areas, which is an extremely important question, and while we focus on the composition 
of the upper house, which is also a very important question, one aspect of this legislation that is slipping through 
without too much media scrutiny is the fact that the government is removing the entrenchment provisions that 
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relate to our electoral system.  The debate started with section 13 of the Electoral Distribution Act, which stems 
from our original constitutional legislation and contains a manner and form provision that provides for an 
absolute majority of both houses of Parliament before such legislation can be amended or repealed.  What the 
government is doing with the bill that this bill complements is removing that entrenchment provision from 
everything except its so-called one vote, one value provisions.  That means that the minister can walk back into 
this place after that legislation is proclaimed and he can make very significant changes to the electoral system.   

The minister, in response to the question of whether he will make changes to the role of the upper house - that is, 
our house of review that represents the various regions of the state - answered, “Who knows?”  That is a very 
significant revelation.  If the minister had absolutely no intention of changing the role of the upper house, for 
example, he would clearly have come out and said no, that he had absolutely no intention of doing anything like 
that.  The minister has three and a half years up his sleeve after this legislation passes through Parliament.  I 
suspect that “Who knows?” will become “Maybe”; that “Maybe” will become “That sounds good”; that “That 
sounds good” will become “Here’s our first draft”; and “Here’s our first draft” will become “You can’t do 
anything about it, because we do not need a majority in the upper house anymore.”  At that stage the Labor Party 
could come back into this Parliament and gut the upper house.  It could gut its functions and roles and take away 
its ability to act as an effective house of review.  When we asked the minister today whether he would go down 
that path, his answer was “Who knows?”   

I sum up by saying that the Liberal Party supports this legislation.  Personally, as I said, I feel we are stuck 
between a rock and a hard place.  On the one hand, it could be said that this bill is part of an overall package 
relating to the deal the Labor Party did with the Greens (WA).  However, the bill we are dealing with now 
simply adds two more members to the Legislative Assembly.  Although many people may not be comfortable 
with increasing the number of members of Parliament, the harsh reality is that this bill reduces the negative 
impact that the changes made by the government’s so-called one vote, one value legislation will have on country 
Western Australia.  Putting it bluntly, instead of seven country seats in the Legislative Assembly being 
transferred to the metropolitan area, there will now be only six.  For that, if for no other reason, the bill warrants 
support, because it will reduce the negative impact of the government’s electoral policies on country Western 
Australia.  This is not the way that I or, I suspect, anyone on my side of the chamber would like to see country 
representation protected.  We would far rather see the existing system left in place.  We are quite comfortable 
with the balance between country and metropolitan representation at the moment.  The country gets a little over 
40 per cent of the representation in this chamber, and I have never heard anyone in the community complain that 
that is too much. 

In supporting this legislation, which we know will go through this house anyway because the government has the 
numbers, we are at least saying that we hate what the government is doing, and we have opposed its one vote, 
one value measures consistently.  We fought them in the Parliament, in the Supreme Court of Western Australia 
and in the High Court of Australia, and we are fighting against them every day.  Our colleagues in the upper 
house are fighting against the so-called one vote, one value provisions as we speak.  The Liberal Party is 
absolutely and utterly determined to continue opposing Labor’s moves toward one vote, one value.  However, 
this legislation is not the one vote, one value legislation; its aim is to increase the number of members in this 
chamber by two.  One of those members will be in the country, which will reduce the negative impact of Labor’s 
policy on country Western Australia.  For that reason, that reason alone, and for no other single reason, I support 
this bill.  

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [7.13 pm]:  I thank the member for Leschenault for his comments, which I 
certainly endorse.  However, unlike the member for Leschenault, the National Party will not support this bill.  
This probably comes as no surprise, since the Leader of the National Party and other members of the party have 
spoken to that effect.  We oppose the bill on the basis that we strongly oppose the One Vote One Value Bill.  We 
see this bill as simply a part of the larger bill.  No matter which way this is looked at, it is a step backwards for 
regional Western Australia. 

The National Party strongly represents people in regional Western Australia.  For someone who is relatively new 
to Parliament, it is interesting to sit and listen to the Premier speak during question time.  In just about every 
address the Premier makes he talks in very strong terms about “Western Australians this” and “Western 
Australians that”. The National Party is standing up for regional Western Australians; it is very strong about that.  
We will be opposing this bill on the basis that it is a part of the one vote, one value legislation, which, as 
members are aware, the National Party has been opposing.  

Whether looking at the result of the bill in its purest form or with the amendments made by the Greens (WA), or 
anyone else for that matter, something like six seats will go out of regional Western Australia - three seats from 
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the Agricultural Region and three from the South West Region.  We oppose all aspects of this legislation on the 
basis that it is a step backwards for regional Western Australia.   

I am a little disappointed, in the sense that I would like to have seen more members representing regional seats 
on the government side present in the house tonight.  It surprises me that they do not stand up to be counted on 
this issue.  I am very close friends with the member for Albany.  We understand that we need to work together to 
achieve outcomes for our patch.  I am surprised that he does not take a slightly stronger view on this, because it 
will probably have a significant impact on his seat.  The same applies to the members for Collie-Wellington and 
Geraldton.  It does not matter which way it is looked at, they will have an issue at the next election. 

This bill will bring two new members into the Legislative Assembly.  It is a big issue, not only from the point of 
view of one vote, one value but also from a resourcing perspective.  The National Party believes that the issue of 
one vote, one value, being significant electoral reform, should have gone to the people for discussion, and 
perhaps even for a referendum, as was mentioned by the member for Wagin earlier this evening.  Additionally, 
there has been very little mention of the resourcing issue.  I am not talking only about the issue of the two new 
members of Parliament.  There has been a lot of discussion, on and off the record, about allocating additional 
resources to electorates.  That is one of the arguments that came from the member for Kingsley and other 
members.  They said that the solution to the tyranny of distance in regional areas is to throw more resources at 
them.  That is the first point I want to challenge.  I have significant issues with that, from the perspective that 
politics is a people’s game.  Politics is not a question of resources; it is not a question of putting in more 
resources and therefore getting better representation and better servicing of constituents.  It is a people’s game, 
going right back to the step of running an election campaign.  I know that all members in this chamber, by virtue 
of the fact that they won their seats, would have done a heck of a lot of groundwork in their electorates.  They 
would have been out there working the streets, doorknocking and putting their faces in front of the people in 
their electorates.  That is what the people want to see.  The outcome of one vote, one value is potentially an 
electorate that takes eight hours to travel across.  Sticking an electorate office at either end of an electorate does 
not solve the issue of servicing the people in the electorate and taking their views into Parliament.  That is the 
point I make - it is a people’s game, not a resource game. 

A number of points were raised by the member for Riverton, who puts a very strong argument for city seats on 
the one vote, one value question.  The member for Riverton is tremendously respected in his electorate for the 
efforts he puts in talking to various community groups in the electorate and making face-to-face contact with the 
people he represents.  I have heard much, even on this side of the house, about the efforts he puts into it.  I wish 
he were here to hear me, because in some ways I am praising his efforts.  However, I am reinforcing the point 
that politics is a people’s business, and not a resource business.  He makes the effort to get to as many events as 
he can in his electorate to make that face-to-face contact with the people he represents and to get their views so 
that they can be confident that he will go into Parliament and push views they want heard.  The issue which I 
face, and which is faced by a number of other members - the member for Warren Blackwood spoke earlier about 
the distance he has to travel over his electorate - is that a significant amount of travel time is involved in meeting 
constituents.  That issue cannot be solved simply by allocating resources.  It cannot be solved by giving a 
member an aeroplane or a couple of hire cars, because that just does not happen where we come from, let alone 
having an electorate office at either end of the electorate.  The point is that, in order for me to achieve what the 
member for Riverton achieves extremely well, I must travel two or three hours at a time to get to the venues to 
meet with the people face to face and talk to them about the issues they have.  That is an issue that regional 
people face.  It is not quite the same issue that city electorates have; I know that different issues arise there.  

An easy way to solve the problem of distance is by allocating resources.  If I were given access to charter planes 
and cars, can members imagine the cost that would be incurred and the imposition it would be on the 
government to pay for me to get to the ends of my electorate in a shorter period?  My electorate probably fits 
into the middle range of country electorates.  It is not as big as Roe or Moore.  By putting members in planes and 
cars to get to the ends of their electorates is a huge cost and is impracticable.  Why not accept vote weighting in 
regional areas as the right strategy to address representation of country people by politicians in this house? 

I am pleased the member for Roe is at the back of the house, because his electorate bounds on to mine.  
Recently, one of these once-every-100-year events occurred in the form of a heavy downpour in the south west.  
There was significant loss of stock, damage to regional roads and the like.  At the west end of the Roe electorate 
is a little river crossing, and the risks it presents had been raised a number of times by my predecessor as well as 
by a number of people who represent regional road groups in the great southern.  During the height of the rain in 
the south west, a car with two people in it was washed off the crossing.  The first person was able to get out of 
the car before it went off the edge.  The car then did a couple of tumbles and the second person was able to get 
out.  I have raised that issue, along with a couple of other issues in my electorate, with the Minister for Planning 
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and Infrastructure.  I did not raise them because I wanted to have a crack at the minister, but simply because in 
my opinion and in the opinion of my electors there are matters that need to be addressed.  It is interesting in this 
case that the crossing is in the electorate of Roe.  The member for Roe lives in Esperance, and it is a huge 
exercise for him to be aware of issues that are some six hours away.  That is the issue he faces in an electorate 
the size of Roe.  The concession he currently has is that there is a level of vote weighting.  He represents 14 500 
people and he has a chance to represent them in the Parliament.  I was happy to take up the crossing issue, and 
will be conversing with him about it.  Vote weighting is the only way to address the issue of representation by 
members for country electorates.   

I mentioned the member for Riverton.  After talking to members inside and outside this house, I hold a lot of 
respect for the way he manages his electorate and keeps up a high level of contact with the constituents.  In a 
debate in this house he raised the one vote, one value question and ran the argument that in the current electoral 
arrangement of seats, we have not addressed the issues affecting country people, such as services, the 
socioeconomic gap and a range of socioeconomic indicators.  He put the argument that current arrangements 
have not met regional needs.  His argument was: why would a reduction in the number of members representing 
country seats have a negative impact if regional needs have not been addressed before now?  I have some 
difficulty with that argument.  A good analogy may be that we can address the issues facing the health system by 
cutting back the number of doctors we have.  That might be a rather loose and wide example, but implementing a 
cutback in regional representation will not have a positive effect on those areas.  I also put the argument that 
having the country representation we have is probably keeping down the ebb towards the city.  At least in 
making his argument the member for Riverton acknowledged that there are gaps between the city and the 
country in a raft of socioeconomic indicators.  He put the argument that the current representation has not 
improved that and asked why, therefore, it would matter if we changed it.   

I will take some of the member for Riverton’s argument to demonstrate what I see as a vicious cycle.  The 
vicious cycle that is occurring is strangling regional WA.  Let us look at why the country falls behind.  The first 
issue is regional infrastructure.  When one goes into an election campaign, one has a very close look at the needs 
of the electorate.  I am sure most members in this house are like me and they do not want to be reactive.  Sure, 
they want to react to issues in their electorate, but they also want to take the added step of being proactive.  If I 
am going to represent this seat for four years, how can I make a difference?  How can I move the electorate 
forward?  One of the things I looked at in my electorate was the issue of regional infrastructure.  I used some of 
these points in my maiden speech, but if members can address the issue of regional infrastructure, they will set 
up the catalyst for investment to come in and then for business, employment and growth.  That is a way for 
members to take their patch forward, which is a bit of a push up the hill for regional communities.   

I am really pleased that the Minister for Local Government came to Denmark and met with the local shire.  I 
hoped he would get up to Frankland, but unfortunately he did not make it.  One of the points that was made 
strongly was the need for regional infrastructure.  There is a vicious cycle happening here in which country 
people are on a bit of a hiding to nothing.  The point was raised in that discussion that members from the local 
council were putting forward matters they believed needed government support, and largely it reflected 
infrastructure.  What probably was not fully acknowledged in those discussions was the need for government to 
invest in areas of infrastructure that have ongoing benefits for growth in the region.  It is one thing to invest in 
something that fixes up a problem and that is where it stops, but it is another thing to be smart about it and invest 
in infrastructure that has ongoing implications in those regions.  That is the point that people in regional WA - in 
a sense we are the spokespeople for that - are pushing: we need to start with that catalyst and throw some funds 
in there to get some infrastructure items on the books and happening to attract investment.   

Huge growth is occurring in the Frankland region, and I cited this in my maiden speech.  However, big vineyards 
there are still using diesel pumps because they do not have the backbone power to the main line to have 
sufficient power to support electric pumps.   

I refer to another point to illustrate where the country is falling behind.  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr J.R. Quigley), I 
beg your indulgence because it may sound as though I am going off the path, but I do have a strong point to 
make.  Some very city-centric policies have been adopted by this government.  We know water is a big problem 
in WA, and there has been a lot of discussion about that.  I know plans are in place to study bringing water from 
the north.  The government is certainly committed to the desalination plant.  The member for Merredin and the 
National Party have suggested that desalination plants be constructed in some regional areas to address the water 
shortage and salinity, which are huge issues in some regional areas.  That would be a way of investing in 
regional areas.  At the same time, these catalysts would solve a couple of problems.  Individuals and new 
families are going to those areas, which provides an impetus for schools to take on a few more children so that 
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they can get over some of the staffing thresholds.  It is critical to have a decentralised focus.  We need regional 
representation in order to have those messages heard. 

I will now refer to roads, which represent a classic issue.  At the moment, any road issue is pretty sensitive and a 
number of such issues have been raised during question time.  I have raised a couple of issues about regional 
roads with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Significant funds have been pulled out of some of these 
regional areas.  I know that the government has to make a balance.  The government has all these jobs to do and 
it has a huge pie of funds to distribute in some form or other.  There has not been an equitable or a fair 
distribution of those funds to meet the needs of regional people.  I spoke about the recent accident on Chester 
Pass Road.  Another accident occurred on Muirs Highway.  This was the second issue that I raised with the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Muirs Highway is now a hotspot for haulage because of the logs that are dragged out for 
the plantation timber industry plant at Mirrembeena industrial estate site just north of Albany for processing into 
woodchips and ultimately to be put onto ships.  A laden truck was coming from the west towards Mt Barker and 
an empty truck was on the way back.  These two trucks passed very close to each other and, because the road is 
so narrow and there is a bit of a drop-off to the gravel on the edges, it is not difficult for the tails or the dogs on 
these trucks to slip over to the other side.  That is what happened and one of the stay bars was knocked off the 
back of the laden truck, which dumped a heap of logs onto the road.  That could have happened on any number 
of roads.  One of the outcomes of a discussion about that issue was that it was agreed that the condition of the 
road was a contributing factor.  There are considerable issues about roads.  I have raised those two specific 
issues, but not because I necessarily think someone can do something about them straightaway, because it will 
cost a lot of money and, again, the government has this balancing act to perform.  However, there are some 
issues with roads in regional Western Australia that need addressing holistically.  We need proper representation 
to support that. 

I have referred to the issue of power in Frankland.  I guess that when I raise these concerns about infrastructure I 
am talking about a vicious cycle that we are encountering.  The government has introduced legislation to reduce 
the level of regional representation.  In a number of instances the government is also pulling resources from 
regional areas, or is not sufficiently funding resources.  That reduces the level of investment from outside, 
because people do not want to spend money to move to those areas to follow up business opportunities, so the 
population stays down.  That provides the government with an argument for saying that there is not sufficient 
investment or business in those regional areas to make things happen, which supports its argument about why the 
areas should have a certain weighting for political representation.  There is a bit of a downward spiral, and I have 
a real issue with that. 

I have been reading some of the policy statements from the Department of Agriculture that refer to the basic 
philosophy of trying to encourage regional investment and attracting people into these regional areas.  There is a 
conflict between that policy and what is happening.  To add insult to injury, the government is now removing the 
very thing that has a chance to put investment back into regional areas as a catalyst for businesses, particularly 
big businesses, which then supports schools, communities and so on.  That would provide growth in the regional 
areas.  That would not be a bad thing, because it would take pressure off Perth.  It would take the pressure off the 
water resources and the energy needed to support Perth.  There are a lot of reasons why it is a good thing.  That 
downward spiral worries me.  My point is that regional WA is on a hiding to nothing, and this legislation adds to 
it.  We cannot support this bill, simply because it supports the One Vote One Value Bill, to which, as a party, we 
are vehemently opposed. 

I want to briefly reiterate some of the points that have been made.  The tyranny of distance has been referred to.  
Unlike the member for Riverton, I have to travel a couple of hours to make contact with members in my 
electorate to listen to their issues so that I can understand those issues and take them up in Parliament.  Bigger 
regional centres have a lot of diversity, and we are trying to draw together a common community of interest.  
The bigger the government makes my electorate the more difficult it will be to achieve that common community 
of interest.  There are some very populated coastal locations in my electorate.  I am pleased that the member for 
Albany has entered the chamber, because he is certainly aware of that.  I have heard the member for Albany say 
that he can look out of the window of his office and see the little patch on the other side of Princess Royal 
Harbour, and he cannot understand why that should not be part of the seat of Albany.  I can appreciate some of 
the issues that have been raised.  I would probably support his view, because arguments can be made that the 
patch does not fit the community of interest for the seat of Stirling.  However, I do have issues about the 
diversity of the remainder of my electorate.  I have big regional centres in my electorate.  Denmark has a 
population of 5 000 people.  Mt Barker is approaching that level of population and it is very urbanised.  In the 
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same patch I have broadacre agriculture going out to the Wellstead area and up towards Frankland and 
Cranbrook.  I also have mining in that patch.  That might sound surprising, but Grange Resources Ltd is opening 
a mine and the overseas price of iron ore is even more likely to make that occur.  Grange Resources is opening a 
magnetite mine at Wellstead and it will pipe a slurry of magnetite back to the port of Albany and export it 
overseas.  I also have forests and national parks in my electorate.  There is a big eastern chunk of the Walpole 
wilderness area in my electorate.  Members can appreciate the diversity of the electorate of Stirling.  If that 
electorate were expanded to something like three times its present size, which is likely if some of this legislation 
is passed, it would be difficult for members to appreciate the effect that would have on diversity.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Have you looked at the seat of Serpentine-Jarrahdale? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I have not. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That electorate has exactly the same range of issues and happens to have the same 
number of constituents. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  That was one of a number of issues that I raised.  I had raised the point about supporting 
infrastructure in regional areas as a catalyst for outside investment.  If I can beg the minister’s indulgence while 
she is in the chamber, I believe that some of these regional areas are on a spiral downturn because there is no 
investment in some of the infrastructure.  If we had that investment, it would encourage other investment.  If that 
encouragement does not occur, the population will reduce.  I can appreciate that that will add to the minister’s 
argument.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I agree.  We are very focused on going into each of the major regional centres and 
strategically investing to develop their potential to attract population from Perth.  Obviously, how far down the 
track we go is questionable, because we are trying to focus on the provincial cities at least in the first instance. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I strongly support strategic investment; it is critical.  I raised that issue with the Minister 
for Local Government and Regional Development when he visited the area recently.  I would love to have a talk 
with the minister about this matter.  A little bit of catalyst investment in some areas could result in a whole lot of 
things.  I would love to take the minister down to the Frankland area one day if she has the time.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  We will certainly look at Wellstead. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I do not accept the argument that increasing resources for electorates will meet the needs 
of a bigger electorate.  To me, it is a people’s game; it is not a resource game.  I made that point earlier.  I do not 
accept that the fact that regional issues have not been addressed under the current arrangements is justification 
for removing regional representation.  That is the point that the member for Riverton took up.  I believe there is a 
raft of good reasons that we need vote weighting to address the service needs of regional Western Australia, as 
well as the political representation it needs. 

MR G.A. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [7.40 pm]:  I commend Mr Acting Speaker (Mr J.R. Quigley) for 
making extra time available for my National Party colleague the member for Stirling to speak.  It is in these 
circumstances that many of us are able to learn information from other members of the house.  

I oppose the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005 because people in my and other electorates whom 
I have spoken to recently have asked me what is one vote, one value legislation.  They want to know what it 
means.  I do my best to explain what one vote, one value might mean.  It is a humble attempt.  More often than 
not, I refer them to the Minister for Electoral Affairs to pursue from him what the meaning of one vote, one 
value might be.  I am not aware of whether they follow that up.  However, I am very aware - as is this house - 
that the notion of the legislation previously called the One Vote One Value Bill has been dismissed by the 
Greens in the upper house.  The legislation now has a different title: the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 
2005.  We heard earlier today that the Minister for Electoral Affairs is prepared to accept that name.  He asked 
the question: what is in a name?  I would ask: what is in an expression?  We now have what might have been the 
silk purse made from a sow’s ear as proposed by the government.  It is now becoming the sow’s ear made from a 
silk purse. 
This is a deception that I know many members of the government have not had an opportunity to speak to.  
Electors in my and other electorates ask me to represent them in this house by opposing this proposed legislation.  
As many members of this house would agree, we are all privileged to serve the Parliament of Western Australia 
and our electorates.  We are here to represent those who have elected us to our positions.  This legislation, now 
known as the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005, is not electoral reform as the government might 
suggest.  It is electoral repression.  It is a disfranchisement, as has been mentioned previously in this house.  If 
the government is seeking electoral reform and strongly believes in its principles - I will not dispute that belief 
and I am on record as having said that before - why is it able to do a deal with the Greens in the upper house to 
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change those principles?  The government has compromised itself entirely and will continue to do so.  I was 
fascinated to hear last night part of the debate in the other place in which the Greens described the process they 
thought might be applicable to the houses, Parliament and government of Western Australia, which they call 
“bioregion”.  Some people may accuse me of being old and infirm but I thought I heard “buy a region”.  I 
thought yes, indeed, that is what the government is doing; it is trying to buy a region!  They are trying to buy off 
people.  Unfortunately, it was just another peculiar machination of the Greens.  They are a most peculiar group 
of people.  The government knows that because it has to deal with them consistently.  Some of that rubs off.  Our 
“buy a region” friends from the other side of this house - the government - are attempting to buy 57, 59 or 61 
seats.  Apparently, the number settled is 59 - whatever can be bought at this point.  It is, once again, a 
compromise of the principles that this government has espoused.  I may be naive; I admit to being so in many 
aspects of my life.  I am quite prepared to admit that.  One of the things that I truly thought the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs represented - I was prepared to believe him - was shown in his statement that the principles that 
the Labor Party has espoused for the past 100 years are those of one vote, one value.  He said that the Labor 
Party stood by those principles.  However, it pleases me to be a member of the National Party because I get to 
work with people like the member for Avon.  He has shared with me a considerable amount of information. 
Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  He may share it with the member for Albany. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  What about the member for Wagin? 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  The member for Wagin is a totally different case, as the member would know. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  What insights does the member for Avon offer? 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I would like to share them with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  It gives 
me great pleasure to read a quote from Hansard from 1954.  It is because the member for Avon has a sense of 
history of this place and the purpose of Parliament. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  He is history! 
Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I am glad that members on the other side of the house recognise the importance of my 
leader, as I do.  I thank them for their indulgence and support in this matter.  I return to the 1954 Hansard.  The 
then Premier, A.R.G. Hawke, was talking to the Electoral Districts and Provinces Adjustment Bill. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  That was the year of the royal visit. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Thank you, member for Cottesloe.  A most timely circumstance. 
Mr T.K. Waldron:  Jingalup won the premiership. 
Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Perhaps even royal assent to Jingalup winning the premiership.  In 1954 Labor 
Premier - he was a Labor Premier -   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  He won the double.  

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Who won the double? 
Several members interjected. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  In the 1954 Hansard, Labor Premier A.R.G Hawke said in his second reading speech 
on the Electoral Districts and Provinces Adjustment Bill - 
Several members interjected. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I ask members to please bear with me because we on this side of the house have 
certainly beared with members on that side of the house during to the toing and froing of the 57, 59, 61 on the 
One Vote One Value Bill and whatever it is called now.  I am sure that Premier A.R.G. Hawke was well within 
his capabilities and entitlements in this chamber when he said - 

The weighting of votes as between the three proposed new areas will be on the following lines: -Every 
three electors in the proposed metropolitan area will count as one elector; every three electors in the 
agricultural and central mining area will count as two electors, and every one elector in the pastoral and 
outer mining area will count as one elector.  Under the present Act, every two electors in the 
metropolitan area count as one; every one elector in the rest of the State except the North-West counts 
as one elector. 

That proposal is just as convoluted as this government’s proposed legislation.  It is absolutely pathetic.  I now 
ask the government, which proposes this ridiculous legislation, to present to this Parliament some notional maps 
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of the proposed city electorates.  Is it eight new seats that are proposed?  Is that what it can show us?  I doubt 
that the government will show us those maps.  I doubt that it even knows what the maps are.  It has undertaken 
no community consultation whatsoever.  The government will not even bother to ask the people about its most 
important proposal.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  The government can show us the results of the referendum on shopping hours on 
Sunday afternoons, Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  However, the government does not have the 
courage or willingness to ask the people about this most important document.  

Mr P.B. Watson:  They have been to the people on the matter twice.  

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Peace and love, indeed, to the member for Albany.  The government should have the 
courage to go to the people and ask them if they think this proposition has any resonance whatsoever.  I think 
they would give the member for Albany another version of the peace sign!  Where is the government’s 
responsibility in this issue?  Has it dared to ask the people of Western Australia about this electoral reform?  N-
O.  I challenge the government to do that.  If the people say yes in a referendum, I will accept that.  

Mr P.B. Watson:  Will you take an interjection?   

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  No, I will not.  

I ask members on the other side of the house whether they distrust the people of Western Australia.  They are in 
government because they have been given the mandate to govern.  They were voted into government on that.  If 
they trust those people who put them in government, why does the government not trust them to answer a very 
simple question in a referendum?  Obviously the government does not have trust in the voices of the people of 
Western Australia; it has contempt for them.  It is not prepared to ask them an honest question about the 
government’s proposition to change the electorates and the way voting will be conducted in Western Australia if 
this legislation sees its way through Parliament.  That is greatly unfortunate.  It is a great pity and it will be 
visited upon government members continually in the future.  That is unfortunate because the government has the 
opportunity to undo these things and it is not taking that opportunity.  

Democracy should involve consultation with the people, and this proposition does not involve consultation.  It 
involves the manipulation, destruction, dispersal and total abandonment of the government’s so-called principles.  
It does not have principles in this debate.  It does not have principles attached to its supposed one vote, one value 
legislation.  Even its partners in crime, the Greens (WA), have amended the title of the bill in the upper house to 
become the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005.  Even they were afraid of the title “One Vote One 
Value Bill” because it does not reflect the true outcome of the legislation.  

I am sure the Premier will not mind my quoting what he said earlier in the house today.  I will not in any sense 
demean his words.  He said - 

Let us get back to the real issues that matter to the people of Western Australia.  

I agree.  One of the real issues of the people of Western Australia is proper and fair representation, in which the 
people of Western Australia have fair and reasonable access to the people they choose to represent them in this 
Assembly.  This proposed legislation, now known as the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005, does not 
allow the people of Western Australia, except in some quarantined areas - even within those quarantined areas 
there will be exceptions - fair and reasonable access to a range of facilities.  I will not expand on them at this 
point because members on this side of the house have responded bountifully in this debate.  Many of the present 
services in the electorates will be further away - if they continue to exist - from many of those in regional 
Western Australia.  They have found themselves disadvantaged by the tyranny of distance for a long time.  

Is there a better system, we might ask.  Surely this is what occupied the time of some members of government - I 
suggest very few because, as evidenced in this house, it appears that very few members of the government are 
prepared to defend this legislation and tell us how it might impact on their electorates and how they might 
deliver a better service, a better range of government to their constituents, be they Liberal, Labor or National.  I 
am not hearing anything from the other side of the house.  Once again, that disappoints me.  Given this is a 
government of principle, I thought it would be fair and democratic for us to hear from country members of 
government on this proposed legislation and why they thought it would be of such long and continuing benefit to 
the community and how it might in fact produce far better results for them in the future.  Surely that is what we 
want.  We remain uninformed on this side of the house about the majority opinion on the other side of the house.  
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We have heard from neither the backbench nor regional government representatives on how they believe they 
could more effectively represent their electorates under this legislation.  

It is not fair; it is not equality and it seems that many members of government have been muzzled in this debate; 
they are unable to take part in it.  They are unable to acknowledge certain principles because they will not have 
an opportunity to present them in this house.   

Having said that, I feel for the members on the other side of the house who might have liked to put their point of 
view and to represent their electorates but who have been prevented from doing so.  As members on this side of 
the house already know, and as I suggest to members on the other side of the house, if this legislation is passed 
and enacted, many people in Western Australia will be unable to have their point of view effectively represented.  
I oppose the bill.   

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [8.00 pm]:  I do not intend to speak for more than a couple of minutes on 
this bill, because I do not think it deserves any more than that.  Although I support the bill, I do not have any 
enthusiasm for it.  It is not a carefully thought through piece of legislation.  It is really just part of a deal the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs has cut with the Greens (WA) and Hon Alan Cadby in the upper house to get his 
so-called one vote, one value legislation through the Parliament.  Because 21 May is looming large, we must sit 
here on Wednesday night to debate this as an urgent bill.  It should not be an urgent bill.  If we are to increase the 
number of members of this house, that should be done carefully and with a great deal of thought.  However, that 
is not happening; we must rush the bill through tonight because of the desire of the minister to pass this bodgie 
one vote, one value package of legislation.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is not dodgy; it is good.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is bodgie, St James.  The whole thing is based on expediency and has not been 
carefully thought through.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Is that St Augustine or St James?   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  St James, but I do not think the minister will ever make it after this.   

The minister pointed out in his second reading speech the history of legislation to increase the number of 
members of this house.  I considered that history and discovered that there was no particular logic to it.  That is 
not surprising.  The Legislative Assembly started in 1890 with 30 members representing fewer than 50 000 
people in this state.  Within 11 years the number of members jumped to 50 and the population of Western 
Australia increased to 184 000.  The next major jump from 50 members did not come until 1968 - 67 years later - 
when the number went up by one.  By that stage, the population had increased by three-quarters of a million.  
We can see that there is no logic to any of this.  Nine years later, with an increase in the population of more than 
a quarter of a million people, the number of members of the Legislative Assembly jumped to 55; that is, by four.  
In 1981, legislation was debated to increase the number to 57, which is the number we have had since that time.  
Certainly the last three increases occurred under Liberal governments.  When one reads the legislation and the 
debates, it looks as though the Liberals were shoring up their numbers for the next election.  All in all the history 
of this issue and previous debates indicate that it has always been a matter of self-interest for the government of 
the day.  That is what we see again tonight.  It is all pretty depressing, really.  Although the minister has spoken 
about the principle of one vote, one value, the package of the parent bill and this bill will not deliver true one 
vote, one value.  As I said a moment ago, we will get a bodgie version of it.  This bill just adds to the bodginess 
of the whole package.  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Yes, it is a dog’s dinner.  The bill will increase the number of members of this house by 
two because of a deal the government has cut with the Greens and Hon Alan Cadby.  It is happening for no other 
reason.  We should see it for what it is.  It is a pity that the minister did not read the speech of the Labor leader in 
1981 to find out what he said about the long-held, precious principle of the Labor Party; that is, one vote, one 
value.  Altogether, this is a sad result of the package of electoral reform that is before both houses of Parliament 
at the moment.  The minister had perhaps the only real opportunity to introduce one vote, one value that this 
Parliament will be given for a long time.  We will sort of have one vote, one value in five regions in the state but 
not in the sixth.  The voters of this state will not have the opportunity to feel that they are equally represented.  
That is a great shame because, once this package of legislation is passed, I do not think the state will ever have 
equality in its electoral system.  The people who will lose will not be the members of Parliament but the voters 
of Western Australia.   
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MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [8.04 pm]:  I thank members for their 
contributions.  I particularly thank members of the Liberal Party for their indication of support for the 
proposition that the Legislative Assembly be increased by two members.  It is a sensible thing to do, 
notwithstanding the criticisms that have been made by some members about how the decision to introduce this 
legislation came about.  I commend the bill to the house.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Members, the question is that the bill be read a second time.   

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I received advice from the Speaker that this was to be treated as a bill requiring a 
constitutional majority.  You may wish to take that into account when you put the question, Mr Acting Speaker.   
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The Speaker’s view is that an absolute majority is not 
required for the second and third readings of this bill.  However, he is aware of a cautious alternative view.  It 
has been the case in the past that when an absolute majority was or might have been required on a bill, the 
Speaker followed the procedure used in determining whether an absolute majority is in favour of a suspension of 
standing orders without notice.  Under that procedure, the Speaker announced that if there were a dissentient 
voice when putting the question on the second or third reading, the Chair would divide the house.  If there were 
no dissentient voice, the Speaker would count the members present and declare the question to be carried by an 
absolute majority if that was indeed the case.  Some legal advice has created doubt about how that earlier 
approach might be treated if it were to be considered by a court.  On this occasion, as a precautionary measure to 
ensure it is clear whether the bill is passed by an absolute majority, I will divide the house on the question that 
the bill be read a second time and that the bill be read a third time.  It is the Speaker’s intention, however, to have 
this issue considered by the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to determine the most desirable 
process for this situation.   

The SPEAKER:  I thank the Acting Speaker.  I was not quite quick enough to get back into the chamber to deal 
with that matter.  The question is that the bill be now read a second time.  As there is a dissentient voice, in 
accordance with my statement I call for a division.  Ring the bells.   

Division taken with the following result -   

Ayes (44) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr J.E. McGrath Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr G. Snook 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Dr G.G. Jacobs Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr M.P. Murray Dr S.C. Thomas 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr F.M. Logan Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 

Noes (5) 

Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr G.A. Woodhams Mr T.K. Waldron (Teller)
  
Mr D.T. Redman 

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.W. Andrews Ms K. Hodson-Thomas 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr T.R. Sprigg 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 
Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail 
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Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 amended - 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  The opposition has no intention of dragging out this debate, given that there are few clauses 
in the bill.  It has very little content, other than the change from “57” to “59”, and we are all aware of the reasons 
for that.  In drawing the boundaries and working out what will happen as a result of there being two extra seats, 
the general feeling is that one less seat will be taken from the country, so that six seats will come from the 
country and there will be eight new seats in the city.  I want some clarification from the minister of the numbers, 
and how that determines where the boundaries will be drawn.  As the minister knows, there is no longer a 
boundary between the city and the country.  How is the minister able to say for certain that what we have been 
told is true; that is, there will be one less seat in the country than was the case previously? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am aware that some modelling was done by the Electoral Commission at the request of 
the Greens and also at my request.  That advice was freely offered by the Electoral Commission on what might 
be. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Members, I am finding it very difficult to hear the minister.  
Will members conduct their conversations outside, please. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That means you, member for Peel! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Warren-Blackwood would make a good Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  This was work done by the Electoral Commission applying the broad criteria that are laid 
down in the act of local government boundaries, community of interest and things of that nature.  When the three 
independent Electoral Distribution Commissioners sit, it is up to them to determine, based on the submissions 
they receive and their own value judgments, the way in which the boundaries will be drawn.  Therefore, that 
serious qualification needs to be placed on the work that has been done so far.  This work was done by the staff 
of the Electoral Commission, without any political input. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Do they normally get political input? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not know.  There certainly has not been any in this case.  I just make the point that it 
was done by the staff of the Electoral Commission according to the criteria laid down in the act.  For instance, I 
did not ask them to subdivide the member for Kalgoorlie’s seat.  A bit of a suggestion was made at one stage that 
that had been done, but it had not been.  These are their indicative maps of what might be, but they are not to be 
taken in any sense as what will be, beyond the fact that the criteria used are the same as those that will ultimately 
be used by the commissioners, who might well come up with a completely different configuration.  There has 
been no endeavour to second-guess the commissioners in respect of the metropolitan area.  That is for a very 
sound reason.  With 42 seats or thereabouts in the metropolitan area, frankly, it is just too hard to guess in which 
direction the boundaries would be drawn.  For instance, south of the river we might be able to start with 
Fremantle.  However, we are not too sure in which way Fremantle would be cut down, which would influence 
the shape of every other seat.  It is literally impossible to guess what will happen in the metropolitan area.  As far 
as I am aware, the exercise was done initially with 57 seats, which is the current size of the Assembly, and there 
were a range of alternatives in respect of the large-area allowance, starting with the half a per cent loading, 
which was in the legislation from four years ago, one per cent and 1.5 per cent.  Once we settled on the 1.5 per 
cent loading for those large areas of greater than 100 000 square kilometres, essentially two lots of modelling 
were done - the 57-seat model and the 59-seat model.  The information on that modelling that has been relayed 
to members is generally correct; that is, there would be one extra seat in the south west by increasing the number 
of members by two, and one somewhere in the metropolitan area.  The Mining and Pastoral Region is relatively 
fixed with its massive land area and its five seats.  When I say “relatively fixed”, I mean that a combination of 
the population and land area would generate five seats.  That is what the region currently comprises.   

In the Agricultural Region, again it will depend on where boundaries are drawn, but two seats on the 59-seat 
model could benefit from the large-area allowance although not to an enormous degree; they could be only just 
over 100 000 square kilometres.  That again depends on the way in which boundaries are drawn.  It could be that 
no seats in the Agricultural Region benefit from the large-area allowance, depending upon where the boundaries 
are drawn.   

In the South West Region the difference in the two models has been the insertion of the seat of Collie-
Wellington into the 59-seat model.  There was no seat of Collie-Wellington prior to that.  That is where that 
extra seat was slotted in, according to the 59-seat modelling that I have outlined.  Prior to that, the seat of Capel 
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came a lot further north and the seat of Murray came a lot further south under the 57-seat model.  The proposed 
seat of Collie-Wellington was inserted on the map circulated as a result of the increase in the number of seats.  
Of course, each of those proposals is purely indicative.  People might well read too much into them at this stage, 
given that redistribution is not due to occur until the first half of 2007.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously the change from 57 to 59 members means an alteration to the boundary of the 
South West Region.  Does the region’s boundary change significantly from the existing boundary? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The opening point I make is that as different parties have come to the Electoral 
Commission, commissioners have endeavoured to answer their questions about what might be.  Essentially, the 
way in which this notional redistribution has been carried has been to endeavour to keep things within the 
current regions.  Some minor variations might be made at the edges, but when we talk about eight seats in the 
South West Region under the 59-seat model, that is essentially within the boundaries of what is currently known 
as the South West Region.  It was going to be seven seats under the 57-member model.  The insertion of the 
additional seat has essentially occurred within the limits of what is currently known as the South West Region.  
Suggestions have been made, for instance, that what are currently the seats of Stirling and Albany could be 
transferred to the Agricultural Region.  I am not 100 per cent certain of the origins of that suggestion, but that is 
again on the boundary of the South West Region currently within the south west.  It would always be possible 
for the Electoral Commission to redraw the boundaries on the basis of whether Stirling is an agricultural area or 
part of the south west.  One could mount an argument either way.  For the purposes of the model it has been 
presumed that those seats are still in the south west.  That is not to say that some minor boundary changes and 
adjustments on the edges would not have been made to move the boundary backwards and forwards, which is 
what one would expect in a redistribution in any event, generally speaking following local government 
boundaries.   

All the modelling has been done on the basis of the existing boundaries of the regions and trying to fit districts 
essentially into those.  There is an overlap in the southern area around the member for Dawesville’s current 
electorate between the city and the country, depending upon which model is used.  One model takes what are 
currently country seats into the metropolitan area to build up the numbers and the other model takes what are 
metropolitan seats into the country to build up its area.  That involves a minor number of seats in each case, 
depending on which way the boundary is drawn, but we would expect that because we no longer have a rigid 
division between metropolitan and country areas.  Electorates must be wholly country or wholly metropolitan at 
the moment.  The boundaries around the metropolitan area are also the outer boundaries of the metropolitan 
electorates.  There is now allowed to be that overlap, because in the Legislative Assembly there is no 
significance as to whether a seat is country or city at the boundary between the city and country areas.  The 
requirement for the Legislative Council regions is that they consist of entire electorates that are substantially 
either in the city or the country.  An electorate could move across the boundary between the country and the city.  
Whichever has the majority of that electorate will determine whether it goes into a metropolitan region or a 
country region for the purposes of the Legislative Council.  There is that blurring of the edges around the 
metropolitan area. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Where does the Electoral Commission start with the boundaries?  Does it start with the 
central business district in Perth, Fremantle, Albany or Bunbury?  Is it arbitrary that it allows for a regional 
centre and then moves from regional centres into the hinterland?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The process that the Electoral Commission goes through is to first deal with the 
redistribution for the Legislative Assembly.  The Legislative Council comes later.  Once the boundaries of all the 
Legislative Assembly districts are fixed, those boundaries then go to make up the Legislative Council regions.  
The Council is a secondary consideration.  The commissioner starts by broadly looking at all the criteria.  If this 
package of legislation is passed, the coming redistribution of 2007 will be an unusual one because of the very 
significant shift of seats between city and country and the introduction of the principle of one vote, one value 
that we have spoken about.  Generally speaking, the commission is instructed to pay attention to the criteria that 
are laid down in the act, which include community of interest, local government boundaries and, most 
importantly, existing boundaries of the Legislative Assembly districts.  That is what would normally take place.  
On this occasion that factor of the existing boundaries is likely to have far less weight, because of the magnitude 
of the redistribution that will occur.  We cannot really second-guess what the commissioners will do, other than 
the fact that they will obviously be looking at the totality of where boundaries might go.  We really cannot 
second-guess how they will undertake that task on this occasion, other than to say that the Legislative Council 
will come last.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Are the maps that were put around the other day for the 59 seats?   
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  It should be on the bottom of the page.  What is the date?   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is half chopped off, but it is 59.  I presume this is it.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It was prepared by people other than me.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It says the Electoral Commission on the bottom. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The only time the 59 distribution was done for me was in the last month.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The fact that it was prepared by the Electoral Commission worries me more than anything 
else - more than if it were done by the minister.   

One would expect that when drawing boundaries, the commission would look at all the issues.  I know that in 
this case it was done very quickly for the point of the exercise and it may bear no resemblance to the final 
boundaries, and there is a good chance that that will be the case.   

It concerns me that electorates like Collie-Wellington could affect my seat.  The upper boundary was drawn 
through the census collection district in Falcon.  It divides into two parts what is in effect an island - the upper 
part with canals goes into one electorate and the bottom part goes into an electorate that relates to Collie and 
Australind.  Communities of interest have not been taken into account.   

In the past I had a less than pleasant experience with the commission drawing boundaries that affected the seat of 
Yokine.  A proposal was put forward by us that followed local government boundaries and that is where it 
differed from the other proposal, but it was ignored.  I am concerned that when the boundaries are drawn it will 
be done largely on numbers and not on the vital issue of communities of interest.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I must again stress that these were done by staff and not by the Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners.  It was done to give a broad brush indicative view of what things could look like.  It was never 
purported to be a detailed consideration of community of interest or the sort of thing that would be the product of 
submissions by political parties or individuals for particular issues to be taken into account.   

It is handy for all members to have an appreciation of what the broad picture might look like.  It was not meant 
to be: “We will go down this particular street.” 

To take the member for Dawesville’s example of the two canals, it was never the intention to subdivide the canal 
community in Dawesville.  It was a matter of demonstrating what it could look like, rather than people working 
with a set of words in a piece of legislation.   

I ask members not to read too much into the maps, and to take the broad criteria of electoral enrolments and local 
government boundaries.  This is an indication of what the boundaries could look like.  Please do not read 
anything more than that into it.  It has served a useful purpose to have people focus on a possible outcome.  It 
would be wrong to look at the precise boundaries as being anything more than purely indicative.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I note in the minister’s second reading speech the quotient would be 21 343 per seat.  To 
again use the seat of Collie-Wellington as an example, the number of electors in that electorate is 22 393.  The 
number for the seat of Mandurah is not given. The seat of Collie-Wellington is the fastest growing area in 
Australia, not just in Western Australia.  I presume that when a determination is made of the numbers within an 
electorate, not only would the current numbers be taken into account but also that the boundaries would be 
changed in two years.  It would need to be within a certain proximity of the final numbers by the time of the next 
election because in fast growing areas the number would be not 21 340, but much less than that to cater for 
future growth in the area.  The area at the peak of Collie-Wellington is rapidly growing, and down the coast 
proposed developments will add significant numbers.   

Again, I wonder where that figure of 22 000 would have come from in determining numbers in country seats.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will make a couple of points.  First is the point I made in response to the last question: it 
is purely indicative and not to be taken as indicating any idea of projections of future growth.  The request was 
made to look at the enrolments at the date of the state election in February 2005.  The essential undertaking was 
to bring in electorates that were plus or minus 10 per cent of the quotient.  The total statewide enrolment was 
1 259 260 at the date of the state election.  If we divide that by 59 we have a quotient of 21 343.  From there we 
endeavoured to bring every seat within the range of plus or minus 10 per cent of that quotient of 21 343.  In other 
words, a seat could be as low as 19 209, which is minus 10 per cent, or 23 478 which is plus 10  per cent.  They 
had to fit within that range.   

Again, they are indicative maps and figures, which did not go much beyond finding, generally speaking, within 
local government boundaries a combination to produce that end result.  Those maps were done based on those 
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figures to give a current indication.  When the commission does its redistribution in 2007, it will use the figures 
as at 2007.   
It is important to note that currently there is a redistribution after every second election, in other words after 
every eight years.  That is the longest in Australia.  Every other state is less than eight years.  Unless it is 
amended in the Legislative Council, this legislation will provide for a redistribution after every election.   

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Part of moving closer to equality is to have a more regular redistribution mechanism so 
that in the event of fast growth in an electorate, as occurred in Wanneroo, a member does not finish up 
representing more than 50 000 electors.   
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  There were 42 800 in Wanneroo, and my electorate had the second largest population.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Perhaps the member for Wanneroo might be able to tell us if her electoral enrolment ever 
exceeded 50 000.   
Mrs D.J. Guise:  It was 49 250 and I am still counting.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Just a fraction short of 50 000.  A more regular mechanism will do away with that extreme 
growth.   
The other significant change is that under the old legislation the redistribution was done on figures that were 
already 12 months old.  Under this legislation they can be done on current figures.  Although the projections for 
future growth will be taken into account in fast growing areas, such as the member for Dawesville’s seat, I 
expect that the commissioners will fix something less than the quotient in anticipation that over the four-year life 
of the redistribution there will be growth towards the top end of the quotient.  In some other areas they will fix it 
the other way around because of the way the growth will occur.  It is no longer as crucial as it once was because 
it does not have to last for eight years, which reduces those extreme results.   
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  At the moment under clauses 3 and 4, sections 18 and 16(C)(1) are amended by 
deleting “57” and inserting “59”.  I am not asking the minister to stargaze, but is it still a possibility, as a result 
of discussions, that when this bill comes back from the upper house the clauses could delete “57” and insert 
“61”? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Theoretically, that is possible, but my understanding from the state of negotiations and 
discussions is that the answer to the member’s question is no, for two reasons.  First, that has not been the 
subject of the negotiations and discussions and the agreement that has been reached.  Second, the Legislative 
Council does not have the legal capacity to move an amendment that involves a financial allocation; for 
example, by increasing the number of members.  It could not move an amendment.  The best it can do is send 
back a message that it requires that.  That is highly unlikely, given the nature of the discussions and the 
agreement that is in place.   

Mr Acting Speaker, I request that the Leader of the House stand in for me because I have to attend to an urgent 
matter. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Yes. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have one last question.  I refer again to the numbers.  I have heard the minister’s 
explanation about numbers and the variation from 10 per cent under to 10 per cent over, which allows for 
populations of 19 000 to 23 000.  One would assume that within inner city areas, particularly in the metropolitan 
area, numbers are tending to come down.  Vasse has 22 000, Collie-Wellington has 22 000, Murray has 22 000 
and Warren has 21 000.  Those results have been calculated with these higher figures, even though the areas are 
growing.  This exercise done by the Electoral Commission was only an indicative one, but one would think that 
those areas would have been put at the lower end of the scale given that they are growth areas.  When the 
Electoral Commission was calculating those seats and boundaries, those areas should have been put in at 19 000.  
What I want reassurance from the commissioners about is that if for some reason these calculations were done at 
some 3 000 people per electorate higher than should have been the case, we will still end up with six less country 
seats and not some other number that would represent the correct number of people in each electorate. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member would be well aware that the current method of redistribution has been in 
existence since about 1988, when this legislation went through.  There was also a redistribution in 1989.  The 
process is now very transparent.  Independent commissioners put out a draft set of proposals based on the 
legislation and the principles contained therein.  Members of the public and people with a vested interest, such as 
members of Parliament and political parties, are extended the opportunity through that process to make 
representations.  That is the guarantee.  If the member saw an area that was above quota, reflecting that it was 
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perhaps a low-growth area, he could present figures to the commissioners through that process showing that it 
was a high-growth area.  The transparency in the process provides the guarantee that those sorts of matters can 
be taken on board.  These are indicative figures so that people will have some idea of the likely outcomes.  The 
commissioners must undertake that process and we all have the right to play a proper role in that process.  If 
anybody has concerns, that is the appropriate way to make sure matters are drawn to the attention of the 
commissioners.  The commissioners can be presented with good objective evidence that they have got their 
numbers wrong in terms of high or low-growth areas. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I thank the minister, but that does not answer my question.  My question did not relate to the 
transparency of what will happen.  I understand those matters to be true.  When it comes to the time, I expect that 
an electorate in my area or in Vasse will contain only 19 000 to 20 000 people because of the growth and that 
process.  We are supporting 59 seats on the understanding that that will result in six seats coming out of the 
country, and these figures indicate that we are arriving at that understanding on a false premise.  The false 
premise is that those seats will contain 22 000 voters, when we know full well that they will not have 22 000. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I have not had any involvement in the preparation of these figures, but the advice I have 
received is that they were quickly put together based on data from the roll - that is, the number of people 
currently on the roll in existing seats - which was used to indicate what numbers would go into these new areas.  
The whole redistribution process is far more thorough, transparent and objective.  The data would be put together 
over time from the most appropriate sources to indicate where the growth areas were, and that would form the 
basis for the proper process of redistribution.  This is not a redistribution process.  It simply takes the data that is 
available in the current system and looks at how it might land.  It does not take into account growth projections 
in these areas. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I could have asked this question in relation to clause 2, but I want to get a 
handle on when this legislation will take effect and we head towards the idea of having an extra two members in 
this chamber.  If the Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman) will allow me a bit of leeway, I will quote from the 
commencement stage in a moment.  It is very clear that this legislation is supposed to take effect only when the 
Electoral Amendment and Repeal Act receives royal assent.  Once that occurs this legislation will come into 
force.  That is how it reads.  The question I want to ask is: is the other legislation - that is, the Electoral 
Amendment and Repeal Bill - contingent on this piece of legislation?  In other words, this piece of legislation 
could pass or fail and would have no direct bearing on the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  Is that so? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I accept the first statement the member made regarding the connection between this bill 
and the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005.  That is my advice.  The member’s second point was: is the 
reverse true?  My advice is no, the other bill contains nothing that relates to the bill that is now before us. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It is quite clear-cut, but I wanted to get that on the record, because in itself 
this bill has nothing to do with the concept of one vote, one value.  We are simply dealing with a bill that 
increases the number of members in the Legislative Assembly. 

I was interested in the minister’s comments about indicative maps.  I understood what he was saying.  How 
many sets of indicative maps has the Electoral Commission prepared for the model that combines this legislation 
with the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I do not have a definitive answer.  Anyone who approaches the commission can be given 
the information or the base data that they request.  Different parties have gone to the commission, they have 
asked a set of questions and information has been provided to them.  They did not all ask identical questions.  
Therefore, different information was given.  I got my laptop open and opened Excel and I think I ended up with 
six different spreadsheets, which gave me different models.  That was just from the data available to me and the 
information available in the electorate offices.  There is a range of different models.  Concerning what specific 
assistance was given from the Electoral Commission, my advice is that it was according to the criteria. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  How many different sets has the Electoral Commission prepared on the basis of 
these two pieces of legislation? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  My understanding is that the Liberal Party, the National Party, the Greens and the Labor 
Party all sought information, part of which was presented in map form.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  When you say the Labor Party, do you mean the Minister for Electoral Affairs? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The minister responsible. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am sorry if I sound a bit pedantic on a couple of these things.  There is one 
matter I want to get on the record.  I am sure I know the minister’s answer already.  The second reading speech 
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makes it quite clear, as the minister did earlier when he was talking about this, that one effect of this legislation 
when it is enacted is that it will reduce the number of country seats that will be taken away as a result of the 
implementation of the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  The minister mentioned in the speech that the bill 
will provide for one extra member of Parliament to represent country Western Australia.  We will not actually 
see one additional member; it will be one less being taken away from country Western Australia.  At the 
moment, there are 23 country members in the Legislative Assembly.  I understand that the boundary will change 
between the country and metropolitan areas as a result of the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill, if it is 
enacted.  We now have 23 country members in the Assembly.  How many will we have if the Electoral 
Amendment and Repeal Bill and this bill are passed and put into effect? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The answer is 17.  As best we can currently estimate, there will be five in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, four in the Agricultural Region and eight in the South West Region. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  If the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill is passed without this legislation, how 
many seats will be lost from the country? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There will be 16 seats, so the difference is seven.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I refer to the numbers of Legislative Assembly seats - 57, 59 and 61.  The minister’s 
response was that the upper house would send a message to this place if it agreed.  Following on from 
discussions that are occurring in the other place now, if the decision is such that the Council numbers will 
change, will a message come back about this bill or will another urgent bill be put before this house in two 
weeks?  Can it be done through the mechanism of sending messages?  Would additional clauses be added to this 
bill by using messages if the decision is made in the Council to increase the numbers? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I must apologise to the house, but I was called away before because of what was 
happening in the Legislative Council, which concerned section 46(3) of the Constitution Act.  It essentially states 
that the Legislative Council cannot amend any Bill that would increase the financial burden on the state; in other 
words, that would cost money.  There was an issue under the existing legislation about whether an amendment in 
the Council would do that.  The Legislative Council has no capacity to increase the number of members of the 
Legislative Assembly beyond what is in this bill.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  What about a message? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  As I understand the constitutional requirements, the Legislative Council could refuse to 
pass the bill until such time as the Legislative Assembly agreed to propose a bill for 61 members in the 
Assembly, which is to carry forward the example given by the member.  That is unlikely, because it is not what 
has been discussed and agreed between an absolute majority of members of the Legislative Council.  If there 
were to be any move to increase the number beyond 59, it should be done in this house in this bill. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I accept the minister’s response about the numbers coming from this house.  If the 
upper house wished to change the numbers and send a message, would this house have to introduce a new bill to 
change the numbers in that house?  Could the message be that the Assembly was happy to accept an amendment 
to this bill by the insertion of, for example, two clauses?  Alternatively, would there be a completely separate 
bill, so that we would have to go through the same process again? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It could be either. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Third Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [8.57 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The Speaker’s view is that an absolute majority is not 
required for the second and third readings of this bill.  However, he is aware of a cautious alternative view.  It 
has been the case in the past that when an absolute majority was or might have been required on a bill, the 
Speaker followed the procedure used in determining whether an absolute majority is in favour of a suspension of 
standing orders without notice.  Under that procedure, the Speaker announced that if there were a dissentient 
voice when putting the question on the second or third reading, the Chair would divide the house.  If there were 
no dissentient voice, the Speaker would count the members present and declare the question to be carried by an 
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absolute majority if that was indeed the case.  Some legal advice has created doubt about how that earlier 
approach might be treated if it were to be considered by a court.  On this occasion, as a precautionary measure to 
ensure it is clear whether the bill is passed by an absolute majority, I will divide the house on the question that 
the bill be read a second time and that the bill be read a third time.  It is the Speaker’s intention, however, to have 
this issue considered by the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to determine the most desirable 
process for this situation.   
DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [9.00 pm]:  I briefly mention some information that has just come to hand in the 
last minute or so relating to the reason that the minister dashed out of the chamber a moment ago.  I gather that 
the information from the other place relates to the proposed change in membership of the upper house contained 
in the bill that has already passed this place.  As the minister will recall, the proposal in the One Vote One Value 
Bill was for the upper house to have five members for country regions and seven members for metropolitan 
regions.  The amendment the minister has agreed to with the Greens is to change the membership to a six-six-six 
arrangement for metropolitan and country regions.  This would result in more country members of the 
Legislative Council.  Given the increase in costs for country members versus city members, that amendment may 
be deemed to be an appropriation.  I gather that some information is being sought on that matter.  Perhaps by 
way of interjection, to save prolonging debate, the minister might respond on what that information may be and 
whether any rulings have been given to the minister on whether the change represents an appropriation. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  The legislation currently being considered by the upper house provides for 36 members of 
the Legislative Council.  The bill passed by this house and sought to be amended by agreement in the Legislative 
Council was to provide for a different distribution of membership between the city and country.  That posed the 
question whether that amendment could constitute a burden by virtue of additional costs under section 46(3) of 
the Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  Nothing in the proposal would necessarily imply additional costs.  It is 
speculative that it might involve additional costs.  We have no ruling from the President of the Legislative 
Council, and we do not know whether one will be sought.  It is occurring as we speak.  The view is that what 
might be an additional cost is not a breach of section 46(3) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act in terms of 
an additional burden being placed on the state.  For example, the cost of office accommodation in Northam in the 
Agricultural Region is significantly less than the cost of accommodation in Perth.  In fact, it might be that the 
additional country members in the Legislative Council might not provide a burden.  Those are the issues 
currently being considered in the upper house.  I am not sure what the ruling is, or, indeed, whether a ruling has 
been sought. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I guess that throws up some difficulties if the ruling were to go the other way.  This 
legislation has been through this place and will be changed.  The Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill is 
before this place.  If we were to pass this legislation now and we find the agreement reached cannot be dealt with 
because it is deemed to be an appropriation, we will need the package, including this bill, to come back to this 
house.  Is it the Minister for Electoral Affairs’ belief that there is a difference in cost for country Council 
members compared with city Council members? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  No, is the simple answer.  It is purely speculative at this stage as to what view the Council 
might take.  The Legislative Council has always taken an expansive role in its capacity to amend.  It would be 
remarkable if it were to reverse that and now take a very narrow view in order to limit the capacity of the 
Legislative Council to amend.  My view - this might well be proved wrong while I am speaking - is that the 
amendment proposed by the Greens to have a six-by-six structure for the Legislative Council as part of the bill 
that it is currently debating is within power. 
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.04 pm]:  I understand that 
the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill relies on the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill passing the 
Legislative Council in its amended form and being returned to this place.  I understand that the Legislative 
Council is still seeking a ruling on whether the amendment in the Legislative Council to create six regions of six 
members is an appropriation.  Obviously, there is an increase in the cost of running a non-metropolitan seat as 
compared with a city seat.   

Point of Order 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  On that basis, I ask you, Mr Speaker, for a ruling: if that bill stalls in the Legislative 
Council, what impact will it have on this legislation?  Perhaps you could make that ruling now. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Mr Speaker!  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I am asking the Speaker for a ruling, not you! 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I appreciate that, although I do not know that it is appropriate for the member to ask that 
of the Speaker, I might say. 

The SPEAKER:  I call the Minister for Electoral Affairs. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  These bills are only related -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Mr Speaker!  

The SPEAKER:  The member will get the call next. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  These bills are only related to the extent of the commencement. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Mr Speaker, is this a point of order? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  On a matter of clarification, I am not sure whether the Minister for Electoral Affairs has 
risen on a point of order or this is his third reading response.  If it is his third reading response, conventionally he 
would come last. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  This is a point of order.  I do not wish to cut off debate. 

The SPEAKER:  Regarding the point of order raised at the end of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s 
contribution to the debate, he asked me to make a determination in relation to a bill that has not been decided 
upon in another place, and what might happen if the upper house determined in a certain way.  I will make a 
ruling in relation to what the upper house does when the upper house does it, and not before. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Further to the point of order, is it not the case right now that we are dealing with this bill, 
which under clause 2 states -  

 Subject to subsection (2), this Act comes into operation on the day on which it receives the Royal 
Assent.   

Subclause (2) outlines that its assent is subject to the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Act 2005 receiving royal 
assent.  Therefore, if the entire legislation is in question in the Legislative Council, I presume that this 
legislation, should we pass it, would fall redundant as well. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not think that is correct.  The other legislation would need to fall foul of a Supreme Court 
challenge, I would have thought, for that to occur. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Mr Speaker, if I could interject on you, with your indulgence, obviously, if the bill in 
question requires an appropriation, it should come back to this chamber. 

The SPEAKER:  If it requires an appropriation, it probably will come back. 

Debate Resumed 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [9.07 pm]:  A long time ago, before I became a member of this Parliament, I 
took a trip to India.  Members who have been to India would know that the English newspapers there are very 
articulate, with beautifully written English.  There was a story running on the front page of the major national 
journal at that time regarding the importing of a hay-cutting machine.  The machine had arrived at port, but they 
could not get it out of the port, on the train or under subways.  The saga went on for the two weeks I was in 
India.  The final headline read “The farce is complete: it did not work!”  That is what we have here today - the 
farce is complete: it does not work!  Labor has a real problem now.  This is an example of what happens when a 
government tries to legislate for something on the run; in this case, electoral reform.   
I have relied on my colleagues in this debate who follow electoral matters far more closely than I do.  Currently 
the upper house has 17 city members and 17 country members.  Labor’s bill provides for 21 city members and 
15 country members, with a total of 36 members.  Increasing the number of seats in the upper house from 34 to 
36 clearly requires an appropriation; therefore, it can only be initiated in this house.  There is no doubt and no 
debate about that.  However, the Green’s proposal, which Labor now seems to have accepted, will change the 
distribution within that 36 from 21 city and 15 country seats to 18 city and 18 country seats.  In other words, 
although that proposal does not add an extra member of Parliament, it proposes a shift in the distribution of seats 
between the city and the country.  Whatever the merits of that, it is quite clear to me that that will require 
additional funding, because it costs more to service and maintain a country member of Parliament than it does a 
city member.  We can argue forever whether that is an appropriation.  The one point I make - and I will sit down 
on this - is that there is now a serious doubt whether that change can be made in the upper house.  Given that 
doubt exists - even you, Mr Speaker, seemed to attach some reality to that doubt - that matter must be initiated in 
this house, otherwise the farce is complete.  
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Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Grant Woodhams; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Jim McGinty; 
Mr John Kobelke; Acting Speaker; Speaker; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Paul Omodei; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Colin 

Barnett 

 [19] 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  As a result of an earlier ruling I made, a division will be held.   
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (45) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.D. McRae Mr G. Snook 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr S.R. Hill Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.C. Kucera Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr E. Constable Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Cowper Ms A.J. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.E. McGrath Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (5) 

Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.K. Waldron (Teller)  
Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams  

            

Pairs 

 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr T.R. Sprigg 
 Mr P.W. Andrews Ms K. Hodson-Thomas 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

House adjourned at 9.15 pm 

__________ 
 


