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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.   

Clause 4:  Part IIA inserted -  
Debate was interrupted after the amendment moved by Dr K.D. Hames had been partly considered.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I remind the minister that previously I moved an amendment to change the words “Central 
Metropolitan Region” back to “East Metropolitan Region”.  I discussed my reasons for that amendment.  I was 
seeking an explanation from the minister as to why he had chosen that path.  At this stage I hope he will respond.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The purpose of this change is to accommodate the following: we are proposing that each 
of the Legislative Council regions in the metropolitan area have an equal number of seats, or as close to equal as 
we can practically achieve.  If there are 41 seats in the metropolitan area, the division would be 14-14-13.  
Currently, the North Metropolitan Region has more seats because it returns seven members.  The East 
Metropolitan and South Metropolitan Regions each return five members.  Currently - I refer to only the north of 
the river - there is an incursion into what I regard as the North Metropolitan Region of seats that are technically 
in the East Metropolitan Region.  By the time we reduce further the number of Legislative Councillors to be 
returned, if it is to be the same in the east, the East Metropolitan Region will need to come significantly into the 
North Metropolitan Region.  It is hard to tell exactly where the line will be drawn, but, in my view, it would 
come at least to Wanneroo Road, the freeway or somewhere in that area so that all that area that I regard as being 
north of the river, which is in the north eastern section, would be in the East Metropolitan Region.  The 
considerable push from the south would mean that we would not end up with three logical areas of north, east 
and south of equal size.  We looked at the way in which it could best be configured and came up with the idea 
that south of the river is a well known entity.  It is quite discrete, and it comprises about a third of the 
metropolitan area, depending on whether we extend it to places such as Armadale and the like.  In the northern 
part there is the well known entity of the far northern suburbs, which could include places like Midland as a belt 
across the northern suburbs.  That would leave us with a group of suburbs which, depending upon exactly how 
many seats are brought in from the metropolitan area and where the divisions are drawn, would be what I would 
term the older inner urban seats in the northern area.  I would include as far out as Yokine and those sorts of 
areas which, quite frankly, are not all that far out.  We might even go further north.  Kingsley would most 
probably be the border, whether it is in the northern or central area.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  How far towards the coast are you talking?   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We have not sought to define it; we will leave it up to the electoral commissioners to 
group them together in equal clusters of seats - south, north and central.  The idea is to better reflect the way in 
which we can divide the metropolitan region into three equal regions.  One model looked at the areas around the 
river and the immediate northern suburbs as being the central area.  I suspect that what is currently known as the 
South Metropolitan Region, with some adjustment to the eastern boundaries and the natural border being the 
river dividing the southern area, would comprise about one-third of the metropolitan area in terms of population.  
That is quite a discrete area.  Exactly where it would come in the boundary between the north and central region 
is a little bit hard to say, but it would be somewhere around the Kingsley or Girrawheen electorates.   
Dr K.D. Hames interjected.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, from the coast.  Three areas would abut the coast.    
Dr K.D. Hames:  Cottesloe would be central?   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Absolutely.  There would be no doubt about those seats immediately north of the river - 
they would be central.  We have deliberately not defined it with any greater precision than that and have left the 
electoral commissioners the capacity to draw it as they will.  Whether they have three bands running completely 
across the metropolitan area of north, central and south, or whether there is a central cluster with a north 
wraparound and then a south wraparound is something we will leave up to the electoral commissioners.  We 
think those three are more conducive to accommodating the population distribution otherwise a host of areas that 
I would regard as being north of river would, in fact, be in the east, which is not where I would regard them as 
being.   
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am quite satisfied with that explanation.  Of course, in terms of the number of councillors 
in the metropolitan area, the opposition will move further amendments to keep the status quo, in which case 
those changes would not be required.  Given that the chance of us succeeding with those amendments is fairly 
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slim, obviously we need to consider this carefully.  What is being proposed does not sound unreasonable.  I 
would like to know whether the minister can confirm with the commissioners that they are satisfied that they 
have sufficient guidelines to draw up reasonable boundaries while also looking at the returning of seats with 
respect to Liberal versus Labor and other seats.  What has tended to occur currently is a fairly even distribution 
of voting trends so that the Labor Party gets four seats and the Liberal Party get three seats.  That tends to be the 
trend based on the average vote.  We do not want one area to become predominantly a Labor area, which is easy 
to achieve if the boundaries are drawn in a correct manner.  There is no reason that the electoral commissioners 
would do that, but given that the commissioners have no capacity to take into account voting trends, there is no 
reason that they would not do that.  They have to ignore voting trends when making decisions so that there is 
opportunity and capacity for that to happen.  I would like the minister to talk to the commissioners and provide 
us with some feedback of their response.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The basis upon which the three regions in the metropolitan area are currently created is 
contained in section 9(a) of the Electoral Distribution Act.  It reads - this is the totality of the definition -  

3 regions, to be known, respectively, as the North Metropolitan Region, the South Metropolitan Region 
and the East Metropolitan Region, each consist of complete and contiguous districts that together form 
the Metropolitan Area; 

There is no definition apart from a general indication that if we are talking about North Metropolitan, that is 
where it would be.   

I will refer very briefly to the electoral district maps, published by the Western Australian Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners in August 2003.  Currently the electorate of Maylands is located in the North Metropolitan 
Region and Ballajura, which is to the north of that electorate, is in the East Metropolitan Region.  If each 
metropolitan region were to have the same number of seats, the boundary between north and east, which is 
currently Alexander Drive, would have to shift significantly to the west.  I would have thought then that the 
current electorates of Girrawheen, Maylands and Yokine would be in the East Metropolitan Region.  The 
suggestion that Girrawheen is in the east is the type of problem to which I refer, and is why we have proposed to 
change that arrangement.  We have deliberately not done anything more than is currently in the act.  We have 
simply given the three regions a title.  We have made one direction: each new Legislative Council region is to 
have, as near as possible, the same number of lower house seats as each metropolitan region.  We need some 
type of equality.  Apart from that, it is strictly up to the Electoral Commissioner. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  It does say that elsewhere in the bill. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Proposed section 16I(a)(i) is the provision that requires approximately the same number of 
electorates in each upper house region.  Frankly, I do not know what the Electoral Distribution Commissioners 
will do or how they will do it.  That will be up to them, just as it is up to them to draw the boundaries of the 
north, east and south regions.  This proposal is the same notion as having the three regions.  However, it seems 
that the east region intruding so far into the north region would be problematic because it would not accurately 
describe what is the east and what is the north. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I listened to what the Minister for Electoral Affairs said about the different regions.  It is 
because I am from the South Metropolitan Region that I appreciate what the minister said.  It is good for that 
area to remain as part of the region that is south of the river because it is accepted that the river divides the areas 
north and south of Perth.  I appreciate also what the minister said about the central regions.  The use of a central 
region is a pretty good way to do it.  The minister mentioned Midland being in the north region.  I have never 
imagined Midland being in the north; I have always imagined it being in the east.  Would it be possible for the 
central region to run from the Indian Ocean at Cottesloe to Midland to create a band?  The northern suburbs are 
recognised as Wanneroo, Mindarie etc.  Is that feasible? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  The idea of three bands running all the way across the metropolitan area is one way 
it could be done.  Another would be to include the member’s electorate of South Perth and the Premier’s 
electorate of Victoria Park as part of the central region. 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Theoretically it could be.  It depends on how many seats there are when it is divided into 
equal thirds.  The river is a natural boundary.  Certainly Fremantle could be regarded as central, as could Alfred 
Cove. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  There would not be enough seats to the south. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is the issue.  The region popularly regarded as south of the river, with the possible 
exception of South Perth and Victoria Park, which are between the Canning and Swan Rivers, would contain 
approximately one-third of the seats.  South Perth and Victoria Park could end up in the central region.  
However, I am speculating.  It would depend on how many seats there were and where the boundaries were 
drawn.  I suspect that they might be considered part of the central region. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  With all due respect, I was born in Fremantle.  People who live south of Perth regard 
themselves as living south of the river. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  Ultimately what would override everything else is the need for the commissioners to 
divide the regions into equal groupings.  It is a simply a matter of how the metropolitan area is divided into three 
equal numerical groups.  I thought it would be easier to do that in a more sensible way by creating south, central 
and north regions than to use the current arrangements. 

Dr E. Constable:  Where would you set the boundaries? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think the two boundary electorates in the east are Serpentine-Jarrahdale and Darling 
Range.  I would have thought one of those would become part of the north region or perhaps the central region 
and the other would become part of the south region.  Working backwards to the coast, the electorates south of 
the river would be picked up.  I would then start at the north.  Obviously the seats of Mindarie and Wanneroo 
would become part of that region.  I cannot envisage Midland being part of the central area, frankly.  It would 
have to become part of the north region if this type of scheme were adopted.  The idea of having a belt through 
to the foothills in each of those three areas makes sense to me. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move -  

Page 5, line 21 - To insert after “Council” - 

in the North Metropolitan Region and 5 members in the Central Metropolitan Region and 5 
members in the South Metropolitan Region 

The reason we are moving this amendment is that we believe the status quo of the number of members in the 
metropolitan area should be retained; that is, 17 members should represent the metropolitan area.  We will move 
another amendment to the next clause to return the 17 members to the country seats.  The reason for that is clear: 
we do not support two members being taken from the country areas or two members being added to the 
metropolitan area.  We believe the only reason for that change is as a sop to the Greens (WA).  It is part of a 
bargaining tool by the Labor Party to get the Greens on side.  I am yet to hear the minister deny that. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I am about to concede it. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Okay.  Alternatively, the government has not given an adequate reason for why extra 
Legislative Council members are needed in the metropolitan area.  I contend that they are not needed.  The 
metropolitan area is extremely well serviced by the current 17 Legislative Council members.  Further, the reason 
for having seven members in the North Metropolitan Region is clear.  It is because of the greater number of 
people living in that area.  Therefore, it is natural to have seven Legislative Council representatives.  It is natural 
also to have five Legislative Council members in the other two seats.  That has long been the traditional number 
of councillors that represent the area.  There is no reason to change that.  We have discussed taking members 
from country seats and bringing them to the metropolitan area.  We have discussed also the creation of seven or 
possibly eight new Legislative Assembly seats in the metropolitan area.  If the government wanted to provide 
better representation for people who live in the bush by increasing the number of members of Parliament, it 
would increase also the number of members of the Legislative Assembly.  If the government did that, in effect, 
each member would have fewer people to represent.  Hopefully, instead of seven new members being elected for 
the metropolitan area, fewer would be needed.  Of course, nobody will do that.  The problem could be solved in 
the Legislative Assembly by leaving the country electorates exactly as they are and significantly increasing the 
number of electorates in the metropolitan area.  That would do what the Labor Party wishes to do; that is, to 
provide electorates with a similar number of voters.  Instead of increasing the number of voters in country 
electorates, we could get around the problem by reducing the number of voters in metropolitan electorates.  In 
doing that, there would obviously need to be a significant increase in the number of members of Parliament.  I 
am sure the public would not support that.  However, trying to make the workload of metropolitan members 
lighter and the voice of the metropolitan area greater will cause considerable hardship in regional areas that do 
not have a major city within their electorates.  There will be a huge increase in the size of electorates in areas 
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between major centres, and in the difficulties their members face in covering those electorates.  Those country 
members will need to work much harder.  We could try to maintain the country electorates in their current state 
and with the same number of members to represent them.  For example, if some country electorates have only 
14 000 votes, that is fine; the metropolitan electorates could also have only 14 000 voters.  I imagine that that 
would mean that the number of MLAs would increase by 10 or 15, which would create a furore.  Nevertheless, 
this legislation is creating a furore in country areas, which will be significantly disadvantaged by it.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I am in a quandary, because I do not support what is in the clause and I do not support 
the amendment either.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is generally the lot of being an Independent, isn’t it?   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Yes.  I certainly support one vote, one value in the lower house, and I support the system 
of regions in the upper house.  I like the idea of having six electoral regions and 36 members.  I would like those 
members to be evenly spread across the six regions in much the same way as occurs under the model in the 
Senate.  Why did the minister not go in that direction with the increase?  That works well in our federal system, 
which takes into account the less-populated states and so on and gives them equal representation in the upper 
house.  There would be some symmetry if we were to have the same system in Western Australia.  I am very 
disappointed that the minister did not go in that direction.  I would like the minister to explain why he has 
preferred a model of 21 members in the metropolitan regions and only 15 members in the rural and remote 
regions.  Given the minister’s push for one vote, one value, if he had taken that approach it would have balanced 
things a bit more for the less-populated regions and would perhaps have addressed some of the issues and 
concerns that members, especially country members, have raised in their speeches.  What is in the clause does 
not satisfy me and neither does the amendment.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I suspect that the member for Churchlands might be a closet member of the Greens (WA), 
because the model that she has just advocated is exactly what the Greens previously urged on the government 
and was in the legislation that was ultimately ruled unlawful by the High Court.  I guess that there are three 
approaches to this issue.  One is to leave things as they are, which is the import of the amendment that has been 
moved by the member for Dawesville.  That would provide a 17-17 split.  Even though the population is divided 
74 per cent in the city and 26 per cent in the country, the current distribution of members in the Legislative 
Council is 50-50 city-country.  That presents me with a problem, because it is disproportionate with the 
numerical strength.  I understand the argument for having one vote, one value in the Assembly and for offsetting 
any regional considerations through the system in the Legislative Council.  That is not a point of view that I 
share, but it is one that I understand.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is a sop to the Greens, minister, isn’t it?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is worse than that.  The Greens held a gun to the government’s head and said that unless 
it adopted the model that is now advocated by the member for Churchlands, they would not support one vote, 
one value in the Assembly.  The bill that passed the Parliament in 2001 increased the number of members in the 
upper house by two - one in the city and one in the country.  Option one is what the member for Dawesville has 
proposed; that is, to leave things as they are.  Frankly, I do not particularly want to increase the number of 
members in the Legislative Council.  If there needs to be an increase anywhere to take the pressure off the city-
country issue, I would rather have extra members in the Assembly.  Nonetheless, it is also my job to get the 
legislation through.  That occasionally involves political compromises.   

Dr E. Constable:  It sure does.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It sure does.  The Greens said to us the last time we debated one vote, one value that they 
wanted the six current regions to each return six members.  However, that would extend the degree of inequality.  
The Mining and Pastoral Region has, from memory, about 65 000 voters.  Under the Greens’ model it would 
return six members.  The North Metropolitan Region, with something like 330 000 voters, would also return six 
members.   

Dr E. Constable:  Maybe the boundaries of the regions should change.  They are arbitrary anyway.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  Option one is to leave the system as it is.  Option two is to go ahead with the 
Greens’ model of six regions each returning six members, which would pick up two new members but would 
extend the degree of inequality.  Option three, which has been included in this bill, is to provide two extra 
members to the Legislative Council.  I will be delighted if, when this bill goes to the Council, a reduction can be 
negotiated from the 36 members proposed in the bill to 35 or the current 34 members.  That could happen, as no 
deal has been made.  If that happened, I would be delighted.  However, it is likely that part of the ultimate 
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political settlement in the Legislative Council will involve extra seats in that house.  There is the capacity to do 
that.  The Greens have emphasised regionalism, which is the point that has just been made by the member for 
Churchlands; that is, to retain the regions and regional representation.  My view is that we should take a step 
towards greater equality - only a small step mind you - rather than taking a step towards inequality, which is 
what the six by six model, if I can call it that, advocated by the Greens would do.  The bill essentially leaves the 
six regions intact.  The commissioners will have discretion about where the lines are drawn.  However, because 
the number of voters in the metropolitan regions is significantly greater than those in the country regions, the bill 
provides that they will return seven members each.  The country regions will be retained and will return five 
members each.   

Dr E. Constable:  Following your line of argument, how would you change the federal system in the Senate?  
Would you have fewer seats in the Senate from WA, Tasmania and South Australia, and more seats from the 
more populated states?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I suspect that if we were organising the Senate from scratch today, we would first 
recognise that the Senate has never fulfilled the function of a house of review or of a state or regional 
representative house of Parliament.  As we all know, John Howard will have a majority in the Senate from June-
July this year, regardless of where the senators come from.  He will have a majority determined along party 
political lines.  We would probably want to rethink the basis of Senate representation, because it does not 
represent state interests and never has.  That is the first point.  Secondly, with the advent of Senate representation 
from the territories, they do not have the same -  

Dr E. Constable:  It is the same with our Council, surely.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  That is why I prefer one vote, one value.   

Dr E. Constable:  Let’s get rid of political parties.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I rise because I wish the minister to continue his comments.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I thank the member.   

That is why I would prefer a different electoral system to operate in the Council, but one - 

Dr E. Constable:  No political parties; all Independents.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That might be the view of Independents.  I suspect that political parties might have a 
different view about that, and I think the reality might be a bit different.  Population is the key determinant in 
each of the other upper houses in Australia, with the exception of the Senate.  We could have a system similar to 
that of the Senate’s statewide.  It could be based on proportional representation, so if a party got three per cent of 
the vote, it would get three per cent of the seats.  That could be done by not having regions.  That is not 
politically feasible, because the Greens have indicated to me a very strong commitment to the retention of 
regional representation in the upper house.  How do we structure the regions?  We could redraw all the 
boundaries.  Having flown on aeroplanes over the Mining and Pastoral Region, members know that where the 
well mapped-out agricultural area of the state stops, the Mining and Pastoral Region starts.  It is a well-defined, 
natural boundary.  The unfortunate thing about maintaining a Mining and Pastoral Region - and we must, 
because it is a natural area of the state - is that few electors live in that region compared with any of the 
metropolitan regions.  It is not possible to construct regions that have anything like equal populations in the rural 
parts of Western Australia.  Therefore, to retain the regions, I have proposed that different numbers of members 
be elected from each region - not proportionate to the population, but taking a step towards some recognition of 
that proportionality.  That is what is embodied in this legislation.  This goes to the point raised by the member 
for Dawesville.  I do not know what the ultimate construction of the upper house will be.  That will be debated in 
the upper house and, no doubt, leading up to that, some fairly intensive discussions will take place.  Anything 
could be the end result.  I would prefer that, rather than taking a step towards greater inequality, a la the Greens 
model of six members being returned from each of the six current regions, either everything were left as it is or a 
modest step taken towards greater equality, which is what this bill does.  
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Or greater fairness? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Having five representatives from, for instance, the Agricultural Region, being elected to 
the upper house and seven from each of the metropolitan regions, which is the current proposal, would not be 
unfair.  The Mining and Pastoral Region would still be dramatically over-represented, but that is a recognition of 
the issues we have already discussed.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 6 April 2005] 

 p428a-461a 
Dr Kim Hames; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr John McGrath; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve 
Thomas; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr Paul Omodei; Dr Graham Jacobs; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Speaker; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Grant 
Woodhams; Mr Murray Cowper; Mr Terry Redman; Deputy Speaker 

 [6] 

Mr D.T. Redman:  What about the balance between the Agricultural Region and the South West Region?  
Having gone to some lengths to get the balance in the metropolitan area, you have not done the same with the 
balance between the Agricultural and South West Regions.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That would be strictly up to the Electoral Distribution Commissioners, but I would have 
thought there is a very strong case for taking Albany and Stirling out of the South West Region and placing them 
in the Agricultural Region.  If the South West Region, which currently has seven members, is reduced to five 
members, it would be a bit unfair for that region to have twice the enrolment of the Agricultural Region, so 
transferring those two seats would be logical.  I will answer the question a bit more comprehensively this way.  
The Mining and Pastoral Region substantially defines itself.  The boundary between the Agricultural Region and 
the South West Region can be moved one way or the other.  I would hope that the Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners would take the numerical size of those two regions into account in deciding where to draw the 
boundary.  This is just my opinion, and I am not speaking on behalf of the commissioners, but that is what I 
would do - transfer those two southern seats into the Agricultural Region and out of the South West Region.  In 
that way, there would be a progression of enrolment - fairly small in the Mining and Pastoral Region, a bit 
greater in the Agricultural Region and greater still in the South West Region.  Under this scheme, each region 
would return the same number of members.  It is not equality and it is not one vote, one value, but that is how it 
could work. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why did you not stipulate that in the legislation? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The way in which this matter has been addressed in the past is not to define the boundary.  
We have simply retained that fairly flexible approach, which throws it back to the Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have listened to the minister with a great deal of interest, and I would like to read 
to the chamber some words from a paper entitled “The Shape of Representative Democracy”.  It is an Australian 
paper, and I will tell the house who the author is once I have quoted it.  Page 10 of the 12 pages reads, in part - 

Is a first past-the-post system of voting more or less democratic than a system of preferential voting?  Is 
the current system of electing senators more or less democratic than the previous system?  Is our 
method of altering our Constitution democratic?  The law does not provide an answer to any of those 
questions.  

This paper was written by an unknown Australian by the name of Murray Gleeson.  The argument I am putting 
to the minister is that it is a matter of where a person’s deckchair sits on the Titanic.  The minister’s argument is 
no more valid than mine.  I quote Justice Gleeson again - 

The United States Constitution was the outcome of a revolt against British institutions and methods of 
government.  It reflected a deep distrust of concentration of power.  

That is where the minister is coming from, because he is arguing for a political system that comes straight out of 
the United States.  Most of the members on this side are arguing for a political system that comes out of the 
United Kingdom.  One comes from an arbitrary position of a group of people who, having gone through a 
significant time in the history of the United States, decided to take a position.  The other comes from 500 to 700 
years of practice.  Despite all the minister’s great words, he is no more correct than I am.  He is talking about an 
electoral system that he thinks should be equal; I am talking about an electoral system that I think should be fair.  
They are not comparable. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not know that I would disagree with the member in the context of the discussion we 
are having.  It comes back to the amendment moved by the member for Dawesville.  Essentially, I have outlined 
a range of options for the structure of the upper house that will need to be worked through.  In a sense, it does 
not matter what amendments are carried here, because my job is to get legislation that advances the cause of one 
vote, one value through this Parliament, and the job of the member for Avon is to attempt to stop it.  We have a 
preferred model, but if it means that the whole of the legislation will be defeated, we are prepared to compromise 
on it, and we will discuss that with anyone in the upper house who is interested in discussing it with us, 
including the Liberal Party.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  What about the National Party? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am happy to include the National Party, but the government needs to secure 18 votes in 
the Legislative Council.  We all know that that is what must happen.  That is why, in a sense, this is an 
interesting discussion, but it is not determinative, because what necessarily evolves out of that discussion with 
the people in the upper house over the next two weeks or even longer, as the bill comes on for debate in the 
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upper house, will then have to come back to us here for ultimate consideration.  That is being brutally frank 
about where we are up to in this debate.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am just a little concerned that, even in the latest model proposed by the minister, the 
South West Region is becoming the poor cousin of the rural regions.  If I understand correctly, the movement of 
two seats from the South West Region to the Agricultural Region, along with some 30 000 voters, will reduce 
the proposed South West Region to some four or five Legislative Assembly seats 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think it would be more than that.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Maybe there would be more than five.  There would only be seven under the current 
proposal, if the South West Region stayed the same as it is.  Would that be a fair appraisal? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  There are currently 11 seats.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, but under the minister’s proposal, would it come down to seven if the South West 
Region stayed the same as it is now? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think that would be right.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That would be seven.  If we lose two seats and potentially 30 000 voters, given a bit of 
growth, it could potentially go down to five or maybe six seats? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I expect it would be about six.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am just a little concerned that the South West Region would become the big loser in this 
proposal.  Under the one vote, one value legislation as it is proposed, the South West Region loses the majority 
of the seats to the metropolitan area because of the quarantining.  I thank the minister for his frankness in the 
way he described that; I am glad that we are discussing that in this house.  However, I am a little concerned that 
the South West Region remains the rump of the rump, almost - the poor country cousin of the country cousin, 
because it is the greatest loser of seats.  
Dr K.D. Hames:  The stump of the rump.  
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The stump of the rump; I thank the member!  Even with six Legislative Assembly seats in 
the South West Region, and almost as many Legislative Council members, I feel that we are getting a long way 
away from the principle of one vote, one value again.  I know that is not what the minister is intending, and that 
it is a compromise, but could the minister comment on what he thinks the future of the South West Region will 
be?  I am concerned that, under every model that gets proposed here, the south west is the region that is giving 
up the most.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The current total enrolments for the three regions in the rural parts of Western Australia 
are 162 000 in the South West Region, 95 000 in the Agricultural Region and 68 000 in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  Members understand that the difficulty in the Mining and Pastoral Region is not enough people live 
there.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It is highly unlikely there are 68 000 people in that region.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is the number on the roll and I can only go on those figures.  If the newly defined 
electorates of Albany and Stirling were taken out of that figure, approximately 30 000 electors would be taken 
out of the South West Region.  If those electors were added to the Agricultural Region it would have 125 000 
electors.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  What does the Agricultural Region have?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The number of electors is 95 000 and if 30 000 were added it would total 125 000, which 
is very close to 132 000.  There would then be two regions approximately equal in size - the South West and 
Agricultural Regions.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The minister talks about secession so why not cut them adrift? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Back in the 1930s my grandfather was one of the leaders of the secession movement in 
Western Australia.  We parted company on that before he died.    
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Why does that not surprise me?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In a nutshell, the Agricultural Region, by including those two southern seats, would be 
approximately the same size as the South West Region and each would return five members to the Legislative 
Council.  There would be a measure of equality in terms of the electoral enrolments in those two regions.  It is 
not possible to do that with the Mining and Pastoral Region that has 68 000 electors.  It would still be a relative 
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beneficiary and it would return the same number of electors as the Agricultural and South West Regions.  That is 
how it might work.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This is probably a good time for the minister to give an indication of what he 
sees as the upper house’s role.  We sort of had this debate a few years ago.  
A lot of people compare our upper house with the Senate.  In question time today there was discussion over the 
fact that the Senate has significant vote weighting of more than 12 to one in the case of Tasmania and New South 
Wales.   
People say the upper house has one of two roles or a combination of two.  One is that it represents regions, as 
much as the Senate represents the states.  It is the states’ house.  At the time of Federation, when the deal was 
done, part of the deal was that each state would have representation in one house of Parliament and that 
representation would be the same regardless of population. 
The other notion of an upper house is that it is a house of review so that the legislation that is rammed through 
this place in undue haste this week can be looked at over more time in the upper house.  It can be sent to a 
legislation committee and reviewed quite properly so that when it comes out of the sausage machine and is sent 
to the Governor we know as much as is possible that it is workable and efficient legislation.    
I would be interested in the government’s policy, because this is an important part of the legislative process.  Is it 
government policy that the upper house in this state represents regions or is it a house of review?  If it represents 
regions then what the member for Capel said has huge significance because the government should not be 
cutting representation in the south west.  It should be preserving the metropolitan-country split.   
Indeed, history shows that the National Party did a deal with the Labor Party and put an end to provinces.  
Members could argue that this chamber should be going back to that situation as well.   

In the government’s policy perspective, is the upper house a house that represents regions or is it a house of 
review?  The extreme argument is that if it is a house of review, why is this legislation before the chamber and 
not a bill advocating full proportional representation?  The government should be saying that there will be full 
proportional representation across the state and to hell with the regions because the state does not need them.  If 
regions are built in, surely the government is accepting the upper house has a role in representing regions 
throughout the state and, to me, that is what the legislation says.  For example, it says Hon Barry House is a 
representative of the South West Region and he carries out a role in the house of review representing that whole 
region.   
If the Labor Party does not accept that, why not change it and have total proportional representation.  We would 
have lots of minor parties in the upper house in which members opposite would take great delight.   
What is the role for the upper house and, if it has a key role in representing the regions, why is the government 
bringing in this legislation to go against that and loading things up in favour of the metropolitan area and taking 
away representation from the south west which, combined with the lack of representation in the lower house, 
will mean a reduction of political representation at the state level in the south west by no less than one-third.   
I am interested in the minister’s comments.  Is the upper house a house of review or a house to represent the 
regions?  If it is a house to represent the regions, why on earth is this legislation before this chamber. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I guess there are three possible models one could look at as the basis upon which the 
upper house is constructed.  The first model is one that members accept as a reality and that is a party house.   
I cannot remember the last time in the Legislative Council that a member voted against his party’s interests in the 
interests of the region he represents. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Liberal Party members are able to cross the floor; Labor members cannot.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I cannot remember the last time anyone crossed the floor to represent their region as 
distinct from their party.  It is patently the case that on most occasions the interests of the region would be 
synonymous with the interests of the party.  If someone can tell me the last time it happened, I would be 
delighted to hear it   
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You are not saying it is enshrined in legislation.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The point I am making is members have to accept the reality for the purposes of this 
debate that if someone is elected as a Liberal member of the upper house by and large he or she will vote the 
party line.  That member will not be there to represent his or her region.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 6 April 2005] 

 p428a-461a 
Dr Kim Hames; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr John McGrath; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve 
Thomas; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr Paul Omodei; Dr Graham Jacobs; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Speaker; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Grant 
Woodhams; Mr Murray Cowper; Mr Terry Redman; Deputy Speaker 

 [9] 

The region is simply a device that causes people from different political parties to be elected.  That is the reality 
of it.  I extend an invitation to the member for Leschenault to show me the last time a member crossed the floor, 
putting their regional interests ahead of their party interests, because I cannot remember it, if indeed it has ever 
happened. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  I can remember a member in this chamber crossing the floor to represent the 
interests of his local community.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  He is not a member of the Legislative Council. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  At one stage I stood up and threatened to resign over a particular matter.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  A few of your colleagues may wish you had.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The legislation does not in any way enshrine political parties in the process in the 
upper house.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Let me answer the member’s question.  As I said, there are three models.  The first is the 
party model, which is the reality of it regardless of whether people wish to describe it in any other way.  The 
second is the regional representation model.  I do not see much demonstration of that other than as the basis on 
which people are elected.  To my mind the Legislative Council is there, if it conducts itself properly, to perform 
a review function.  It should have a lot more emphasis on a committee system, which would involve more public 
consultation on legislation.  It should be doing a lot more in those areas than it currently does.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Therefore, the minister’s colleagues in the upper house will allow this legislation to 
go to a committee.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The idea is to have a house of review that operates properly.  The Senate, with its 
committee system that quizzes public servants, is the sort of model I would like to see this state’s upper house 
evolve to.  To my mind, the function of the upper house is and ought to be one of review.  The reality is that it 
places far greater emphasis on party considerations and places minimal emphasis on regional considerations.  
That being the case - if I can be perfectly frank - in discussing the model of what electing members to the upper 
house ought to be over the course of next month, the model that takes us closer to equality based on electoral 
enrolment is one that the government will be supporting as the basis for the election of members of what I regard 
to be the house of review. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I support the amendment.  My colleague and friend the member for Capel suggested that two 
seats will come from the south west.  I believe the minister agreed it was a possibility.  In doing the figures, it 
works out at about five and a half seats for the Agricultural Region.  Is that right?  That is based on an electorate 
of 125 000 people.  I am not playing tricks; I am just quoting the figures.  If the seats of Stirling and Albany are 
taken from the South West Region, the electorate will be reduced to 132 000 people.  That will increase the 
number in the Agricultural Region to 125 000 people.  That will allow for 5.4 seats in the lower house for the 
Agricultural Region.  I am not playing tricks; it is straight figures.  Is that correct?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We expect there will be 16 Legislative Assembly in the rural areas of Western Australia: 
five will be in the Mining and Pastoral Region under this model and the remaining 11 will be split.  One region 
will have six seats and the other will have five. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  What would be the minister’s advice about how the adjustment will be made?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is strictly up to the electoral commissioners.  They will call for submissions from the 
public - local government, political parties and everyone else will have input into that.  The submissions will be 
weighed up and the remaining 11 electorates will be drawn up outside the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I do not 
know where they will draw the boundaries other than being based upon - if this legislation is passed - 
numerically equal electorates. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  My point - I think it was raised by the member for Warren-Blackwood - is the growth factor in 
the South West Region, which includes significant coastal growth areas.  It is very rapid, especially in Busselton, 
which is in the electorate of Vasse.  It is growing enormously quickly.  By the time the calculations are done, 
they will be more than 10 per cent out.  Is there an assumption based on projected growth to accommodate that?  
There is a two-year gap between assessment and application before an election. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We have changed the provision in this legislation.  We will deal with that in a few minutes.  
The relevant date used to be one year after the election and then one year after that the redistribution would be 
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conducted.  We are now making the relevant date for population the date for distribution.  It will bring it forward 
by a year, which means it will not be so out of whack.  There will also be a redistribution after every election. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  My point is that it could mean a redistribution of boundaries. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  That is right. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  With the indulgence of the Chair, I would like to return to the points I raised about the 
boundaries in the Agricultural Region and the similarities of interest, disabilities and issues that face people on 
either side of the boundary of the Shire of Westonia.  I know I keep harping on it, but it is a fact.  The 
Agricultural Region expands beyond that.  I think the minister said earlier that a clear delineation could be seen 
when flying over the region.  It does not fit shire boundaries.  It is a dilemma.  Is there any scope for other 
boundaries to be used?  If it is applicable for one side, I argue that the justification is applicable to the other side. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  Proposed section 16J spells out the criteria.  I think it is a good system.  Rather than 
have the Parliament set the boundaries, which is what is happening, we leave it to independent commissioners 
using very broad criteria.  The criteria is listed in proposed section 16J at page 10 of the bill.  There will be an 
added stipulation that it will be 10 per cent plus or minus the average enrolment throughout the state. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  My final comment is that the government is trying to build equity - I recognise that - but 
equity does not equal fairness.  My seat is part of the Agricultural Region.  People have to be convinced that 
there is fairness in the new system.  It is not there for them.  That is my point. 

Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  There has been a lot of philosophical discussion but my understanding is that the 
amendment moved by the member for Dawesville is about metropolitan representation and the retention of the 
status quo; that is, seven council members in the North Metropolitan Region, five in the Central/Eastern 
Metropolitan Region and five in the South Metropolitan Region.  I will make a few observations.  Do the 
electors in the areas want change?  Do the council members want change?  Perhaps we should ask them. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move - 

Page 5, line 25 - To insert after “Council” - 

for the Mining and Pastoral Region and the Agricultural Region with 7 members from the 
South West Region 

Again, this is a return to the status quo; a return to what exists at present.  We have been through the debate 
about south west seats.  I was interested to hear the suggestion of the inclusion of two towns in the Agricultural 
Region.  The net effect is still a reduction of two members from the south west.  We have talked about that 
before; other members have spoken.  There will be one-third fewer members in the South West Region than at 
present.  That is the crux of the matter.  Not only does the South West Region have to suffer the indignity of 
having so many of its Assembly members removed, there is not even mild recompense by retaining the same 
number of Council members.  Two Council seats will be taken and put in a metropolitan region.  I was interested 
to hear the exchange about five and a half seats each in two regions and how that works.  The legislation 
provides for only five seats.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That debate refers to the lower house.  There will be 11 seats in the Legislative Assembly 
split between the Agricultural Region and the South West Region. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  How could I possibly have guessed in the debate on metropolitan upper house members that 
we were discussing lower house members? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We ranged a bit. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  My apologies for that.  I know the minister is doing this as a trade-off with the Greens 
(WA).  I know he said he would prefer it not to happen.  We need to make the point in this house that we are 
strongly opposed to this change; not only to the change that has been inflicted upon us by the legislation that 
takes away so many seats from the Agricultural and South West Regions, but also that a further two seats from 
the Council are taken from the South West Region.  I have made the point before: this is not about one vote, one 
value.  Other ways are available for us to negotiate on a bipartisan basis regarding representation with country 
seats that have greater numbers without penalising so severely the more remote areas, like Warren-Blackwood, 
that lie between the larger regional cities and that will be severely affected by this proposal.  The opposition 
strongly opposes this amendment; in so doing, we strongly support the retention of the status quo for the 
Legislative Council in the South West Region.   
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MR P.D. OMODEI:  I lend support to the amendment moved by the member for Dawesville to retain the seven 
members in the South West Region.  The government has missed, either by accident or deliberately, that the 
South West Region will lose two Legislative Council and four Legislative Assembly seats.  The government 
seems to have ignored the situation with residential or regional centres in making them compare directly with 
residential city seats.  This point is very important, minister, so bear with me for a moment.  The regional centres 
in the south west are Albany, Bunbury, Busselton and Mandurah.  They all have industrial sites and ports and 
major education and hospital facilities.  The same cannot be said of the residential seats in metropolitan Perth.  
That point is fundamental, yet seems to have been missed.  The allocation of the number of voters for these 
regional centres will be exactly the same as that in the metropolitan area.  That is grossly unfair.  The major 
centres in the South West Region will retain seats in the Legislative Assembly, and three other seats will be 
retained.  The leftover seats will disappear.  For example, Murray will disappear, as will Capel and Stirling, and 
Collie-Wellington will probably disappear as well.  Three seats will remain, bearing in mind that the major 
regional centres of Albany, Bunbury, Busselton and Mandurah will remain.  Three hinterland seats will be left to 
bear the same number of voters as those in the metropolitan area.  Those seats will have a huge hinterland, a 
huge number of towns, a huge number of schools and a large number of local governments, and all the problems 
and complexities involved across the range.  This compares to a residential seat in downtown Perth where all the 
problems are exactly the same.  A member can look after them on his ear in five minutes of any one day!  Try 
doing the same in any hinterland seat in the South West or Agricultural Regions.  Members opposite have 
completely missed the point on this issue.  Vote weighting is needed.  If the minister said to me that the 
government is considering that a different vote weighting arrangement apply in regional centres, maybe we 
would have something to discuss.  It will not be possible with the measure before the house.  The reasons for this 
legislation are purely political.  The bill has nothing to do with equal representation and treating people in the 
country in the same way as those in the city.  It is a straight hypocritical exercise by the Labor government to 
seize an opportunity before the current Legislative Council membership expires to ram through legislation that 
will favour the Labor Party.  That is what this debate is about.  I would like the minister to rise and refute those 
comments and give good argument why the government is treating the regional centres and hinterland seats in 
the same way as it is treating metropolitan residential seats. 

MR J.A. McGINTY:  We are not doing what the member suggests under this proposal.  The amendment before 
the Chair would maintain the status quo in the Legislative Council.  The government will not support the 
amendment.  We have substantially had the discussion already on the structure of the Legislative Council, and 
there will still be massive vote weighting in the Legislative Council in favour of country areas. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The House of Lords, the gentleman’s house, the house of review -  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is what we are talking about. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  There is one good solution to the Legislative Council, and you’ve not come up with it yet. 

MR J.A. McGINTY:  I know that the Leader of the National Party and the previous Leader of the Liberal Party 
have advocated the ultimate solution.  However, I am dealing with what is likely to get through Parliament.  I am 
more pragmatic. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Can’t you see that you’re disadvantaging rural people?  

MR J.A. McGINTY:  Putting the Mining and Pastoral Region to one side as it distorts the figures a little, as the 
South West and Agricultural Regions will have approximately 130 000 people in each region and will return five 
members, one is talking about 25 000 electors a member. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It’s 23 000. 

MR J.A. McGINTY:  I refer to round figures.  In the city, one is talking about a region with approximately 
330 000 constituents returning seven members.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition can see that it will take a 
lot more votes in the city to return one Legislative Councillor than will be the case in the country; that is the case 
currently, and will remain so under the model before the house.  I do not like it.  I would prefer a pure one vote, 
one value model.  I also know that if I came in with a pure one vote, one value model it would not pass.  
Someone threw that question at me earlier.  I must propose something that has a hope of passing through the 
Legislative Council.  I prefer a very modest step towards a bit more equality, knowing full well I cannot achieve 
absolute equality in the Legislative Council.  If we were to achieve absolute equality in the Legislative Council, 
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition would scream more than he has done today.  That is the reality I face. 

DR G.G. JACOBS:  There is not an issue about the federal Senate being a house of review.  If we talk about our 
upper house, our Legislative Council, we must consider it in the same vein as a house of review, and this number 
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crunching goes against what the Legislative Council, the house of review, is all about.  The member for Capel 
suggested earlier that the South West Region’s representation will be reduced to five seats from seven seats.  
Therefore, from a country member’s perspective in the seat of Roe in the far south east of Western Australia, I 
can see a ratio of 21:15 representation of city versus country in the house of review.  As the Deputy Leader of 
the Opposition suggested, many issues are involved in the representation of the South West Region.  The two 
members who would be lost under this proposal are very much needed in that region, which is a growth area.  I 
support status quo and the member for Dawesville’s amendment.  

Amendment put and negatived. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  The opposition has no amendments to move to pages, 6, 7 and 8, of the bill, which I am sure 
will please the minister.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Indeed. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  However, I want to discuss some issues in the proposed sections on those pages.  Proposed 
section 16E provides for changes to the boundaries every four years, which the opposition supports. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I am a bit sorry about that because we would be quite amenable to an amendment to retain 
the status quo and have a redistribution after every second election.  We are not in sync here, I do not think. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Having been involved in redistributions every eight years, I found that the commission had 
enormous difficulties trying to balance numbers in rapidly growing seats.  It had particular difficulty in the seat 
of Wanneroo, which had very low numbers at the beginning of the first eight years and had to try to keep those 
numbers within limits eight years later.  Redistributions in each seat every eight years provide for enormous 
changes.  The minister will recall that my former seat of Yokine had for many years been the seat of Dianella.  
Suddenly the seat of Dianella almost disappeared; only a third of it was left with the rest becoming part of the 
seat of Yokine.  The then member for Balcatta, Nick Catania - I am not sure whether he is Hon Nick Catania - 
had to run against me in my seat.  Enormous difficulties were created for large numbers of seats when there was 
a sudden and catastrophic redistribution every eight years.  Members would work hard for their electorates for 
eight years, become associated and work with people, build up their vote and then suddenly eight years later 
their seat would be gone or only a small part left.  The opposition believes that these more incremental changes, 
which will result in much smaller changes to each seat every four years, are the way to go. 

I remind members on this side of the house that as we are still considering clause 4, there is an opportunity to 
speak on these proposed sections, although the opposition will not move any amendments until we reach 
proposed section 16H. 

As I said when the Leader of the Opposition was in the house that I would like an explanation from the minister 
on proposed section 16F, I am sure the Electoral Distribution Commissioners present in the chamber advising the 
minister have considered that proposed subsection.  I ask the minister: what is the purpose of that proposed 
subsection?   

Proposed section 16G contains a large number of timetables of 30 days, 42 days, 60 days and so on.  There was a 
suggestion at some stage in the Commission on Government report that a commissioner had expressed 
dissatisfaction with the timetable set out for the commissioners to deal with redistributions.  I was looking for 
that provision in the bill today but could not find it.  I do not know whether I was incorrect, but I ask the minister 
to discuss that with the commissioners. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It was a recommendation for more flexibility in the last report of August 2003 from the 
Electoral Distribution Commissioners. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I thought I had read it somewhere.  Will the minister comment on what the commissioners 
think now and whether it is current thinking?  Do those timetables give them adequate time?  Do they think they 
need more time?  I am sure they would have told the minister during the drafting of the legislation if they needed 
more time.  However, this bill provides a last opportunity for the commissioners to convince the minister 
otherwise.  I will end my comments there for the minister to respond or for other members to make comments.  I 
will refer later to proposed section 16H. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I also want to draw attention to these proposed sections in proposed division 3.  As the 
member for Dawesville indicated, under proposed section 16E a redistribution will occur every four years 
instead of every eight years.  I agree with that for much the same reasons as the member for Dawesville.  It is 
interesting that the minister wants to change it back again to eight years.  He could have done that in the first 
place, so it looks like he might be stuck with four years.  However, I draw attention to a practical problem that I 
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have encountered now in two redistributions; that is, confusion among voters when a redistribution occurs and 
they are moved from one electorate to another.  Often people do not know the electorate in which they are 
registered until they attend a polling booth.  If they are in Churchlands, then they find they are in Cottesloe, or 
they used to be Innaloo and find they are in Churchlands, and they have not got a clue where to go and vote.  It is 
very confusing for people.  If we are to have a redistribution two years after polling day, it is important for the 
commission and the commissioner to note - the commissioner probably already knows this but it should be on 
the record - that some resources should be available to ensure that people are properly informed and to minimise 
the confusion on polling day.  Confusion was particularly noticeable in the recent election, certainly in my 
electorate.  I had issued three or four newsletters to all the people affected by the new boundaries in 
Churchlands.  I had made contact with them about seven or eight times over a 10-month period, yet people still 
did not know.  Obviously, not everyone reads the literature that members send them.  I tried to inform those 
people myself but there was still confusion, particularly at one chaotic polling booth at Doubleview Primary 
School.  There are, therefore, practical issues about having redistributions, but when changes are made at the 
margins every four years there will be grey areas for many people.  We must take into account and address that 
practical issue.  Some people will change electorates every four years.  People are not very happy when they 
have changes often.  I just wanted to draw that matter to the minister’s attention. 

I also want an explanation of proposed section 16F.  Do the provisions in this proposed section exist in current 
legislation?  If so, will the minister explain the proposed section to me; and if not, why is it there?   

Again, I would like the minister to point out what is new in proposed section 16G.  If changes are being made, 
why are they being made?  Will the minister step us through that proposed section in a logical order and tell us 
whether any function that the commissioner had previously has been left out of the legislation?  It is important 
for us to know where change is taking place and to understand why, and the quickest way is for the minister to 
explain that to us. 

I want to ask the minister about the words “made available for perusal at the office” in line 13 on page 7.  I 
presume people will not have to physically visit the office, but that web sites and so on in this modern age will 
be used to disseminate information.  I ask the minister to clarify that for me.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I am sorry, I am not sure about that question. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  At page 7, line 13, reference is made to suggestions lodged with the commissioners to be 
“made available for perusal at the office”.  I assume they would be made available on a web site rather than by 
people having to visit the office. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, the information was on the web site last time and will continue to be.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I thought that was correct but I just wanted to make sure.  I think these are all the issues I 
wanted to raise. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  First, there are two arguments in the redistribution proposal.  One is that the more 
frequently a redistribution occurs, the closer the electorates are maintained to the ideal of equality.  Frankly, that 
motivated the drafting of this provision.  The other argument is that one of the most potent political forces is the 
power of incumbency.  By and large, a good sitting member will be re-elected.   

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is, and the fewer times the boundaries are changed, the stronger that is for the 
incumbent.  In fact, it is easier to build a rapport with the electorate and things of that nature.  There is, therefore, 
an argument for leaving is at it is - that is, every eight years after every second election - and an argument for 
bringing it forward.  We have put into the legislation, without an absolute commitment to it, the provision for a 
redistribution after every election.  The member for Dawesville has articulated well the reasons that that is a 
good idea.  I said that if there was a strong view the other way, I would be amenable to happily accommodating 
that view because the government does not have a strong opinion between the two different models.  For 
instance, we are amenable to change if it is sought by the Liberal Party or perhaps my friends in the National 
Party.   

Dr E. Constable:  So we all agree; isn’t it wonderful!   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That being the case, we are content to leave it as it is.  In relation to the changes that have 
been made, firstly, if members look around the other states they will see that it is true - 

Dr E. Constable:  Could you comment on the practical issue I raised about having a mechanism to inform 
people? 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes. 

Dr E. Constable:  I do not think that is particularly clear.  It may be that people just do not take notice of the 
information sent to them.  However, everyone will need a card with their name on it that explains the changes.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The point made by the member for Churchlands is a valid one.  I would hope that the 
Electoral Commissioner and the Acting Electoral Commissioner take that into account after the coming 
redistribution to ensure that maximum effort is made to let people know that the boundaries have changed.  I do 
not know that I can take it much further than that.   

Dr E. Constable:  I think everyone gets a booklet.  I think they need a card that says “At the next election you 
will be in this electorate”.  I have received one myself.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Section 5F of the Electoral Act casts a duty on the Electoral Commissioner to promote 
public awareness and things of that nature.  There is already a statutory duty.  The point the member raises is 
that, specifically with changes to boundaries, something clear and simple must be done by the commissioner.   

Dr E. Constable:  The individual voter needs to know.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Just coming back to the redistribution mechanism, Western Australia’s eight years is the 
longest period in Australia between redistributions.  The most common provision is the one in the 
commonwealth - it is replicated in a number of states - which is every seven years; or when a certain proportion 
of seats becomes out of kilter with the quota, which automatically triggers a redistribution.  We are all familiar 
with federal redistributions, which are automatically triggered when 30 per cent of seats in a particular state fall 
outside the 10 per cent tolerance.  We have the longest redistribution period, but we do not have a trigger that 
brings about a redistribution when a certain percentage of seats are out of kilter.  Section 16F has been included 
so that Parliament or the government can direct the commissioners to conduct a redistribution.  That provision 
has never been used and the question has been raised by some upper house members as to whether it ought to be 
deleted.  The government has indicated that it can be deleted, and that is a possibility in the upper house.  It 
certainly becomes redundant once there is a redistribution after every election.  There is need for the government 
to order a redistribution.  If there is a dramatic demographic change, the government might want to order the 
commissioners to carry out a redistribution after the next election, whereas normally we would wait until every 
two elections.  That can easily be reduced.   

The member for Dawesville asked about the view of the Electoral Distribution Commissioners.  In 2003 they 
said that the current six-month time frame was too tight and that it did not allow sufficient time for proper and 
full public consultation on the proposed changes as they were in the process of making them.  I take the fairly 
robust view that the commissioners ought to get on with their job.  Six months is plenty of time.  The 
commissioners do not share that view.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I would like to hear more from the minister on the questions that were asked.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think I made my point fairly hurriedly and, perhaps, rather indelicately.   
Dr E. Constable:  You did not answer my question about changes to section 16G.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are no changes.   
Dr E. Constable:  It is exactly as it is?   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am told it is exactly as it is.  There might be one or two word changes, but they are of no 
consequence.  It is the same as the current provision.  There is a change to section 16E with the redistribution, 
which I have already explained.  Section 16F is currently in the legislation and there is no change to section 16E.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I turn to my proposed amendments, which refer to proposed section 16G.  The 
National Party proposes to move those amendments because it has received complaints from local government, 
development commissions and a range of other people that 30 days is not enough time.  One of the amendments 
seeks to extend the 30 days to 90 days.  I concur with the minister’s comment that although the commission 
wanted two years, he thought six months was enough time.  Our argument - I will put it gently - is that in a six-
month time frame, 30 days is around about all that can be expected.  However, in a two-year time frame, there is 
reason for some leniency.  We have received complaints from development commissions, local government and 
regional organisation of councils, all of which meet monthly, and they believe that a 30-day process would be 
too tight.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have a proposition for you.  I am very amenable to greater flexibility.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The 90-day time frame is also arbitrary.  If the minister is prepared to look at it, we 
could have a discussion about it.  A six-month program requires something like 30 days.  However, a two-year 
program can require something a bit longer.  The groups to which I referred tend to meet monthly.  We would be 
keen to talk to the minister about that 30 days.  If the minister is happy to do something between the passage of 
the bill from here to the other place, I would be happy to remove my amendments from the notice paper.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will withdraw my proposed amendments.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  By way of response to the Leader of the National Party, the commissioners have said that 
they want more flexibility.  As I said, I was not overly sympathetic to that idea.  I think six months is a long time 
over which to conduct a redistribution.  In the light of the comment made by the Leader of the National Party 
that there is support in the Parliament for allowing that flexibility, and perhaps even the power to extend times, 
which is not currently provided for, and on the understanding that this matter will be discussed with the Electoral 
Commissioner before this bill gets to the upper house, with a view to trying to accommodate the leader’s 
concerns, it might well be that the National Party is in a position -  
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The commissioner knows the people that I am talking about.  She may want to call in a 
few of those people to talk about the timing.  The 90 days I am suggesting is as arbitrary as the 30 days.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  On the basis that before this legislation gets to the upper house we will give consideration 
to greater flexibility in the time frames involved in the redistribution process, with a view to accommodating the 
concerns that have been made, by allowing greater discretion to the commissioners to extend the time or 
whatever is necessary, the Leader of the National Party is happy to withdraw his amendments.   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I support the minister’s alternative viewpoint of having redistributions, as indicated in 
proposed section 16E, every eight years.  I use as an example the redistribution that occurred in the seat of Capel, 
particularly at the Busselton and Vasse end, in the last election.  It was extremely difficult to make voters aware 
that they were in the seat of Capel.  There was much disgruntlement.  It took over a year to get to as many people 
as possible.  I make the suggestion that the notifications from the Electoral Commission did not hit the target as 
frequently as they should have done.  Newspaper advertisements describing the changes in small print was not 
sufficient, and people largely remained unaware of them.  During the campaign we were able to make people 
aware by using Electoral Commission maps.  We did so on a number of occasions and took up space that would 
have otherwise been taken up with electoral matters.  There was a great deal of disgruntlement.  The time 
between the redistribution and the election was between one year and 15 months.  On election day, large 
numbers of people walked into the polling booths completely unaware that they were in the seat of Capel.  I 
realise that it is probably futile, but I register my support for redistributions every eight years.  People tend to 
feel comfortable when they have a connection with an electorate for more than one term.  The education process 
in the seat of Capel, particularly at the Vasse end, was a spectacular failure at the last election.  I register my 
support for that position, although it will probably go nowhere.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I just wish to clarify with the Leader of the National Party 
that the three amendments standing in his name, including the amendment to page 6, line 30, will not be moved. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I will not move the amendments to page 6, line 30; page 7, line 8; page 7, line 10; and 
page 10, line 8. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I thank the Leader of the National Party. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The minister has probably already explained why three divisions were included under 
clause 4.  It makes things very difficult.  The government will have its way with us in the end.  We can count; 
there are more members on the other side of the house than on this side.  In relation to proposed section 16E, 
there is an almost universal view that people are not happy about a redistribution occurring every four years, and 
that it should instead occur every eight years.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think it was the other way round, with the exception being the member for Capel.  As I 
understood it, the view was expressed that the opposition supported it occurring every four years.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  I expressed the view that we supported it.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  This is very democratic!  I beg to differ.  I think this is a recipe for absolute, total 
confusion.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have indicated that the government is open on that issue.  If you want to take this issue 
back to your party room, through the relevant shadow minister, to determine a position -   
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I will give the reasons that I think this will be a recipe for confusion.  The member for 
Capel has already expressed his view about what happened in Capel.  There are other examples.  There was 
confusion in Bridgetown when the town was split in a redistribution.  The town of Margaret River was split 
down the middle in a previous redistribution.  It was a recipe for confusion, not only because of the mix created 
by the two sides of the electorate but also because there is usually a huge influx of tourists to that area around the 
time that elections are normally held.  I will develop my argument further.  I understand that we tried to have the 
proposed sections that will be inserted by clause 4 discussed separately.  A member might be in favour of one of 
the proposed sections, such as proposed section 16E, but might not support other proposed sections.  Members 
might support proposed section 16H, for instance.  However, we have not been given the opportunity to debate 
and vote on each of the proposed sections separately.  That puts members in a difficult position.  If they vote for 
clause 4 when they are not happy with a part of the clause, it will create conflict.   

I have some specific requests to make of the minister.  Why did the minister choose to deal with these provisions 
under only one clause; that is, clause 4?  Proposed section 16H(3) states - 

However - 

(a) the Commissioners shall ensure that the region known as the Mining and Pastoral Region 
consists of 5 complete and contiguous districts;  

(b) in making the division required by subsection (1) the Commissioners shall disregard - 

(i) the electors in that region; and 

(ii) those 5 districts; 

and  

(c) the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in relation to those 5 
districts. 

Proposed subsection 16H(2) states - 

The Commissioners shall divide the State into districts in accordance with the principle that, for each 
district, the number of electors that the district would have had at the relevant day must not be more 
than 10% greater, or more than 10% less, than the average district enrolment at the relevant day. 

Is this another example of clever drafting to allow the government to change the boundaries of those five 
districts to the advantage of the Labor Party?  It seems that under that proposed section it would be possible to 
change the boundary of the current electorate of Kalgoorlie to include the area of Boulder, which would 
therefore make Kalgoorlie a marginal seat for the Leader of the Opposition.  I ask the minister to explain, first, 
how he reached the decision to include all the provisions under the one clause.  I would like to hear the 
minister’s explanation of those issues.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Clause 4 of this bill inserts one part into the Electoral Act; that is, part IIA.  This is done 
under a drafting form used by parliamentary counsel.  It is done in that way because, ultimately, it will be one 
part of the Electoral Act.  It has not been designed to stifle debate; it is just the way in which parliamentary 
counsel does those sorts of things in the ordinary course of events.  I refer to proposed section 16H.  This is the 
key issue.  I understand that we should divide on this clause.  In essence it is the one vote, one value clause.  It 
provides that, with the exception of the Mining and Pastoral Region, every electorate in the state will have the 
same enrolment of voters, with a variation of plus or minus 10 per cent.  It then goes on to provide for the 
Mining and Pastoral Region to have five districts.  The Electoral Distribution Commissioners might well redraw 
the boundaries of those five districts, but that is strictly up to their discretion.  All the government is saying is 
that there must be five districts.  It is not saying that the boundaries are fixed as at today’s date.  The boundaries 
could be redrawn in any way.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why are you doing that?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Our commitment was to retain five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Under the 
formula in the previous legislation, that number would have dropped to four.  As the member knows, prior to the 
last election there were six seats in that region.  One seat was taken out because of the rapid growth in the South 
West Region and the declining population in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Another would have come out.  
The government’s election commitment was that it would provide five seats in that region.  We did not give a 
commitment that they would be retained with their current boundaries.  That is obviously a matter for the 
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Electoral Distribution Commissioners.  We will ensure that there are five, and the commissioners will follow the 
usual processes to do that.   

In terms of the protection of the Mining and Pastoral Region, we have used a mathematical formula; that is, half 
a per cent of the land area expressed in square kilometres for all the electorates over 100 000 square kilometres 
in size would be added as notional voters to that electorate.  The Greens (WA) have indicated that they are not 
happy with the new formulation.  The member has indicated that he is not happy.  It will obviously be the subject 
of ongoing discussions.  The government has a strong commitment to maintain five seats in that area.  How the 
boundaries of those five seats will be drawn up is up to the Electoral Distribution Commissioners.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  At a later stage I will move an amendment at page 11, line 3, to delete the line, 
which is paragraph (g).  Going back to the conversation the minister was having with the member for Dawesville 
about the question of having redistributions every four years or eight years, the National Party has another 
interest in that matter altogether.  I raised that point in the second reading debate, and noticed that the minister 
was a bit shocked by what I said and started to look at his papers.  Our concern is that if the Electoral 
Distribution Commissioners must take demographic change into account, there will be a problem.  Even though 
it is not intended or has not even been considered, it is likely that country seats will end up having more electors 
in them than metropolitan seats.  That will be the consequence.  That would be less likely to occur if the 
redistribution were done every four years rather than every eight years.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Do you support the four-year model?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The National Party would prefer the four-year model because of that issue.  During 
the second reading debate I said that a number of elections ago it was decided that Karratha was on the go and 
that its population would grow strongly.  Therefore, it was pitched eight years out that Karratha would have 
significantly more voters than it actually got.  That is the difficulty of asking the commission to take 
demographic changes into account when projecting over eight years.  We could consider the seats of Wanneroo, 
Mandurah and Murchison-Eyre.  How many people will leave the seat of Murchison-Eyre?  Hopefully, none, but 
that is not the point.  It is not as precise a science as the minister has been trying to argue in the course of this 
debate.  If the minister persists with that argument, and brings the period back to four years, demographic change 
is no longer the great need in the bill as it would be if the period were eight years.  Can the minister see my 
argument? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, I can understand that. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  In this case, if the bill is passed, it will be actually two years, so the minister will be 
asking the Electoral Distribution Commissioners in 2007 to pitch for 2009.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If they do get it wrong, we do not have to wear it for too long. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would argue that we would be better off to delete the eight years altogether, and 
not make it part of the process.  We will get to that part in a little while, but the point I am making before we get 
there is that it is a question of whether the government has four years or eight years.  In its usual smooth style, 
the government asked the Liberal Party for its point of view, but did not ask the National Party.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I get two views from the Liberal Party! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right!  We would prefer to go to the four years, because the eight years have 
given us pain over the years.  As I said, in his second reading contribution Hon Hendy Cowan went really 
berserk on the Electoral Commission.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I can remember this matter being debated in the past. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  He was very angry about it, and at the time he was absolutely right.  A 
responsibility is put onto the Electoral Commission to guess.  I would argue that it is a reasoned guess, but it is 
still a guess.  If the government does pull the period back to four years - the National Party would argue that it 
should - and sustain that four years, it would not need to argue about demographic change.  We would argue 
very strongly that it is in the interests of the government to take it out - to remove it from the bill.  I do not mind 
removing this one as well; it will depend on what happens in the other place, obviously.  If it remains at eight 
years, we would be arguing even more vigorously to remove demographic change.  I would say that, at two years 
in the first case, and four years thereafter, demographic change is not the issue.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am not sure whether the member for Avon withdrew the amendments he had moved to 
page 7.  
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Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I have not done that yet, but if you sit down I will stand up and do so.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Very well.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will move the next lot of amendments to lines eight to 18 on page 9 - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  There is another amendment before those ones.  The 
member for Churchlands has an amendment to an earlier part of the bill.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am saying that I will not be moving my amendments, because they are similar to 
other amendments that are on the notice paper.  My amendments will just confuse the page.  I am withdrawing 
them.  It will make it easier for you, Mr Acting Speaker, as I am always trying to do.  If I withdraw my 
amendments it will make it easier for the member for Churchlands, and for the other amendments on the notice 
paper from the opposition.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am fairly sure that the amendment from the member for Churchlands relates to the same 
issue.  I do not think it precedes our amendments.  I do not want to cut her off if her amendment is before mine, 
but if it is not I would like to move an amendment to page 9, lines 15 - 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The amendment of the member for Churchlands starts at page 9, line 7, so she will 
need to move her amendment first.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I move - 

Page 9, lines 7 to 18 - To delete the lines. 

The purpose of this amendment is to delete proposed section 16H(3).  The effect of this amendment would be 
that the whole state would be treated in the same way when it comes to one vote, one value.  This would bring us 
back to the situation that was proposed in the bill debated in 2001.  The whole state would be subject to the same 
rules, and the Mining and Pastoral Region would not be treated any differently from anywhere else.  I am trying 
to help the Premier and Minister for Electoral Affairs by doing this.  I will not go into all the details that I gave in 
my second reading contribution, but I am sure that the minister recalls it.  In justifying this bill, the minister and 
the Premier have been using St Augustine’s defence.  The story of St Augustine is that, before changing his ways 
and turning over a new leaf, he indulged himself in a lifetime of loose living.  He knew in his heart and his mind 
for all those years that he had to reform his life, but for a long time he could not bring himself to do it; he was 
having too good a time.  He had a constant prayer, along the lines of, “Lord make me good, but not just yet.”  In 
this debate we have had, from both the Premier and the minister, a prayer that goes something like, “Lord let me 
reform the electoral system, but not just yet.”  This amendment will actually reform the electoral system.  It will 
bring in a pure form of one vote, one value that I am sure the minister supports in his own heart.  I have moved 
this amendment to help the minister and the Premier.  We know that they hold very dear the 100 years of 
Australian Labor Party history on this issue.  We know that, in the past 20 years, both the Premier and the 
minister have extolled the virtues of one vote, one value in this place and, without going into a great deal of 
detail on that, I am helping them fulfil their beloved principle of one vote, one value.  I am sure that the minister 
will give a great deal of thought to accepting this amendment.  No longer will he or the Premier have to be loose 
with the electoral truth and principle.  The principle will be there for all to see.  No longer will they need to 
compromise their beloved principles, if the minister accepts my amendment.  Quite seriously, we should be 
going the whole hog with this.  We have the opportunity to do it now, and a pure form of one vote, one value is 
what this state needs. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am sure that the government will be pleased to know that the opposition will be supporting 
it on this part of the legislation, and opposing the amendment.  This is, in effect, what we sought to do by 
moving the earlier amendment that the minister supported.  I recall that the member had moved this amendment, 
and I apologise that I missed it.  It would have given us the opportunity to support it that we were seeking earlier.  
While the opposition strongly opposes the one vote, one value legislation, or the majority of it, as the minister 
knows, we support this component because it does exactly what we want to do for the whole of regional and 
rural Western Australia.  We support taking into account those regional areas.  I have an amendment relating to 
this, referring to the division of districts within that region, and I will move that once this amendment has been 
debated.  We do not support the amendment of the member for Churchlands, which brings in one vote, one value 
over the whole of Western Australia.  We support taking into account those issues that we have been debating at 
length regarding the difficulties of large remote areas in Western Australia, and we will be siding with the 
government, which I presume will be supporting its own legislation, no matter what is said by the member for 
Churchlands.  We will be voting against this amendment.  
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will reinforce what the member for Churchlands said.  At the end of the 
day, it will be interesting to see what side of the chamber the member will be sitting on.  If my memory serves 
me right, I do not think the member will be sitting on the same side as the Liberal Party when the final vote on 
this legislation is taken.   

Dr E. Constable:  The member might be surprised.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I would be delightfully surprised if it is a different situation from that of 
three and a half years ago.   
The point is the difficulty with the way the government has put this together.  It is one of the reasons the 
opposition would have liked to split this clause to deal with it component by component.  The emphasis of this 
debate is on whether to preserve five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Proposed section 16H goes 
beyond that, but I reiterate that the emphasis of this debate is on whether to preserve those five seats, and 
whether the opposition should hold the government accountable, to some extent at least, for its election promise 
that it would protect the five existing seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The statement the Premier made 
during the election campaign was that the Labor Party would preserve the existing five seats, but this clause does 
not say that.  This clause means that the state could end up with Kalgoorlie-Boulder as one seat and the 
Kimberley another.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is right.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister is admitting that although it is happy to have so-called one vote, 
one value in other areas of the state, it will isolate the Mining and Pastoral Region and provide for extensive 
malapportionment in that region.   

The opposition wants to preserve the five seats - that is clearly needed - and it will fight for every single country 
seat it can keep, not only in the Mining and Pastoral Region, but also in the Agricultural and South West 
Regions, as the member for Roe just said.  However, this is not the Premier’s commitment.  He said that the 
government would preserve the existing seats.  The member for Kalgoorlie’s seat, for example, could change 
under this clause and could end up being Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  However, the Premier gave a commitment during 
the election campaign that existing seats would be maintained in this legislation.  As the member for Dawesville 
said, the opposition will not let the government renege on this measure, even though it is not directly akin to the 
commitment the Premier made during the election campaign.   

I was interested in the National Party’s position.  When the Liberal Party indicated it would move a motion to 
protect five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, the National Party said it was not really sure it liked this 
process and did not want to bring it forward.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  We said we do not like it.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The National Party said it did not like it.  The view I got, and the member for 
Avon can correct me if I am wrong, is if we cannot amend the legislation to keep the same number of Assembly 
seats in the Agricultural and South West Regions, the National Party will not agree to it.  The National Party is 
saying that at the end of the day, if the mongrels from the Labor Party decide to rip off a whole load of country 
seats, it would be better to rip off eight rather than seven.  The Liberal Party does not agree with that.  It will get 
what it can for country communities.  It will oppose this legislation.   

A member interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  I was allowing the member to proceed.  The member 
for Roe earlier interjected, which he has just done again.  I remind the member that he must be in his proper seat 
before he can speak.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Occasionally the Whip gets some leeway, but not that much!  

The point I make is very simple.  It comes back to the fact that the Liberal Party will fight tooth and nail to 
protect every single country seat it can.  At the end of the day, if the Labor Party says it wants to rip off seven 
seats and the National Party says that if it does that, it would rather it be eight, well, a pox on the lot of them.  
The National Party is meant to be fighting for country communities.  It is meant to be fighting not just for 
members in the wheatbelt, where it has seats, or in the south west, but for the country as a whole.  It used to have 
the word “country” in the name of its party.   
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At the moment the Liberal Party is the minority in this Parliament.  It is fighting to preserve every single country 
seat.  In this chamber is an Independent member who does not agree with doing that; the National Party, which 
also does not agree with it; and the Labor Party, which is the worst of the bunch.  The Liberal Party will do 
everything possible to look after country communities. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I stand proudly as a country Liberal Party person who grew up in the bush, has done the hard 
yards, knows what it is about and has done it hard.  I appreciate what it is like to live 50 or 60 kilometres 
between towns.  I am sure the members for Roe, Merredin and Greenough agree with me that there are a lot of 
people out on the fringes of our electorates who fall into that category because they live up to 50 or 60 
kilometres or more from service centres.  I come back to the point that the point at which that line is drawn 
unfairly disadvantages these people.  I do not know whether there are other saints who can be used to describe in 
glowing terms those members of Parliament, as the member for Churchlands did when she said the minister 
wanted to have a bet each way. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It sounds as though the member may know one. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I do not.  I have heard of a couple, but I will not risk it.  However, there must be a saint who 
represents fairness and justice.  The minister wants to be a little bit pregnant, if I can use that term; he wants to 
be a little bit one way and a little bit the other way.  It cannot happen.  My argument is that the line is critical.  
Why cannot the minister give consideration to the representation being weighted in areas such as my electorate?  
The electors suffer the same disadvantages and problems as other people to whom weighting is being given; for 
example, the Mining and Pastoral Region.  People do not have to live 170 kilometres south east of Wiluna or 
north east of Meekatharra to fit the description of isolated.  There are plenty of wheatbelt areas - for example, in 
the electorate of Roe - that are a long way from civilisation, services, amenities and representation.  Under this 
legislation, that seat will become bigger - half the size of Victoria - and there will be less representation.  That is 
not fair.  The government cannot build equity into something without destroying fairness in the example it is 
putting forward.  Members are faced with a difficult problem.  The government is casting aside all the country 
people as though they were a bit of chaff blowing away in the wind.  They do count and are as important as 
every other elector in this state.  Somebody must convince me that some fairness is being shown to these people.  
I cannot see it in the bill before the chamber.   

I cannot support this amendment, which seeks to remove this proposed section.  The application of this proposed 
section in principle should apply to the Agricultural Region.  There is a strong case for that, and I would be 
interested to hear from any member who says it does not apply in the seats in the Agricultural Region.  As I see 
it, not three but four seats will eventually be removed from the Agricultural Region unless the boundaries can be 
adjusted to build in a better degree of fairness for those people in isolated agricultural areas.  That is all I ask.  It 
is my job as a country member to put that point of view.  I think that is fair and reasonable.  I think it is fair and 
reasonable to say that if this legislation goes through there will be less of the likes of the members for Moore, 
Roe, Merredin and Greenough - country blokes putting a point of view in here and trying to bat for the bush.  
Somehow, we do not count.  We will be swamped.  That is what my people are grizzling about.  It is not fair.  It 
also applies to seats in the north west of the state as well.  I ask that some consideration be given. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  To answer the question posed by the member for Moore, I am not sure who is patron saint 
of justice.  I suspect it is St Thomas More.  I remind the member for Moore that St Thomas More lost his head.  I 
do not intend to suffer the same fate!  I am prepared to accept the member for Churchlands’ comparison with St 
Augustine.  My mother would be very proud.   

Dr E. Constable:  The minister might be regarded as a saint if he agrees to my amendment. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I would like to agree with the member’s amendment.  Four years ago, after the last 
election, the government developed a pure one vote, one value model for the Legislative Assembly.  It is what 
we argued for.  We had a compromise forced upon us by the Greens in the Legislative Council.  The price we 
had to pay to get it through was akin to that of St Thomas More.  We would not have made any progress 
whatsoever.  We are honour-bound to fulfil our election commitment and to advocate it.  We have done that with 
this legislation.  The commitment was to retain five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, not that the 
boundaries would be forever fixed and unaltered for the future, as has been suggested by the member for 
Leschenault.  That was not the nature of the commitment.  We gave an undertaking and we need to honour it in 
this legislation.  My view is that the principle is clear: there should be one vote, one value.  I would love to be 
able to support the member’s amendment, but I cannot, because it would mean that we would not get this 
legislation in any form through the Parliament and we would break an election commitment.  They are two very 
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powerful reasons I cannot support the amendment, even though, in my heart of hearts, I know the member is 
right. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I wish to advise the house of some crucial information that will shed light on this great 
debate about the patron saint of fairness. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Can you help us? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I cannot because, unfortunately, I could not find “fairness”.  Quite coincidently with the 
debate, the nearest patron saint I could find - who is very apt for the government - is the patron saint of fiddlers!  
The patron saint of fiddlers is St Julian the Poor.  One of his representations is carrying a leper across a river.   

I will also speak against the amendment before the house, which was moved by the member for Churchlands. 

Dr E. Constable:  I thought we were on the same wavelength there for a moment. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Things dropped off rapidly! 

Unfortunately, the amendment moved by the member typifies all that we on this side of the house find 
disagreeable with this bill.  We will argue long and hard after the bill passes this house that the conditions and 
exemptions given to the Mining and Pastoral Region should apply to the Agricultural Region and the South West 
Region, which is the region that I represent in part.  There is no logical reason for them not to.  The point raised 
magnifies and reflects the hypocrisy of the bill before us.  Another reason to vote against the amendment is that 
it would give the government an out clause.  It would give an excuse for not being able to expose the dirty deals 
that are being done between the government and the Greens to make sure that there will be no protection of the 
seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  That will be a done deal that will be put to the sword by the Greens 
(WA) in the upper house.  The government will in its eyes, but not in the eyes of members on this side or of the 
people in the Mining and Pastoral Region, have been true to its word, and it will claim that its integrity is intact.  
However, the Greens will act as the government’s henchmen in making sure that this deal goes through.  I am 
sure the minister is aware of that.  In one of the newspapers this week we saw a lovely photograph of the 
minister and representatives of that noble party walking through the car park of Parliament.  I am sure the Greens 
will do the deal for the government, and, similar to the rest of regional Western Australia, the Mining and 
Pastoral Region will be put to the sword.   

I am also interested to hear some of the arguments raised by my good friends in the National Party.  Of course, I 
come from a seat in which I had the interesting challenge of a National Party candidate at the election.  I am 
saddened to report that her vote was halved.  However, I wonder occasionally when I hear - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It helped to get you elected, though. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Not in a way that I would have hoped, I hasten to add.  I wonder whether the position of 
the Nationals would have been somewhat different if, instead of our being joined by the good doctor from 
Esperance, the member for Roe, we had been joined in this house by the National Party candidate, Jane 
McMeikan.  I am sure that the position would be somewhat different, and the protection in the eyes of the 
member for Avon of the Mining and Pastoral Region would be absolute.  He would be standing with us 
defending the Mining and Pastoral Region, along with the Agricultural Region and the South West Region.  That 
is what the member for Avon would be doing.  I just raise that as an interesting point to note.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We will get involved in the brawl.  What members opposite are doing is entrenching 
four seats for the Australian Labor Party.  The National Party will not be a party to a grubby little deal that puts 
four seats in a gerrymander in the north west for the Labor Party.  I am not actually picking on every Liberal 
Party member, because I do not think that is their motive.  However, if they are going to pick on my motive, I 
will pick on theirs.  The facts are that if Liberal Party members have their way, four seats will be protected for 
the ALP in a straight gerrymander that is supported by the Liberal Party.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What is the alternative? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We will try to get back to that.  I will move my amendment, and we will try to 
support the Liberal Party and try to get back to where we all want to be.  The alternative is to not have this bill 
passed.   

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  Exactly. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, exactly.  Therefore, we do not have to get into each other.  However, if Liberal 
Party members want to do it, we will do it.  It has nothing to do with the seat of Roe.  If Liberal Party members 
want to take the seat of Roe, the seat of Avon or any other of the seats of National Party members in this place 
and say, “It’s all right.  Don’t worry.  My constituents won’t go in to bat for you for one vote, one value, but 
we’ll go in to bat for Kimberley because it’s a Labor Party seat”, is that a good argument?  We will not argue it.  
If Liberal Party members want to shove it down my throat, I will be happy to go out and shove it down theirs, 
particularly the member for Leschenault.  I would love to say some things about him and the great assistance he 
gave me in the campaign.  If Liberal Party members want that day to come, they should just push me a bit and it 
will come.  I will happily jump into that fight.  There will be skin and fur everywhere, and I will enjoy every 
second of it.   

The National Party will not support the member for Churchlands’ amendment.  However, more to the point, 
when we finally get to it, the only alternative that will be left to the house will be to support the people of the 
north west by preserving the four Labor Party seats.  The member for Roe’s seat will not be preserved; nor will 
mine.  More importantly, the member for Moore, the member for Stirling and those people who -  

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  You’re picking on me. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, I am not.  I am agreeing with the member; his argument is absolutely correct.  I 
agree with his point of view.  I am not picking on the member for Roe.  That is not the issue.  The member for 
Roe will have a line across his electorate, and there will be a special deal for the member for Merredin.  
However, four of the five special deals will be for the benefit of the Australian Labor Party, and that will not be 
supported by the National Party. 

DR K.D. HAMES:  I will try to calm the debate a little.  As I have carriage of this legislation for the opposition 
in this house, I will try to bring our members back to focus on the issue at hand.  I indicate to members who are 
keen to speak that the Liberal Party wishes to move some very important amendments, and we do not want to get 
into any role-playing from members debating the legislation from either side of the house.  The Liberal Party, for 
the reasons already stated, does not support this amendment.  I am pleased to hear from the Leader of the 
National Party.  I must admit that before he spoke I did not understand his reasons for opposing the amendment, 
but I now understand them.  The Liberal Party will oppose this amendment. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (1) 

Dr E. Constable (Teller)  

 

Noes (52) 

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

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move -  

Page 9, lines 15 to 18 - To delete the lines and substitute -  

(4) The Commissioners are to divide by 5 the number of electors in that part of the State 
that is proposed to constitute the Mining and Pastoral Region and apply the principle 
set out in subsection (2) in determining the boundaries of those 5 districts.  

The SPEAKER:  Have you provided that to anyone? 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I provided it to the Clerks, but I am not sure whether it has made its way yet to you, Mr 
Speaker.  I have moved this amendment because of concerns that the opposition has expressed before about 
dividing this electorate.  That is not to say that we support one vote, one value in the Mining and Pastoral Region 
in terms of spreading the electors.  However, the standard practice for all rural and regional seats is that there be 
some reasonable equality of numbers in the electorates in those areas.  Proposed subsection 16H(1)(c) states - 

the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in relation to those 5 districts.   
That is, there will be a variation of not greater than 10 per cent or not less than 10 per cent.  We do not know 
why the government wants to do that and we cannot see the necessity for it.  We do not know why the 
government is leaving out the principle in subsection (2), so that the commissioners can make any drawing of 
boundaries with any number of voters in that area that they like.  The commissioners may have raised the issues 
that the minister raised before in previous Labor governments when he referred to small numbers of 400 or 500 
members in one seat and larger numbers of 15 000 or 16 000-plus in other seats.  There must be some direction 
to the commissioners on how to draw those boundaries.  What concerns me is other sections of the Electoral Act 
- 

Speaker’s Ruling 
The SPEAKER:  I ask the member for Dawesville to take a seat.  There is a problem with his amendment now 
that we have it, in that the house has just voted to not support the deletion of lines 7 to 18.  He is now asking the 
house to delete the same lines.  I am advised, therefore, that the opportunity for moving this amendment has 
passed.  The lines that the house has just voted not to delete cannot be deleted. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I thank you, Mr Speaker, for that and I seek your guidance.  You will recall that I was on my 
feet moving that amendment prior to the previous member and I was directed by you to resume my seat because 
the member was moving amendments related to issues that came before mine.  Although we opposed the 
deletion of these three clauses, as they were considered as a single entity, we certainly opposed them.  We now 
wish to delete proposed paragraph (c) for a separate purpose and to move a separate amendment.  Mr Speaker, I 
ask you for some guidance.  Could we not move to delete that proposed paragraph but still move a proposed 
subsection (4) that would set out the provisions that we want?  Those two items are contradictory.  I seek your 
guidance. 

The SPEAKER:  The guidance is that what I have said is the case.  Unfortunately, for whatever reason, this 
amendment was not with the Chair when the previous amendment was discussed.  If that had been the case, a 
suggested course of action could have got around the problem.  We are now faced with a position in which the 
member for Dawesville wishes to revisit a decision that the house has made on lines 15 to 18. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Mr Speaker, again I seek your guidance.  When I read proposed subsection (3)(c) again, I 
note that it states - 

the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in relation to those 5 districts.   

That is, that they not consider a 10 per cent greater or 10 per cent lesser than average district enrolment.   

The SPEAKER:  There is a way in which this can be reconsidered at the completion of consideration in detail.  
Reconsideration of the amendment only would need the support of the house.   
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  My point, Mr Speaker, is: is it still open to me to move an amendment as proposed new 
subsection (4) that states that the commissioners are to divide by five the number of electors in that part of the 
state that is proposed to constitute the Mining and Pastoral Region? 

The SPEAKER:  The member cannot proceed with the deletion part of his amendment, but the additional part 
of his amendment, which refers to proposed new subsection (4), we are yet to pass, can be moved. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  May I then withdraw my amendment and seek to insert the proposed subsection? 

The SPEAKER:  Is leave granted to withdraw the amendment? 

The amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move - 

Page 9, after line 18 - To insert - 

(4) The Commissioners are to divide by 5 the number of electors in that part of the state 
that is proposed to constitute the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Again, seeking your guidance, Mr Speaker, I think I must stop there, because the wording of the remainder of the 
amendment is “and apply the principle set out in subsection (2)”, which the commissioners shall disregard.  Is 
that the case, or can I still move the whole amendment as proposed subsection (4), given that the tail end of the 
amendment is contradictory to proposed subsection (3)(c)? 

The SPEAKER:  It is the member’s amendment.  I would suggest that is probably what he should do for it to 
make sense.  He should delete the bits that make it nonsensical.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Very well, Mr Speaker, that is what I propose.   

The SPEAKER:  He will delete the words from “and”? 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes.  I am therefore moving to insert a new subsection (4).  Because of the confusion that 
has occurred in the debate, I want to make it quite clear that in the other place we will be moving an amendment 
that seeks to do in full what I proposed and tried to do on this occasion.  The principle still applies.  That is what 
we would like to do. 
The SPEAKER:  Unfortunately the member’s time has expired.  I will read the amendment that is now before 
the house, which is - 

Page 9, after line 18 - To insert - 

(4) The Commissioners are to divide by 5 the number of electors in that part of the state 
that is proposed to constitute the Mining and Pastoral Region.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I rise to allow the member for Dawesville the opportunity to continue his remarks. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I recognise that the amendment we are left with is inadequate.  It does not do what we would 
like it to do, but it certainly gives us the opportunity to make our point.  Our point is that it is not reasonable for 
no direction to be given to the commissioners when drawing the boundaries of this area.  We need to take into 
account those issues relating to minor variations in numbers of seats in each of those electorates to get a balance.  
Frankly, what worries us particularly are some items at a later stage of this bill that talk about communities of 
interest; land-use patterns - something we will debate later; means of communication; distance from the capital; 
physical features; existing boundaries of regions and districts; existing local government boundaries; and the 
trend of demographic changes.  We are concerned about the way in which seats may be drawn, for example, by 
saying that the Kimberley district has a particular land use and, for that reason, despite the relatively small 
number of people in the Kimberley district, it could become one extremely large seat.  Other smaller seats that 
might be focused around mining towns, particularly around Kalgoorlie-Boulder, will create an opportunity for 
the government to ensure a much greater chance of it winning the seats than would otherwise be the case.  We 
have discussed this before as well as the fact that the commissioners are not able to take into account voting 
preferences or trends in those regions and do not have an opportunity to consider those things when they draw 
those boundaries.  There is nothing in the legislation that allows them to consider those things.  They will draw 
the boundaries based on things that are proposed to be put in, such as land-use patterns, which is an addition to 
the legislation that will severely disadvantage Liberal voters in the Mining and Pastoral Region.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Earlier I alluded to the fact that under the provisions of proposed section 16H 
it would be possible for a situation to arise in which the commissioners might create a seat in the Kalgoorlie area 
that comprised Kalgoorlie-Boulder as a whole.  It might also be possible to have a seat that comprised the whole 
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of the Kimberley.  At the time, I pointed out that the Labor Party’s election commitment was to preserve the 
existing seats.  Proposed section 16H(1) and (2) is the basis of what the minister may describe as his one vote, 
one value system.  Under subsection (1), the number of seats would be divided by the enrolments to arrive at the 
average district enrolment.  To use the minister’s own terminology, there is equality of voting.  Subsection (2) 
states that that principle shall be adopted and that there will be a plus or minus margin of around 10 per cent, 
presumably to load down in areas of high growth and to load up in areas of low growth.  That applies to the 
average district enrolment, which is, of course, defined in subsection (1).  That is the minister’s one vote, one 
value provision, if I can put it so bluntly.  That is what will apply to 52 seats of the state.  If the minister is going 
to preserve five districts in the Mining and Pastoral Region, why does he not apply the provisions of subsections 
(1) and (2), particularly subsection (2), to the mining and pastoral seats?  In other words, why is the minister 
prepared to have what he describes as a malapportionment in the Mining and Pastoral Region when he will not 
have it in the other 52 seats?  Why did the minister not include the provisions of subsection (3)(c), which reads -  

the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in relation to those 5 districts.   
Why does it not read that the commissioners shall apply that principle so that the five seats will be preserved and 
so that within the Mining and Pastoral Region the government would have its so-called one vote, one value 
principle applied and there would be as much as is possible equality of enrolments within each seat?  As the 
minister said earlier, as we read this legislation the situation in the Mining and Pastoral Region could be 
exacerbated if Kalgoorlie-Boulder were combined and there were much smaller seats elsewhere in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region.  This is quite an important point because it is a diversion from the minister’s one vote, one 
value principle.  Why is it structured in this way?   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The reason for proposed section 16H(3)(c) is to make it clear, if it is not already apparent, 
that the average district enrolment plus or minus 10 per cent, which is applicable in the rest of the state, is not 
applicable in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You could have done the same thing within the Mining and Pastoral Region if you 
simply took the enrolment, divided it by five and then applied that figure plus or minus 10 per cent to each seat.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, that is right.  Frankly, I do not have a strong objection to that sort of broad approach.  
We took the view that that is not a principle applicable here because we are talking about a massive land mass 
that has reasonably well-defined communities of interest; for instance, the Kimberley region, to which the 
member referred.  It might be thought desirable to have one region of the Kimberley, but that could not be done 
within the application of the average within -  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  One district? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Sorry, one district of the Kimberley.  That could not be done within the one vote, one 
value principle internally within the Mining and Pastoral Region, because there are too many people there.  It 
might be thought - I am not suggesting that this is the case - that it was more important to maintain the integrity 
of the Kimberley as one district, even though it might have a 30 or 40 per cent higher enrolment than some other 
parts of the area, because it left open that element of flexibility.   
I am not opposed to the idea that the member has put forward.  It is perfectly consistent with the broader 
approach that we are taking.  As I have said, the current indication is that this clause might be the subject of 
some change as a result of discussion and debate in the other place.  If it is the wish of this place that we have a 
provision along those lines, and if that is also the wish of the other place, I am certainly happy to accommodate 
that.  However, I do not think we should try to amend the clause now to reflect that principle, because there is no 
clarity about just what will emerge from the other place.  There are two ways in which we can go.  The first is to 
provide for maximum flexibility in the drawing of the boundaries for those five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  The second is to apply the usual prescriptions internally for those five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  I hope members are happy to leave it on that basis, with the indication that I do not resist the idea that 
has been put forward.  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Have you drawn any indicative boundaries at this stage?  Obviously you know what is 
happening in the other regions and the number of seats, etc.  You must have already drawn some lines.  Have 
you done that in the Mining and Pastoral Region? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, I have not.  There might be two electorates - east and west Kimberley.  The 
Kimberley is the fastest growing area in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Should we split Kalgoorlie-Boulder, as 
is currently the case, and have one small urban pocket, or should we split it so that we have an urban pocket 
surrounded by a lot of the desert, mining and pastoral area?  There are a lot of imponderables as to where those 
boundaries might be drawn.  In other areas we can reasonably predict and second-guess what the commissioners 
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will do.  Frankly, in this area, apart from what is already there, we do not have any idea of what the 
commissioners are likely to do.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  I think the minister has made it clear that he is amenable to considering a change to 
this clause. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Once the dust has settled on this I would be amenable to the proposition that has been put, 
if the member would not mind leaving it on that basis.  I say that also in light of the hour, because we had a very 
late night last night, and I would like to move through this debate a little more expeditiously.  There are still 
some clauses towards the end of this bill which I am sure members will want to debate and on which they might 
even want to divide.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  In this case you are fortunate, because our shadow minister happens to be listening 
behind the Chair.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I do not feel very reassured by what the minister has just said.  I believe we need more 
prescription, not only so that the commissioners can be directed on how to draw up the boundaries for the five 
areas in that district, but also, if I may say so, to avoid any fudging.  Rather than just saying, “Trust me; 
everything will be okay; we will work it out later”, I would feel more reassured if there were a little more 
prescription.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I accept the comments from the minister.  It is the view of members on this side of the 
house, certainly those in the Liberal Party, that we would prefer this clause to be more prescriptive.  The 
amendment that I had proposed to move initially was that the commissioners should apply the principle set out in 
proposed subsection (2), which is to give a 10 per cent variation on either side.  I suggest that that is an 
amendment that is likely to be moved by our side in the other place, so I am pleased the minister has said he is 
amenable to that suggestion.  As the minister is aware, our shadow minister for electoral affairs, who was 
recently in the chamber, has the carriage of and the decision-making power on this bill, in consultation, of 
course, with our party, so that decision will be made at a later date.  Therefore, I am happy to leave the matter 
there and leave that debate for the other place. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  I move -   

Page 9, after line 18 - To insert - 

(4) However - 

(a) the Commissioners shall ensure that the region known as the Agricultural 
Region consists of 7 complete and contiguous districts; 

(b) in making the division required by subsection (1) the Commissioners shall 
disregard - 

(i) the electors in that region; and  

(ii) those 7 districts;  

and  

(c) the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in 
relation to those 7 districts.   

I draw the attention of the minister and perhaps other members to proposed paragraph (b)(i), which states that the 
commissioners shall disregard the electors in that region.  That sounds like the sort of thing I have been talking 
about since I became a member of this place.  The legislation does exactly that; it disregards the electors 
somewhat.  Is it fair to say that it should perhaps read “the number of electors”?  Is that a reasonable suggestion? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is certainly what it means.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  The current wording will be in the legislation.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The terms “the electors” and “the number of electors” have the same legal effect.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  It does not sound too good. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I understand your point. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  I do not want to make too much of a point of it, because I always try to be a reasonable person.  
Mr Speaker, how would we go about changing that?   

The SPEAKER:  In relation to your amendment? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  No, in relation to the indication from the minister that it should state “the number of electors”.  
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Both versions mean the same thing.  You are suggesting a perhaps more populist wording.  
What is in the bill is a legal wording.  Both have the same impact in terms of the redistribution.  I am happy to 
leave the wording as it is, but I guess that if I were doing the drafting, I would use more popular language along 
the lines of what you have suggested.  However, it makes no difference.   
Mr G. SNOOK:  My constituents will no doubt back my comments; that is, we in the bush are being 
disregarded.  I do not mind; those words can remain in the record forever.  As I said in my maiden speech and as 
I have said since in this house, I am strongly of the opinion that weighted representation needs also to be applied 
in the Agricultural and South West Regions, because there are disadvantaged, remote and isolated people within 
those regions.  I am confident that I have the support of the members for Greenough, Merredin and Roe and so 
on when I say that many instances reflect the bases for the application of the principle of weighted 
representation.  It is a compromise.  The minister has explained to the house why it has been included in the bill.  
It is a political compromise.  I hark back to the point that it is about representation.  A compromise should not be 
reached for political reasons, because that will not provide fairness and justice to the people whom we represent 
in this place.  I will continue to say that until I suffer the same fate as Sir Thomas More, as the minister has 
suggested.  I do not think that will happen.  I hope it will not happen.  I will continue to make that point for as 
long as I am a member of this place.  Provisions must be made for the same principles that apply to the Mining 
and Pastoral Region to apply to the Agricultural Region.  I refer in particular to those areas that are not serviced 
by or do not contain a major regional centre or a city.  There is a difference between living in a major urban 
development or a regional city and living on the other side of Salmon Gums, Mukinbudin, Perenjori or Pindar 
and so on.  I believe there is just cause for this house to give consideration to this amendment.  It has merit.  I ask 
members of the house to once again show some graciousness towards people in the bush and support the 
amendment. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I also support this amendment.  The National Party was to propose an amendment that 
included both regions.  However, we withdrew that amendment to deal with the two regions separately.  I 
support this amendment on behalf of the National Party.  I spoke at length during the second reading debate 
about this subject.  If an allowance is to be made for the Mining and Pastoral Region, allowances should be made 
for the Agricultural Region, which is similar in some respects.  That is only fair.  The electorate of Roe is no 
different.  To apply the system to one area of the state and not another - I will talk about the South West Region 
when the next amendment is moved - defeats the purpose.  I support the amendment. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Labor Party’s decision to quarantine the Mining and Pastoral Region and for that 
region to retain its five seats is based on the argument that it is a large region.  I put it to members of the house 
that the Agricultural Region is an equally large region.  If the Labor Party votes against this amendment, it will 
suggest to interested observers and me that the government has quarantined the Mining and Pastoral Region for 
only its own political purposes.  In the lead-up to the last election I and the Kalgoorlie-Boulder branch of the 
Liberal Party in particular made a big deal about the Labor Party’s intention to reduce our representation to just a 
whisper.  Colin Brand, the candidate for the seat of Murchison-Eyre, ran a similar and very strong campaign in 
which he told the people that if the Labor Party were successful, it intended to reduce their representation to just 
a whisper. 
I suspect that that campaign took hold.  The increase in the Liberal Party’s primary vote in both those seats is 
evidence of that.  I suspect also that the Premier started to get a bit nervous, particularly given that some of the 
polls at the time had the Labor Party well and truly behind and in a position from which it was almost impossible 
to win.  In an attempt to win my seat and to save the seat of Murchison-Eyre, the Premier flew into town and, for 
his own political purposes, announced that the Mining and Pastoral Region would be spared from the one vote, 
one value system.  He said that five seats would always remain in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The reason 
he gave for making that decision at the time was that the Mining and Pastoral Region was a vast area of land.  
The Agricultural Region is a vast area of land also. 
I wholeheartedly support the member for Moore’s amendment.  He is representing his electorate admirably.  His 
initiative in presenting this amendment reflects very favourably on the member.  I support this amendment, and 
the government should support it if it is to remain true to its values.  It has said that a case can be made to 
quarantine the seats of the larger regions such as the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Let us make that case again.  I 
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call on the Minister for Electoral Affairs to tell us why he will not quarantine the Agricultural Region when he 
has decided to quarantine the Mining and Pastoral Region, particularly as the Agricultural Region also covers a 
very large landmass. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I also support the amendment of the member for Moore.  As has been outlined by other 
members, the government has put forward a very poor argument that the Mining and Pastoral Region needs to be 
recognised as a large area with certain difficulties of representation by the protection of five lower house seats in 
that region.  However, just on the other side of the dotted line on the map, the seat of Merredin and the seat of 
Greenough join onto the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I think the seat of Moore also does, although I am not 
sure.  In those areas, there is no reason for recognising the size of the electorates and the difficulties faced by 
members representing those electorates.  As the member for Wagin pointed out, the National Party seeks to 
provide fair representation in the three regions in Western Australia - the south west, the agricultural, and the 
mining and pastoral.  We certainly do not seek to separate them.  As was very clearly put forward, to make this 
debate run more freely we have withdrawn the National Party amendment that would have delivered that to those 
three regions.  Therefore, we have this amendment, which the National Party will obviously be supporting, put 
forward by the member for Moore.  Once again, the Minister for Electoral Affairs has not spent any time in this 
house explaining the differences between the Agricultural Region and the seats falling within it that would be 
affected by the changes wrought by this legislation, and the Mining and Pastoral Region.  There has been no 
explanation why the city of Kalgoorlie would receive recognition for difficulties in representing it, when the 
Agricultural Region just down the road would not receive that same recognition.  I know the minister prides 
himself on his ability to debate and to make those points, but he still has not made any assertions in the two days 
of this debate.  I would like him to take the opportunity now to explain clearly to the house why those 
differences need to exist.  I will be supporting the amendment.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  What the lower house members in the Agricultural Region do for a living is to come to 
Perth and thump the table, hopefully to secure resources, funding and facilities for their electorates.  It stands to 
reason that, if a number of those lower house members of Parliament are plucked from the Agricultural Region, 
it would effectively limit the ability of the constituents of that region to attract that funding, resources and 
facilities.  I make a prediction now that, 10 years after the Labor Party has passed its one vote, one value 
legislation, a tour through the Agricultural Region of this state will be a little bit like a tour through a Third 
World country.  The hospitals will be falling down around their ears, the police stations will be nonexistent and 
roads will be so bad they will be dangerous, all because the Labor Party, for its own political purposes, decided 
to reduce the voice of country people to a whisper.  We find that the Mining and Pastoral Region has been 
quarantined - I place on the record the fact that I support that quarantine - but, for some reason, not the 
Agricultural Region.  I wonder if it is because the Labor Party does not have much representation in that region.  
This is one of the most arrogant acts I have seen in many years.  Because the Labor Party holds four seats in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, and because I used to hold my seat by one per cent and the Labor Party thought it 
might be able to knock me off, it decided to depart from the long-held principle of one vote, one value in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  Now, when presented with an opportunity to further depart from that principle in 
the Agricultural Region, for all the same reasons, the government declares that it will vote against it.  At the next 
election not too many country people will cast their vote in favour of the Labor Party, particularly people who 
reside in the Agricultural Region. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I support this amendment.  I have said this before, but at the risk of boring members I must 
repeat it again for the sake of my electors: my electorate of Roe occupies an area of 90 000 square kilometres, 
which is one-third of the area of the state of Victoria.  If we accept the concept of a moratorium for the Mining 
and Pastoral Region because it is isolated and a very vast region, I would suggest that my seat in the Agricultural 
Region is also vast.  I have said this before, but it behoves me to say it again because I am put here by my 
electors and it is my responsibility in this house to draw this to members’ attention: what sort of representation 
will people get when this so-called one vote, one value legislation extends the area of my electorate to more than 
100 000 square kilometres, which is nearly half the size of Victoria?  What justice is there in that?  It is okay to 
recognise the Mining and Pastoral Region as being big, expansive and remote and that people will not see their 
local member because he or she will have to cover too great an area.  However, I suggest that I am in the same 
boat.  It is hypocritical to suggest that we should deal just with the Mining and Pastoral Region but not worry 
about the Agricultural Region because 100 000 square kilometres is not much!  Members should try driving it 
with me.  I do not see many city members here tonight, especially those from the other side, but I suggest that 
they come with me one day for a tour of my electorate.  It takes 10 hours just to go from the eastern border to the 
western border, and in between I have to see some constituents.  I believe that we need justice in the Agricultural 
Region as well.  I support this amendment in the interests of justice and equality. 
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Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I continue to hear from the government and the minister a plea for equality - not a 
plea for fairness - based on some mathematical formula that I am yet to hear explained.  I do not think the house 
has heard it explained.  If the democracy of Western Australia is to be determined on the basis of pure 
mathematics, I do not think we will end up with a very representative system, but this is what the government 
seems hell-bent on doing.  It is playing with words, playing with equality and using mathematical formulae to 
achieve its aims.  I refer to the old mathematical formula of E=mc2, in which, according to the government, “E” 
equals equality, “m” equals the members elected, and “c” represents the constituents.  I will throw in the square, 
which is the square line drawn around the electorate.  I do not know whether any member can make sense of 
that, but that is how much sense the minister’s proposal makes to this side of Parliament. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  You had me worried there for a while; I thought I had completely lost you. 
Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  On many occasions the minister has completely lost me, and I think he has lost many 
people in Western Australia who perhaps believed the government in the lead-up to the last election when it said 
that one vote, one value was not on the agenda.  I will not go over the litany of instances that have been produced 
by this side of the Parliament suggesting that perhaps some untruths were being told in the lead-up to the recent 
election.  The opposition has found one vote, one value is well and truly on the agenda and is being pushed 
through this house in undue and totally unfair haste. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  That is rubbish.   
Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  It certainly is rubbish and I thank the member for Riverton for suggesting that the 
One Vote One Value Bill is rubbish.  I endorse his comment and thank him for it.   

I endorse the member for Moore’s amendment to this proposal.  I support his amendment because I believe this 
government is hell-bent on its unequal representation - its requirement that the proposed legislation carries vote 
weighting for the Mining and Pastoral Region.  As the government demands in its legislation, I see total equality 
and even more so I see fairness by including the Agricultural Region in its proposal.  
I would like to hear from members, particularly country members of the Labor Party.  Once again it is a pity 
none is present in the place, and that has been obvious throughout the journey of this debate.  However, I would 
like them to represent their constituents by taking part in this debate and explaining why they believe in this 
sham. 
I observed, as members on both sides of the chamber observed, that when the member for Churchlands moved 
an amendment, the government, with its 100 years of championing one vote, one value, found it expedient not to 
support it.  It was very hypocritical.   
As I mentioned, I endorse, support and recommend to the chamber the amendment made by the member for 
Moore.  The electors of the electorate of Greenough also endorse and are happy to support the member for 
Moore’s amendment  
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It just struck me that the Labor Party will not only vote against the quarantining of the 
Agricultural Region but also, at the end of the day, it will withdraw its proposal to quarantine the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.   
Perhaps the minister will answer a question I have by way of interjection.  If the Greens in the other place decide 
they will not support the quarantining of the Mining and Pastoral Region but would vote for one vote, one value, 
would he then delete the clause that quarantines the Mining and Pastoral Region?   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have no intention of answering a purely hypothetical question.  I have made it abundantly 
clear that the government is committed to five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  That was the 
government’s election commitment and it intends to deliver on it.   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Is the minister unswerving in that commitment? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  The Leader of the Opposition heard me.   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  If the Greens decide they do not like the quarantining of the Mining and Pastoral Region, 
will the minister be unswerving in his commitment to it. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have no intention of answering a hypothetical question at this stage.   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Let the record reflect that the minister is squirming and refuses to answer my question.   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  The Leader of the Opposition has been watching too many cheap American lawyer movies. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister is squirming.  In fact he has refused to answer my question.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 6 April 2005] 

 p428a-461a 
Dr Kim Hames; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr John McGrath; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve 
Thomas; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr Paul Omodei; Dr Graham Jacobs; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Speaker; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Grant 
Woodhams; Mr Murray Cowper; Mr Terry Redman; Deputy Speaker 

 [30] 

For the benefit of the record and any journalists who may be listening, I ask the minister whether he will 
guarantee that the quarantining of the Mining and Pastoral Region will remain in this bill, no matter what. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  The Leader of the Opposition is inexperienced in this place.  I have answered that question 
twice.  I normally only answer questions once and if members do not hear me, that is their problem. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Let the record reflect that the minister refused to guarantee he would leave the quarantining 
of the Mining and Pastoral Region in this bill.   
The reality is that in the upper house the government and its mates, the Greens, will chop out and change a few 
things in the bill.  The minister will say, “Okay, we will get rid of that bit, if it helps.”   
Who will go to Kalgoorlie and explain to the goldfields people the reason that the election promise which 
appeared on the front page of the Kalgoorlie Miner on a number of occasions prior to the last election is being 
thrown out the window.  The minister has refused to commit to it despite trying to tell me that he is unswerving 
in his commitment.  I think he is disingenuous and I suspect he will not be particularly welcome in the goldfields 
area after this bill has passed.  
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Will the minister explain why the Mining and Pastoral Region has been quarantined and the 
Agricultural Region has not been quarantined?  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The average size of a seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region is 440 000 square kilometres.  
The average size of a seat in the Agricultural Region is 37 000 square kilometres.  We are talking about a 
massively greater difference than perhaps anyone in this house appreciates in the size of the average electorates.  
The largest electorate in the state is Murchison-Eyre, which occupies 1 232 356 square kilometres.  There is 
nothing in the Agricultural Region that comes within cooee of that.  To the extent that we are talking about large 
electorates, that is the worst of the problem by an enormous measure.   
In addition, there is no doubt that the Mining and Pastoral Region is the most remote region from Perth.  That is 
indisputable.  This legislation is about bringing in equality, or one vote, one value.  The exception to that rule for 
five out of 57 seats is the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It was an election promise to the extent that any 
departure from the principle is justified in a small number of extreme cases, and by extreme, I mean remoteness 
or vastness.  I have indicated my personal position to the member for Churchlands.  That is not the party’s 
position.  The party is prepared to tolerate a small divergence from principle in those five seats only, otherwise 
we are taking an enormous step forward.  I suspect that a similar amendment will be moved concerning the south 
west area.  Although, as I have indicated, the average size of a mining and pastoral electorate is 440 000 square 
kilometres, an agricultural electorate is 37 000 square kilometres and the south west is 3 000 square kilometres.  
The problem diminishes as we move throughout those regions.  That is why we made that election commitment 
and we intend to implement it.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I thank the minister for that explanation.  The minister has talked about averages, so will the 
minister now explain why the exception applies to the seat of Kalgoorlie and not the seat of Merredin?  
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is not capable of being independently justified other than it fits into that region.  
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Will the minister please ensure that his remarks are on the record?   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  They are on the record; I don’t repeat myself.   
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  The minister just justified the concession for the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Do those 
same differences not exist between the Agricultural Region and Perth?  The same reasons apply.  He has 
excluded the Mining and Pastoral Region because of its difference from the Agricultural Region.  Does the same 
difference not apply between the Agricultural Region and Perth?  Why not therefore exclude the Agricultural 
Region?  
Mr J.A. McGinty:  You asked why we made an exception for one area, and I have answered that.  We do not 
intend making exceptions for others.  
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

 
Noes (29) 

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

 
            

Independent Pair 
Dr J.M. Woollard 

Amendment thus negatived.   
Mr M.J. COWPER:  I move - 

Page 9, after line 18 - To insert - 
(4) However - 

(a) the Commissioners shall ensure that the region known as the South West 
Region consists of 11 complete and contiguous districts; 

(b) in making the division required by subsection (1) the Commissioners shall 
disregard -  
(i) the electors in that region; and 
(ii) those 11 districts;  
and 

(c) the Commissioners shall not apply the principle set out in subsection (2) in 
relation to those 11 districts. 

The government has put forward an exemption for a certain area of the state; namely, the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  An amendment relating to the Agricultural Region has just been defeated.  However, the same 
argument applies to the South West Region.  I am a member in the lower house from the south west.  My 
electorate of Murray comprises 1 738 square kilometres.  It is a fast-growing area, and it is an onerous task to 
service the population that is dispersed throughout the electorate.  I explained previously that the seat of Murray 
consists of a diverse group of people.  That diversity needs protection.  The way to protect it is by having proper 
representation.  I argued previously that local government is closest to the people of Western Australia.  There 
are 142 local government authorities in Western Australia, 110 of which are in the country region.  My argument 
is that this bill is not consistent with what happens in the local government area.  The state government, by going 
down the path of one vote, one value, will be departing from its ability to have a grassroots-level interaction with 
the people whom it is supposed to represent.  Equally, the group of people in my electorate have had a long 
history of association with this Parliament.  I believe that this redistribution of boundaries will most likely 
eliminate the seat of Murray from the landscape.  That will be a sad day, given that the seat of Murray has 
existed in some shape or form since the Assembly was first established.   
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I stand also, as Rumpole said, on my hind legs to support this motion.  I wandered the halls 
of Parliament prior to one of the previous motions being dealt with tonight.  That motion looked at supporting 
the exemption of the Mining and Pastoral Region from the application of one vote, one value.  I contemplated 
the effects of that exemption on the south west.  It was very tempting to stand with the lone member on the other 
side of the house and to say that the effect on the south west would be much reduced if I stood with that member.  
I still remain somewhat in conflict, as perhaps less damage would be done to the south west if no exemptions 
were given.  However, I voted with the Liberal Party on that amendment because it is our contention that all 
country areas deserve some exemption.  Although the South West Region is not as large as the Mining and 
Pastoral and Agricultural Regions, it is more diverse and difficult to service.  It behoves us to remember the 
sheer diversity of the South West Region and the range of agricultural industries represented.  Not many dairy 
cows or fruit trees are found outside the south west.   
On the grounds of sheer diversity, I ask members to consider that the South West Region remains the poor 
cousin when compared with all other regions, including the metropolitan and mining regions.  What will apply to 
the Mining and Pastoral Region should apply across all areas, especially those with extremely diverse activities.  
I ask members on this side of the house to support to their utmost the south west.  That will not be to the 
detriment of other regions.  I hope we can stand on our own two feet and state that we deserve some 
consideration and maintain representation in the South West Region. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  It would be remiss of me, as a member with an electorate in the South West Region, not to 
speak to the amendment.  The minister spoke about the vastness of the Mining and Pastoral Region, and said that 
some 440 000 square kilometres was the justification for quarantining that area.  Earlier today or yesterday, the 
minister indicated that the Mining and Pastoral Region was a fairly easy area to define when compared with the 
Agricultural Region.  I hope that ultimately that line will be preserved in making the delineation between the 
Mining and Pastoral and the Agricultural Regions.  I would prefer some graded concessions in this legislation.  
The mining and pastoral area has been pulled out and quarantined for a number of reasons, one of which is to get 
the bill through the houses of Parliament.  Some graded concessions should apply to both the Agricultural and 
South West Regions.  Albeit that they are smaller areas than the Mining and Pastoral Region, concerns have 
been raised about politicians being able to service the areas.  The south west contains a group that might be 
called the working poor.  The taxation system, which is a concern of mine at the federal level, contains gaps 
between incentives provided for people who are fully employed and incentives given to those who need work.  
Some of the worst-off people in our society have a low income and work.  I put the south west in the working 
poor category.  These people are not in the isolated areas such as the Mining and Pastoral Region, and are not in 
a strong position to draw resources from the government.  Socioeconomic issues in parts of the Mining and 
Pastoral Region make it easier to make a case for providing resources.  By contrast, the south west is a relatively 
nice place to live with diverse agriculture.  People move to the coast to retire etc.  Arguably, the south west is not 
in a strong position when making a case to government for more resources.  There are a number of issues in my 
electorate concerning health, such as upgrades on the Denmark District Hospital, which have been on the cards 
for some time, and the Albany Regional Hospital.  There are a large number of infrastructure issues in the 
Stirling electorate, but it is hard for us to make a case to government for funds to support the area.  It would be 
remiss me if I did not put arguments on behalf of my constituents because I have been lobbied hard on this 
matter.  I support the amendment. 
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  
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Noes (29) 

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

 

            

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I had intended to move other amendments to the provision on land-use patterns and to 
change words such as “generally coextensive”.  However, given the hour, I do not intend to move those 
amendments.  I am aware that this debate is about to be drawn to a close by the Labor Party; therefore, I would 
like to move an amendment to page 12.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Before the member moves his amendment, I want to check with the Leader of the 
National Party, because I believe he has an amendment prior to that foreshadowed by the member for 
Dawesville.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, but I would like just one word from the minister.  Does the minister have some 
compassion towards that demographic change?  I saw some nodding and shaking of heads in that process.  We 
were able to agree on an earlier occasion, and maybe we will be able to agree this time.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I don’t think so. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister has been a very agreeable person a couple of times.  I know what the 
house is meant to be doing.  I would like to debate that but I will defer it.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move - 

Page 12, line 29 to page 13, line 5 - To delete the lines and substitute - 

(1) A Bill that expressly or impliedly amends or repeals Part IIA or any provision of Part 
IIA including this section (as inserted by section 4 of the One Vote One Value Act 
2005), 

In moving this amendment, I acknowledge that the debate is about to be guillotined.  We have worked well until 
now.  We have been given time beyond when the guillotine was intended to be applied to allow us to move and 
divide on motions, including this motion.  I will not prolong the debate excessively other than to explain to 
members what this legislation will do.  Members will note that in proposed section 16N of the bill in which the 
Labor Party has entrenched the one vote, one value principle, an absolute majority of votes of the houses of 
Parliament is required to change that component of the legislation.  This amendment requires that any section of 
this component of the legislation that is intended be changed must have an absolute majority of votes.  I am 
aware that the Labor Party has removed from the Electoral Distribution Act most of the provisions that required 
an absolute majority of the houses of Parliament and moved them to the Electoral Act instead, which requires a 
simple majority.  That gave the Labor Party the opportunity to insert numerous clauses in this bill that do not 
require an absolute majority, as previously required under the Electoral Distribution Act.  The opposition does 
not think that is fair or reasonable and does not support it.  We have therefore moved this amendment to ensure 
that all the provisions in the bill as presented to us today require an absolute majority of both houses of 
Parliament for change. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I support the amendment moved by the member for Dawesville.  It is, in fact, a very 
important amendment.  As the member for Dawesville quite correctly said, the Labor Party has inserted in the 
bill an entrenchment provision; that is, a provision that any change only to the principle of one vote, one value 
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requires an absolute majority of votes.  However, the Labor Party has now moved to the concept that only a 
simple majority of votes are required to change all the other provisions in what will basically become our 
Electoral Act.  I have not had an opportunity to have a good look at the Electoral Act 1907, but I understand that 
most of the provisions of that act, which will now be repealed, require an absolute majority of votes before they 
can be changed.  If the Labor Party does not vote for this amendment, it will effectively be setting itself up to 
make further very significant changes to the Electoral Act without the necessity for an absolute majority of votes 
in the upper house.  This is a very important amendment.  I am not sure whether the Labor Party has overlooked 
the fact that most of these provisions that came from the Electoral Act had an entrenchment clause or whether it 
has done this deliberately.  The only entrenchment clause that I can see in this bill that requires an absolute 
majority of votes is the proposed section on the one vote, one value principle. 

To go back a step, all of part IIA in this bill should require an absolute majority of votes before any of it can be 
changed.  I will tell members about a couple of aspects of that part.  Proposed section 16B deals with the people 
who can be appointed as electoral commissioners - a very important job, I am sure members would agree.  At the 
moment, proposed section 16B states that one of the commissioners shall be the Chief Justice of Western 
Australia, one shall be the Electoral Commissioner and one shall be the Government Statistician.  Presumably, 
the Labor government could come back in a couple of months with new legislation that says that one of the 
commissioners shall be Kevin Reynolds, perhaps.  The Labor government would require only a simple majority 
of Parliament to appoint Kevin Reynolds, for example, as an Electoral Distribution Commissioner.  I am sure 
you would agree, Madam Deputy Speaker, that our electoral system should be sacrosanct.  The government 
should be required to have an absolute majority of votes, not merely a simple majority of votes.  Proposed part 
IIA also contains the provision that there shall be 57 electoral districts.  Presumably, the Labor government could 
come back in a few months and say that it had decided to increase the number to 67 electoral districts and that it 
needed only a simple majority to do it.  I am sure that the Minister for Electoral Affairs and all members of the 
house would understand just how important it is to have an entrenchment provision attached to the key parts of 
our electoral system.   

Another proposition for members to consider relates to the Labor Party’s promise to quarantine the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  That is also contained in proposed part IIA.  As the Labor government has written this bill, it 
would not require an absolute majority of votes for the Labor government to come back in a few months time 
and say that it would not do that thing with the Mining and Pastoral Region any more.  In fact, it could abolish 
those particular provisions of the bill with only a simple majority of votes in the house.  That would be an 
extraordinary thing for a government to be able to do.  The Electoral Act as it stands does contain a number of 
entrenchment provisions, and for good reason.  It is a question of democracy itself.  We cannot change those 
kinds of things and nor should we be able to without an absolute majority of votes, yet the government has 
simply lifted most of the provisions from the Electoral Act and put them into its One Vote One Value Bill and 
conveniently forgotten to bring over the entrenchment provisions, with the sole exception of the principle of one 
vote, one value.  I urge the Minister for Electoral Affairs to consider very seriously our amendment.  If the 
minister will not consider it seriously, I will be interested to hear his reasons for not doing so.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I always seriously consider everything that is said, as you well know, Madam Deputy 
Speaker.  The government’s bill has a manner and form provision that requires an absolute majority in respect of 
the principle of electoral democracy or one vote, one value.  If any future Parliament wished to move for a 
greater departure from the one vote, one value principle, it would require an absolute majority to do so.  There is 
no requirement, if one wishes to move closer to the principle of electoral equality, that an absolute majority 
would be required.  That is the way in which we have formulated this particular provision.  That leaves a range 
of provisions contained in this bill that are not subject to any manner and form provisions, some of which are the 
subject of existing protection and some are not.  If I may give a simple example, the fact that this house consists 
of 57 members is contained in the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899.  It does not require an absolute 
majority to increase that number; a simple majority would increase that number under current law.  A different 
provision, however, would prevent a reduction in the number of members in this house from 57.  That provision 
is contained in section 73(2) of the Constitution Act.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Does it have an entrenchment provision? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  For reduction, yes; in fact, it is a double entrenchment.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  But not any more? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The provision remains.  We cannot reduce the size of either house of Parliament.  It is a 
completely independent provision that is not subject to the legislation before us.  If we were to agree to the 
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amendment in the form put forward by the member for Dawesville, provisions that are not currently subject to 
the requirement of an absolute majority would be subject to that requirement, such as an increase in the number 
of members of either house.  Similarly, the number of members in the Legislative Council per region is not 
currently the subject of an absolute majority requirement, because those provisions that are to be found in the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act are not in the Electoral Distribution Act.  It applies only to those provisions 
that are found in the Electoral Distribution Act, and they form the majority of this bill.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Is there currently an entrenchment provision with regard to the electoral commissioners?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  That is provided for in the Electoral Distribution Act.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  So currently it is necessary to have an absolute majority in order to effect a change to who can 
be an electoral commissioner, but under your proposal that would not be necessary?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is right.  A range of things, such as who can be an electoral commissioner, are 
currently subject to the absolute majority requirement.  That would not be the case under our proposal. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Why not?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  For the simple reason that unlike members opposite -  
Dr E. Constable interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No.  We have had this discussion over time, particularly with the member for Leschenault.  
One of the principles of parliamentary democracy is that, subject to express constitutional provisions, a 
Parliament should not encumber a future Parliament.  Therefore, we should not pass a law that would tie the 
hands of a future Parliament.  In the United Kingdom, it is an established constitutional principle that a 
Parliament cannot bind a future Parliament.  In Australia it is different, because the constitutional provisions 
limit the power of the Parliament.  The commonwealth Parliament cannot carry a resolution fettering what a 
majority of elected members in a future Parliament might do.  These manner and form provisions are such that 
we could put into the bill that in the future we will require a two-thirds majority in order to amend this provision, 
because we might just happen to have a simple majority today, and by that undemocratic means we could 
prevent a future Parliament from amending this provision.  I have a real problem with manner and form 
provisions that undemocratically tie the hands of a future Parliament.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  No, you do not.  That is what you have done with one vote, one value.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  What we have done here is say this is the principle; if a Parliament wants to depart from 
that principle, it needs an absolute majority.  This is a fundamental principle of our democratic system.  This is 
what this whole debate has been about.  I have a problem with the notion of using manner and form provisions to 
prevent the expression of the popular will in the future.  That is what these provisions are about.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  That is just because you have had a couple of hidings in the High Court.  These are your 
views.  You should not bring your personal views into this chamber.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is the member’s view.  I have explained why I disagree with that view. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister has just espoused what can only be described as absolute hypocrisy.  On the 
one hand, the minister is saying he does not want to be part of a Parliament that binds future Parliaments, and he 
does not like these entrenchment provisions.  However, on the other hand, the minister has put in an 
entrenchment provision for his one vote, one value principle.  That is the principle that provides a gerrymander 
for the Labor Party.  That is absolute hypocrisy.  The entrenchment provision that has been put into the bill 
specifically for one vote, one value is found in proposed section 16N(2), which states -  

A Bill that -  
. . .  
shall not be presented for assent by or in the name of the Queen unless the second and third readings of 
the Bill shall have been passed with the concurrence of an absolute majority of the whole number of the 
members for the time being of the Council and the Assembly, respectively.   

That is the very provision that the minister has just said he is not comfortable with, because it binds a future 
Parliament and stops it from changing the principle of one vote, one value unless it has an absolute majority.  
The minister is happy to put that in the bill for the Labor Party’s gerrymander, but he is not happy to put it in the 
bill for things such as who can be an electoral commissioner in this state.  The people who hold the office of 
electoral commissioner in this state need to be absolutely beyond reproach.  That is why the act provides for an 
absolute majority before a Parliament can change the provisions with regard to the sorts of people who can hold 
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that office.  However, the minister has thrown that out the window by keeping the entrenchment provision for 
one vote, one value.  This is absolute hypocrisy, not to mention arrogance. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Leader of the Opposition has alluded to one very important matter that 
would be able to be changed with a simple majority; that is, the appointment of commissioners.  I would like the 
minister’s advice on another matter.  My reading of the barnacle provision - sorry, entrenchment provision - is 
that it protects only the principle that is enunciated in proposed section 16H(2), which is the so-called one vote, 
one value principle.  Proposed section 16H(3) is supposed to provide for a safeguard of five districts in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  However, my reading of the entrenchment provision is that it is not safeguarded.  
Let us say that there are enough quotas for only three seats under a pure one vote, one value system, which may 
not be that far off the mark.  The Labor Party might wish to reduce by two the number of seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  If it were suggested that the composition of the Assembly be reduced from 57 to 55, as the 
minister alluded to earlier, the Constitution Act would provide for an entrenchment provision to reduce the 
number.  However, the government might decide to move those two seats into the metropolitan area.  In that 
example, no entrenchment safeguard exists under the Constitution Act and there would be no provision in the 
One Vote One Value Act, as it would be then, to safeguard against that.  I want the minister to clarify whether 
that interpretation is correct.  Does the entrenchment provision in the legislation entrench only the one vote, one 
value principle and does it not protect the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region? 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I am afraid that the minister has lost me.  I think St Augustine would have liked it.  Can 
the minister tell me for how long the entrenchment provisions have been in place in the state? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Since 1889. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Since 1889, yet the minister wants to change it.  I think the people who came before us 
were very wise. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  This particular provision was legislated for early in the last century.  There has always been 
an entrenchment provision in the equivalent of the Electoral Distribution Act. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  It goes back 100 years. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  More than 100 years.  I think our forefathers were very wise and that we should think 
very carefully before we throw this provision out the window just to make life easier for the minister and the 
ALP.  I think the minister has tried nearly every trick in the book.  The government tried to give the President of 
the Legislative Council a deliberative vote to overcome the government’s lack of numbers in that place, and now 
the minister has another opportunity to throw the absolute majority provision out the window, except for the one 
area that it suits him to keep.  I cannot support that.  This is the point at which the minister loses me on the bill.  I 
will not support the third reading of the bill because of this.  Great caution is demanded.  Some very wise people 
have come before us.  I will not support this section of the bill. 

Proposed section 16N(2) states -  

. . . provides for the greater departure from the one vote one value principle . . . 

Who decides whether it is a greater departure from the one vote, one value principle?  Is it decided in a court?  In 
whose hands are we putting this decision? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Ultimately, the interpretation of any statute is determined by a court.  Often it will be 
abundantly clear.  What you would look to here is the effect of the bill.  If the effect is to provide a greater 
departure from the principle that was spoken about, that can be judged by the effect of the legislation. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Will someone have to challenge this legislation in a court? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Sure.  That is how these questions are always determined. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is interesting that we would do that in this bill.  The minister might want to explain to 
me why he has done that. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is exactly what a matter and form clause does.  It provides a basis for the challenge to 
the validity of legislation.  That is what Marquet was all about. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Proposed section 16(2)(b) states in part -  
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shall not be presented for assent by or in the name of the Queen . . .  

I understand that this is the same wording that has been before this place previously.  Is this what led the Clerk of 
the Legislative Council into the courts? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No; it is very similar language, but the real challenge there was in relation to the lack of an 
absolute majority; whether an absolute majority was required for repealing a bill; and whether the word “amend” 
included “repeal”.  It was a considerably different question.  This is the standard wording for these sorts of 
clauses.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I would like the minister to explain again, when he gets to his feet, why he thinks that, 
after 100 years, now is the time to throw out the provisions we are getting rid of.  I do not think he actually 
addressed this in his second reading speech.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think it was referred to, yes.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Only in passing.  The minister is asking the house to consider and agree with a 
fundamental change, and I think it deserved more attention in the second reading speech than the minister gave 
it.  For the reasons I have outlined earlier, I will not be supporting this.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think you are always looking for a reason do that.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That is not true.  

Question to be Put 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 

That the question be now put.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (28) 

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

 

Noes (23) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  

 

            

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus passed. 

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Amendment put and negatived. 
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Clause put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (28) 

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

 

Noes (23) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  

 

            

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Clause thus passed. 
Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed. 
Clause 7:  Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 amended - 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I had planned to move an amendment to this clause to delete subclause (2), but upon reading 
it I see that it is just a consequential amendment following decisions that have already been made in other parts 
of the bill.  This clause recognises the fact that, as a result of decisions that have previously been made, instead 
of there being 34 members in the Legislative Council, there will now be 36.  I am sure you would rule against 
me, Madam Deputy Speaker, if I tried to move an amendment to delete that subclause, given that it is a fact.  
Once again I want to register an objection from this side of the house to this provision.  We do not support the 
increase in Legislative Council members by two.  We believe that 34 members of the Council provides adequate 
representation in the house and that, as previously discussed, those two additional members are just a sop to the 
Greens (WA) and represent a trading point for the Labor Party to try to get through provisions that it wants.  I 
put on the record that this side of the house is strongly opposed to that increase in two members in the 
Legislative Council. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 8 to 10 put and passed.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I understand it is possible to include a preamble in a bill.  It does not very 
often happen but if I am to move such an amendment this is the time.  I am sure this debate will not survive for 
very long, but, I move - 

Page 1 - To insert before “The Parliament of Western Australia enacts as follows:”, the following -  

Preamble  

Whereas:   

(1) The Australian Labor Party is bent upon manipulating the Western Australian 
electoral system to its own advantage and to that end wishes to silence the voice of 
regional and rural people;   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 6 April 2005] 

 p428a-461a 
Dr Kim Hames; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr John McGrath; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve 
Thomas; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr Paul Omodei; Dr Graham Jacobs; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Speaker; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Matt Birney; Mr Grant 
Woodhams; Mr Murray Cowper; Mr Terry Redman; Deputy Speaker 

 [39] 

(2) by their vote at the general election held on 26 February 2005, the people of Western 
Australia have denied the Australian Labor Party control of the Legislative Council 
over the next four years; and 

(3) it is the wish of the Australian Labor Party, the Premier and the Attorney General in 
particular to ignore the will of the people and thereby entrench their own self interest: 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It’s fairly self-explanatory.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am sure the Minister for Justice will agree to this one!  I shall not go on in 
much detail because I can see the Leader of the House chomping at the bit to gag this part of the debate as soon 
as I sit down.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  If he doesn’t get up I will.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Undoubtedly.  That is the problem.  That preamble amendment has been 
moved at the end of the consideration in detail stage to point out what this bill is all about.  The member for 
Churchlands pointed to an extremely important principle that has now been cast aside; namely, the principle of 
entrenchment.  The Leader of the Opposition pursued that in earnest not so long ago.  Here we are once again 
prepared to put aside a principle that has been in our constitutional and electoral legislation for more than 100 
years for blatant party political gain.  That is a principle that the Minister for Electoral Affairs has referred to - 
the member for Churchlands may be interested in this - as a barnacle on the keel of progress.  Here we have it: 
the Labor Party wishes to pass this legislation.  It wants to do away with the Electoral Distribution Act, which 
provides for that particular constitutional safeguard.  It is, therefore, fitting that we move an amendment to the 
bill at 11 o’clock tonight to include a preamble, which points out precisely the Labor Party’s intentions.  

I am not sure that I have seen a bill of a quarter of this magnitude rammed through this Parliament in this amount 
of time.  Members can correct me if I am wrong but we debated this bill for about 10 hours yesterday.  Today we 
probably debated it for about seven hours, so we have debated it for about 17 hours altogether.  The government 
has made it clear that it wishes to deal with a lot of government business tomorrow.  We have managed to 
squeeze in a small amount of private members’ business this week.  We will be lucky if we spend another five or 
six hours on the third reading tomorrow, so we will have spent barely 20 hours debating this.  Even in 2001, 
when the government rammed its legislation through this Parliament, we spent more than 40 hours debating it.  
We are now dealing with legislation of similar consequence and the Labor Party is giving about half that amount 
of time for its consideration, discussion and debate in this chamber.  It is therefore only fitting that we move this 
amendment to include a preamble.  I am sure I know where it is destined to go.  However, the coalition wants to 
make the final point; that is, this bill has nothing to do with entrenching a principle; it is all about entrenching the 
ALP.   

Amendment put and negatived.  

Title put and passed. 
House adjourned at 11.09 pm 

__________ 
 


