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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Committee 

Resumed from 4 May.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Graham Giffard) in the Chair; Hon Sue 
Ellery (Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the Bill.   

Clause 4:  Part IIA inserted -   
Progress was reported after Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the Opposition) had moved the following 
amendment to proposed section 16D -  

Page 5, lines 17 to 25 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 
(2) The electoral regions known, respectively, as the North Metropolitan Region and the 

South West Region shall each return 7 members to serve in the Legislative Council. 
(3) The electoral regions known, respectively as the South Metropolitan Region, the East 

Metropolitan Region, the Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region 
shall each return 5 members to serve in the Legislative Council. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  As I said last night when we were debating this matter, we are dealing essentially 
with the construction of the Legislative Council.  My amendment seeks to retain the status quo.  The house has 
received a ruling from the President that a future proposed amendment - namely, the six by six model put 
forward by the Greens - is a legitimate amendment.  The parliamentary secretary suggested in her comments that 
the committee will not support the status quo, so the six by six proposal is what we will ultimately get.  Given 
those comments, I do not propose to prolong this part of the debate any further, other than to say that it is my 
opinion, based on reasonably good information, that if all the members of this chamber were to vote according to 
what they really wanted to happen, not many members would vote against this amendment.  Indeed, it is my 
information that the only person in the Greens who wants the six by six model is Hon Chrissy Sharp.  Therefore, 
we may be left with a situation in which the new structure of the Legislative Council comes about purely as a 
result of one member of this place using her voting capacity to deny the government an absolute majority in the 
third reading of this bill.  It is a bit like the situation that will prevail in the Senate after 1 July, when one member 
of the Senate will be able to make a significant difference to the voting patterns in the Senate.  One of the 
problems that arises from the current composition of this place is that one member can affect the outcome by not 
supporting an absolute majority.  If my information is correct, the Greens are not overwhelmingly in support of 
the six by six model; it is fundamentally the view of Hon Chrissy Sharp.  It is a shame that decisions about the 
constitution of the Legislative Council are being made by a tiny minority of members who are using their voting 
powers in the third reading to force the government to go along with their ideas.   
I ask the committee to vote for the amendment and retain the status quo.  As Hon Derrick Tomlinson clearly 
pointed out yesterday, let us worry about the Legislative Council in the cold, hard light of day further down the 
track when it is not tied in with the whole notion of one vote, one value.   

Amendment (deletion of words) put and passed.   

Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (13) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Peter Foss Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Ray Halligan Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Derrick Tomlinson  

Noes (16) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Kevin Leahy Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Christine Sharp 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

            

Pair 

 Hon Bill Stretch Hon Ken Travers 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move - 

Page 5, line 17 - To insert - 

(2) Each region will return 6 members to serve in the Council. 

Members will understand that the purpose of this amendment is to insert in the legislation our state senate model 
for the Legislative Council.  At present there are 17 metropolitan and 17 non-metropolitan members of the 
Council.  The bill, as introduced, would change those numbers to 21 and 15 respectively.  This amendment will 
retain the numerical equality between metropolitan and non-metropolitan members of the current Council, but 
will also introduce equality of representation across the regions.   

We have heard a lot in the debate on this bill about equality and, of course, fundamental to the changes that we 
have implemented is the notion of vote equality.  This amendment is about other forms of equality.  It is about 
the need for equality between the city and the regions in this vast state of Western Australia.  It is also about 
equality across the regions so that, notwithstanding the population or wealth in a particular region, the regions 
have an equal say in this state’s upper house.  I do not believe, for example, that because the South West Region 
has a larger population than another region, it should have more of a say in the regional debate than, say, the 
Agricultural Region; nor do I think that the enormous wealth generated in the Mining and Pastoral Region is a 
reason for it to have a greater say than other regions.  All the regions should be treated equally. 

The point that the Greens (WA) are making in this state senate model was justified in many ways by the recent 
issues at the forefront of the state election campaign about the management of water in Western Australia.  
Questions were asked about whether it was fair that water from the Yarragadee aquifer be brought to the 
metropolitan region and whether it was right that development of the Kimberley region be compromised by 
bringing the water resources of the Fitzroy River to the metropolitan region.  It is important that there be fairness 
and equity in the use of resources across the state.  That is fundamental to what the Greens have been calling the 
state senate model.  It is, to repeat a phrase, a creative solution to the implementation of electoral reform in 
Western Australia.  I do not mean that in a flippant sense.  I mean that this amendment reflects a new political 
philosophy at work, in that the Greens have taken a somewhat different position from Labor on the 
implementation of one vote, one value.  The profound reason for that is the Greens are environmentalists. 
Absolutely inherent in our understanding of public policy is the need for adequate representation of our natural 
resources, our land and our country.  This is a very different approach from the traditional socialist approach to 
representation.  Going right back to the philosophy of Marx, the whole understanding of that socialist tradition is 
very much based on increasing the value of labour through the workers and on the way in which the value of 
labour is shared out.  That is absolutely inherent in the socialist tradition and it is a very anthropocentric 
approach.  The Greens believe that there is an equally important argument that familiarity with our country and 
the use of water that flows on it is absolutely fundamental to good government.  Our thinking is perhaps closer to 
Aboriginal traditions of managing country, in the sense that our concern is if one vote, one value principles were 
applied in both houses of Parliament, the political representation of Western Australia would be so centralised in 
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the metropolitan area that too few members of this Parliament who make decisions would understand the 
conditions in the rest of the state.  Ultimately members must have knowledge of a place, its characteristics, its 
resources and its challenges to ensure that the system of government in this Parliament in Perth provides good 
governance for this vast state of Western Australia.  In my second reading contribution I touched on the fact that 
the Labor government has several times in various discussions since the beginning of 2001 advocated a one vote, 
one value basis for representation in this Legislative Council, and we have rejected that.  That is why it is 
important that members understand we come from a different philosophical place.  We think that there are 
significant benefits in doing that. 
Hon Murray Criddle:  Can you explain why you do not accept the current balance? 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  Yes, but I may need to request the indulgence of the Chair to continue my 
remarks.   
What are the benefits?  We believe that there are very important benefits for regional Western Australians having 
a significant voice in the Parliament, not just a voice but a voice that has enough weight to it to make a 
difference to the decisions that are made in this Parliament.  How will it work?  It will be up to future members 
of the Legislative Council to ensure that they meet that responsibility and that they meet the challenge of 
advocacy and regional representation in the Legislative Council.  One thing that could be considered, particularly 
given that, at the end of this debate, there will now probably be two extra members of the Legislative Council, is 
the establishment of a standing committee of this house to consider regional affairs.  We also believe that another 
significant benefit is the fact that we are taking advantage of our bicameral system.  What is the point of having 
two houses of Parliament if they do not have clearly different roles in providing representation in the Parliament?   
The literature and the comments from many academic commentators have recognised time and again that if one 
vote, one value is introduced into the Legislative Assembly and government is chosen by the people in that way, 
it is important to ensure that the upper house is balanced out by a really strong regional voice.  We also see it as a 
move towards our long-term objective of bioregionalism.  We would like to see political representation based far 
more on ecological boundaries and the communities of interest that tend to go with natural regions, so that there 
is an identity in belonging to a certain region.  We would like to see those regions follow the natural 
characteristics and geography of the country.   
It is interesting that the way that the regions have been established in this house for some time means that they 
have coherence as regions.  In a commonsense way we all recognise that the Agricultural Region means the 
wheatbelt.  We all know what it means, the type of country that it is, the kinds of problems that exist there, the 
challenges of the place and the representation that is required in this Parliament in order to deal with them.  
Whoever caused the regions to evolve gave a very good deal of thought to ensuring that the regions as they are 
do make sense.  I have further amendments in my name on the supplementary notice paper that seek to add to 
those definitions to enhance those geographic references that underpin our understanding of these regions. 
What are the disadvantages?  The model we are proposing for the state senate will result in a slight increase in 
malapportionment.  For example, if this amendment is successful, in the Mining and Pastoral Region there will 
be 11 426 people for each member of the Legislative Council representing that region.  Currently 13 711 people 
are represented by each of the five members of the Legislative Council of that region.  I might add that that is the 
difference between five and six representatives based on current population numbers.  I do not have figures from 
the Electoral Commission, but my colleague Hon Robin Chapple has done some calculations and will be happy 
to share them with other members.  Each member of the Legislative Council in the Agricultural Region currently 
serves 18 975 electors.  With an additional member of the Legislative Council representing the Agricultural 
Region, that figure would be 15 812.  That is why I say this is a non-anthropocentric approach.  Indeed, from the 
point of view of Labor’s traditional background, it is a heresy, but we have decided to adopt this approach 
because we are Greens, not Labor members, and we have very profound views about the importance of the 
environment underpinning everything that we do, and its significance for good governance. 
Hon Barry House:  You are not Labor, you are just holding the Labor Party to ransom.  What else is it? 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I imagine Hon Barry House wishes that he could hold the Labor Party to ransom. 
Hon Barry House:  No, I do not.   
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I guess that this is all part of a bigger, long-term picture, which is often examined 
in progressive political circles in discussions about the future of the Federation itself and the need to rethink the 
way in which the nation of Australia is governed overall.  In the long term, the Greens advocate the 
implementation of bioregional government throughout Australia and the merging of state and local government 
into bioregions across the country.  That is obviously a very long-term project.  Maybe we are talking about a 
century or two, because we all know how difficult it is to change the Australian Constitution.  However, 
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everyone in this place is aware that in many ways our Federation is dysfunctional and that the relationship 
between the levels of government is broken.  We think that this should be on the long-term agenda of the 
Australian nation. 

I recall that when I was describing this proposition to the media, a journalist who was aware of our views on 
bioregionalism asked if I saw the state senate model as a first nail in the coffin of the state.  I laughed and said 
perhaps but that I also thought another way of looking at the state senate model was that it may save the state of 
Western Australia.  I am firmly of the view that if we overcentralise political representation in the metropolitan 
region we will create a system of parliamentary representation that is fundamentally unstable, because a lot of 
the people across this state will feel that they do not have an adequate voice and that they are not part of the 
decisions being put to government. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  I can’t understand that argument. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  At the end of the day, history will judge whether this proposition is valid or not.  
There is a further amendment on the notice paper to extend the entrenchment provisions in this legislation.  We 
know that this aspect will not be entrenched, pursuant to that amendment which has our support.  It will be up to 
other people in the future, other governments and Parliaments, to decide whether they think a state senate model 
is a good way forward or not.  We think it is a very valid way forward at present, with the very significant 
changes that are taking place in the other house, together with the degree of centralisation of representation that 
features in that change.  It is a brave position.  I must add, it is particularly brave for my colleague Hon Giz 
Watson who has a lot to risk under this proposition.  It is clearly more difficult for members of the Greens (WA) 
to be elected in a seat in which there are six members, but she has remained really solid on this position. 

The Leader of the Opposition has suggested that I am the only Green in support of this position.  It is right that I 
have been a very strong advocate for this position, but I inform the house that this is the only position that has 
received consensus across the wider party and all the MLCs who are represented in this place.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What an extraordinary speech!  I think we could distil those almost 20 minutes of 
flowery language down to the fact that this amendment is all about party political interest and the balance of 
power in the Legislative Council.  It has nothing to do with anything else.  We have heard about the water supply 
in the Yarragadee and the Kimberley, about bio-regionalism, the future of the state of Western Australia, the 
future of the federation, centralisation and all those things, but it comes down to a group of people who want to 
maintain, for as long as possible, the balance of power in the Legislative Council - no more, no less.  Why does 
the honourable member not be honest and say that instead of giving us all this drivel about - 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Show us your figures on that.  Why don’t you show us some proof about your 
allegations? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Let us relax and discuss this sensibly and logically.  I will deal with the notion that 
the honourable member has just described to the house that she does not support any more centralisation of 
power in the Legislative Council, because she has already agreed to a significant increase in centralisation in the 
Legislative Assembly.  The honourable member’s amendment will maintain an equal number of country and city 
members in the Legislative Council.  Right now there are 17 Legislative Councillors representing city regions 
and 17 representing country regions.  Under the honourable member’s proposition there will be 18 from the city 
and 18 from the country.  How does that make any difference to centralisation?  It is identical.  What a lot of 
rubbish. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  The difference is that there is equality between the regions. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Centralisation is all about the city versus the country in Western Australia.  It is all 
about centralising power in the metropolitan area as opposed to the rest of the state.  It is not about the 
centralisation of power in the south west as opposed to the Agricultural Region or the Mining and Pastoral 
Region; it is not about centralisation of the North Metropolitan Region at the expense of the South Metropolitan 
Region or the East Metropolitan Region.  That is just drivel.  This whole proposal by the Greens is all about 
making sure that they keep the balance of power.  

I will go through the history of this.  The Greens did quite well in the 2001 state election.  When they were 
casting around after the 2001 election for a policy in respect of the future of the Legislative Council, bearing in 
mind that the new Labor government wanted a one vote, one value system, they came up with this notion of six 
regions of six members, because at the time they thought that would give them a very good chance of getting six 
members of Parliament, one in each region.  They knew that with seven-member regions they had a pretty good 
chance of getting the seventh position, but with five-member regions they had very little chance of getting the 
fifth or even one of the first four.  However, if there were six members, with Hon Giz Watson in the North 
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Metropolitan Region and a Green element sneaking into the south west, they should be pretty right getting the 
sixth member in those two regions.  Then with the other regions going from five to six seats, the prospect of 
getting a member in those other four regions was enhanced.  The Greens thought four years ago that this was a 
way of getting six members in the Legislative Council.  As it transpired, that did not succeed and, as it further 
transpired, the number of members returned in the 2005 election was fewer than in the 2001 election.  However, 
the honourable member had herself hooked on the state senate proposal.  That is why I said earlier today that 
Hon Christine Sharp was the only one who wanted this, because she had created in her own mind this notion of a 
state senate.  She justified that with all the flowery words we heard in her speech today, and she simply could not 
change her mind.  She had committed herself.  She has realised that it will probably not be as good for the 
Greens as she had hoped, but I still think that under this model the Greens will have the balance of power, even 
with the sort of votes they got last time. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  I hope you’re right. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I thank the honourable member very much.  She has just confirmed everything I 
have been saying.  This has nothing to do with the good governance of Western Australia or the good operation 
of this chamber; it is all about the balance of power for the Greens.  That is why I do not support it, because the 
Greens should not have the balance of power in this house. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  If we based it on the number of seats returned as a result of the 2005 election, we would 
have no members in this house after 22 May. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not believe that is correct, on the figures I have looked at.  I do not think the 
Greens would have done very well on a six-by-six model at the last election, but there may be some aberrations 
attached to that.  For the life of me, I cannot believe that the honourable member will be voting for this 
amendment on the basis that there will be no Greens members in the future in the Legislative Council.  Is that 
what the honourable member is saying?  Are the Greens so altruistic that they are prepared to put in place a 
model that means they do not get a seat? 

Hon Robin Chapple:  We base our decision on governance, not on personal interest. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The honourable member’s colleague has just said that she hoped the Greens could 
maintain the balance of power, and that is what this is all about.  If the honourable member can prove to me that 
this amendment will vote the Greens out of existence, I will change my mind and happily go along with it; in 
fact, I will put up both hands if that is any help. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Can you tell us how it will entrench our position in the balance of power?  You are 
making some very serious allegations without a jot of proof. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not going to draw the honourable member a map showing how many members 
I think she would have got in each region for the last four elections.  I have had a good look at this and that is 
why I do not support six-by-six: I do not support the Greens having the balance of power.  I also believe six-by-
six will advantage the Labor Party over us, but that is a self-interest position that I am obviously promoting.  I 
am not saying that I support a particular Legislative Council model because somehow or other it is good for the 
biodiversity of Western Australia.  I am arguing about what is good for the Liberal Party of Western Australia, 
because I think that is in the best interests of Western Australia.  That is where I am coming from.  I am not here 
to tell the honourable member that I am more concerned about the environment than I am about the political 
outcomes in this place, because that would be pretty hypocritical. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I stated before the lunchbreak that the amendment moved by the Greens is not about 
all the matters they ascribe, but about holding the balance of power in this chamber for as long as possible.  I was 
surprised to hear Hon Robin Chapple state that the Greens (WA) would not win any seats under this proposal.  I 
thought over the lunchbreak about whether I should support the proposal on that basis, but I could not bring 
myself to do so as I fervently believe that the Labor Party and I do not support the amendment for the same 
reason; that is, the amendment would give the Greens the balance of power into the future.  I am trying to find a 
solution that will allow a government at least some prospect of holding a majority in the Legislative Council in 
the future.  I hope that will be a government of our persuasion; however, it applies both ways. 

I was interested to hear Hon Chrissy Sharp say that her proposal is heresy for the Labor Party.  I would like to 
know whether the Labor Party will support this heresy.  Why will Labor members support the amendment if it is 
indeed heresy?  Is the Labor Party prepared to accept heresy in exchange for - I will not say 30 pieces of silver 
because that would be rude - changes in the Legislative Assembly? 
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Finally, Hon Chrissy Sharp talked about a number of other matters such as water, which I thought was rather 
unusual in the context of an electoral bill of this nature.  She talked about looking after the interests of the 
Yarragadee aquifer.  She claimed that having six members represent the South West Region would take care of 
the south west Yarragadee aquifer.  I do not know how the member thinks that six members of the Legislative 
Council, as opposed to the current seven, and three fewer south west members of the Legislative Assembly, will 
improve the prospects for the south west to look after its own water supply.  The bill provides for a reduction in 
south west representation of three members in the Legislative Assembly and one member in the Legislative 
Council, yet Hon Chrissy Sharp tells us those members have a better chance of looking after the south west 
Yarragadee.  On the other hand, six members representing the Mining and Pastoral Region might help us save 
the Fitzroy River, but I suspect that one additional member will not make any difference.   

Hon John Fischer:  They might not be on the right side and vote to dam it! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  Who knows what the outcome may be?  It will ultimately depend on 
political persuasion.  It does not matter how many members there are here - it will depend upon what they think. 

The Opposition does not support the proposition contained in this amendment.  The two extra members in the 
Legislative Council are not necessary.  No-one has ever asked me for two extra members of the Legislative 
Council, or two extra members of the Legislative Assembly for that matter.  I was prepared to say last week that 
if we were to have four new members, let us put them all in the Legislative Assembly and get a better deal for 
Western Australia.  Regrettably, I was not able to pursue that proposition any further.  I would rather have made 
that change than increase membership of this house by two.  The Liberal Party opposes Hon Chrissy Sharp’s 
amendment. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  At one level, I make an apology to Hon Norman Moore and clarify the situation.  
Having calculated the return of the Greens (WA) based on the recent election under the model proposed in this 
amendment, the Greens would not have been returned in the Agricultural, Mining and Pastoral, North 
Metropolitan, South Metropolitan and South West Regions, but would have been returned in the East 
Metropolitan Region.  I make an apology because I earlier said no-one would have been returned - it would be 
one. 

My other point is to turn briefly to the “Vote Weighting on Electoral Systems: the one vote, one value debate in 
Western Australia” paper written by a former member of this place, Hon Norm Kelly.  He did an extensive 
evaluation of the model that passed this place in 2001.  The paper reads -  

On balance, the model appears to disadvantage the Greens, especially when the party’s primary vote is 
taken into account.  It should be noted that the Greens have never achieved a quota with their primary 
vote and thus have always had a reliance on preferences to win seats.  This was particularly the case in 
the Agricultural, and Mining and Pastoral regions in 2001, where the Greens primary vote was little 
more than a quarter of a quota.  It is anticipated that preference arrangements will remain a significant 
factor in the Greens prospects at future elections.  In determining a model, the Greens sought a balanced 
position that neither seriously advantaged or disadvantaged the party, and it appears they were 
successful in achieving that objective. 

I need to remind people why we do things. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  A couple of issues deserve comment.  It was my privilege on Monday night to attend a 
dinner of the Augusta Historical Society to commemorate the 175th anniversary of European settlement at 
Augusta, and to be guest speaker.  I spoke about the institutions and lasting beneficial linkages from European 
settlement in Western Australia.  There are obvious matters like cricket and drinking tea and such stuff from 
links to the United Kingdom, but probably the most important and significant is our system of parliamentary 
democracy based on the Westminster system of government.  This is based on two houses of Parliament with 
names consistent throughout the Commonwealth of Nations - the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative 
Council.  In the federal system, the House of Representatives and the Senate are consistent across the 
Commonwealth of Nations.  Hon Christine Sharp seems very keen at many points in this debate to use the term 
“state senate”.  Where does that come from?  It comes from the American state legislatures.  That is where the 
term is used. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  It comes from Rome. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is commonly used in America, but it might come from there too.  The terminology is 
not commonly used for our system.  I can think only that the member has been influenced by the most recent 
colleague to have joined her in the chamber, Hon Lynn MacLaren, who in her maiden speech said that she was 
an immigrant to this country from California.  That led me to check the birthplace of the five or six key members 
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in this debate.  I refer to the twentieth edition of the Western Australian Parliamentary Handbook.  I will not say 
the date on which these members were born, because that might be inappropriate.  Hon Giz Watson was born in 
Eastleigh, Hampshire, England and arrived in Western Australia in September 1967; Hon Christine Sharp was 
born in London in the United kingdom and arrived in Western Australia in 1973; Hon Dee Margetts was born in 
Fremantle, Western Australia - we have an Aussie among us; and Hon Robin Chapple was born in 
Wheathamstead, Heartfordshire in the UK and arrived in Western Australia in November 1974.  Two tails are 
wagging the dog.  If the government is to achieve an absolute majority, it needs the vote of Hon Alan Cadby.  He 
was born in Birmingham, UK and arrived in Western Australia in 1978. 

Hon Alan Cadby:  There are racial overtones here. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The point I am making is that there are not many other legislatures in the world where 
this sort of thing would occur.  A person cannot become the President of the United States if he is not an 
American citizen.  There is an attitude of sorting out the colonials about this exercise. 

Hon Kate Doust:  Are you saying that only Australian-born citizens should be able to make decisions in 
Parliament? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am not saying that at all.  I am just saying there is an attitude - 

Hon Alan Cadby:  You are a racist. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is not racist at all.  I am just saying that there is an attitude that has been brought to 
this debate by people who - 

Hon Christine Sharp:  We are seeing what your attitude is.  You are really revealing something here. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  One member at a time. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  All I can say is how lucky we are to have them.  Where else on earth is there a system 
as tolerant as Australia’s that allows such a mix of members?  I am just putting it to the house that there are not 
many other places in the world like Australia.  Members who were not born in Japan should go there and try to 
get elected, or virtually any of the Asian countries. 
Another matter to which I will refer is the intellectual snobbery of Hon Christine Sharp in claiming moral 
justification for the proposition she has put to this house.  On several occasions she has referred to progressive 
thinkers.  Yesterday during the debate she freely admitted that the only people with whom she had consulted in 
Western Australia were people in her own political movement, those in the Greens (WA).  She had not engaged 
in consultation with anyone from any other point on the political compass. 
The term bioregionalism has crept into this debate.  Surely that argument runs counter to the so-called belief in 
the principle of one vote, one value.  If the principles of bioregionalism were adopted on the basis of the habitat 
of the cane toad, for example, those principles would have to be adjusted every week, because the cane toad is 
continually on the move.  The system of bioregionalism is absolutely contrary to the so-called belief in the 
system of one vote, one value.  On the one hand the Greens are telling us that everyone’s vote should be equal 
and on the other hand, that the boundaries should be drawn in terms of bioregionalism, whatever that means.  
The Greens would ignore major residential and industrial centres and major communities of interest based 
around land use, occupational pursuits, local government boundaries and so on if this emphasis on 
bioregionalism were adopted.  I put it to the house that that is a bunch of nonsense also. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I will make a few comments regarding Hon Christine Sharp’s amendment.  I will 
support it.  When I looked at the government’s - 

Hon Alan Cadby:  Are you sure you are okay? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Do not take over my racist tag, okay! 

Hon Graham Giffard:  The member has a long way to go. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I guess I could ask something of Hon Garry Glitter or Giffard or whatever his name is, 
but it is really not worth it. 
It concerns me that, in the long term, conservative political parties will lose control of this house.  The 
government’s legislation for a system of 21 Legislative Council members from the metropolitan area and 15 
Legislative Council members from the country is a very unbalanced proposal.  I believe that the one vote, one 
value argument is extremely unbalanced.  As I said the other day, I would like to have been informed of some of 
the alternatives.  Today other members and I received the 2005 Western Australian state election preliminary 
analysis results, which I quickly looked at during lunchtime.  I believe it is likely that both major parties will 
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have 17 representatives and the Greens (WA) will very likely have two.  However, that is no different from what 
will happen in the new Parliament under the current distribution.  In the next Parliament, the Greens will have 
two members and hold the balance of power.  However, the Greens have been reduced from five seats.  It is 
because I am not generally in favour of the Greens’ policies that I think that is good.  Some members have said 
that the Greens are doing this only because they want to hold the balance of power.  Of course they want to hold 
the balance of power.  I will not return to this Parliament, but if I did, I would want to hold the balance of power 
if it were possible.  I do not believe any member should be elected to this house on the basis that it is just a job.  
Members are elected to push their political priorities.  I see nothing wrong with that at all.  It is disturbing only if 
the other side is winning.  It is no different I suppose from what motivated the National Party in 1983 when it 
voted with the Labor Party to change the composition of the Legislative Council.  That change brought about the 
current situation in the house.   
As I say, the fact that the National Party gave its preferences to the Greens (WA) over and above other 
conservative parties has given the Greens control of the incoming Parliament.  It is extremely difficult to know 
where members are coming from, especially when they are not sure who will be on their side when it comes to 
the crunch.  I would prefer that the configuration of this house stay the same as it is now.  However, it concerns 
me that if this amendment is defeated, we will end up with the situation that the government has put forward in 
the legislation; that is, 21 members in the city and 15 members in the country.  As I have explained, I have no 
hesitation in saying that what motivates me to vote is what I believe will be the best for my region.  The Mining 
and Pastoral Region will be better served by six members.  I think this legislation will increase the number of 
members of the conservative side of politics, because the members of the conservative side of politics in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region will hold three of those seats.  It will give us a distinct advantage in the Agricultural 
and South West Regions.  I agree with Hon Robin Chapple: I think that the only advantage the Greens will get 
out of the legislation is in the East Metropolitan and South Metropolitan Regions.  However, I cannot see any 
proposal changing the current situation.  In the incoming Parliament, the two members of the Greens will hold 
the balance of power.  I will support the six-by-six proposal.  

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I thank Hon Christine Sharp for pointing out the explanation of her use of the 
term “senate model” for the upper house, which is derived from the Roman senate, not from the senate model of 
the states of the United States of America.  Now she is shaking her head.  I presume she said that the word 
“senate” is derived from the Roman model.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  Everybody knows that the word “senate” originated in Rome and has been used in many 
Parliaments around the world.  It is not an American construct in particular.  Of course, we have one in Canberra 
too.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I do apologise.  The member means “senate” as in “senator” as used in the 
Roman context.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  I mean that that is where the term originated.   

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Okay.  We will use the term “senate” or “senator” as it is derived from the 
Roman context.  The Latin derivative of senator is “senex”, which means old man and from which we get senile, 
so we will have in the upper house a system of governance by senile men - like me!  Away go the women; 
goodbye!  I am grateful to Hon Chrissy Sharp because she said that, in developing the Greens’ model, their 
creative thinking embraced some of the principles of Aboriginal culture and the affinity with the land.  The 
senile old men are also, of course, the old men of the Aboriginal culture, and so now we will have governance 
according to an Aboriginal model, in which the women are the chattels and the food gatherers.  The women have 
their meetings, but women can deal only with women’s business.  The real governance according to lore is by 
the men, but only by the senile men, the old men.  I now look forward to these old men not being monogamous.  
They will be polygamous and they will have promised wives.  Two options will be available to the poor old 
young men between the ages of 15, when they become men, and perhaps 27, 28 or 30, when they might get a 
wife, and they are the same options as were available to the young Aboriginal men.  The options were celibacy - 
of course, the Romans loved that - or sodomy.  We will not just have the decriminalisation of sodomy in this new 
Parliament; it will become compulsory!  

Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I heard it from the pope’s own mouth!  Then we will work in bioregions, 
which extend from Wyndham in the north to Esperance in the south.  I do not know how many thousand 
bioregions are in that area, but if we look at the ecosystems and the flora and fauna in the bioregions, we will see 
the size of those bioregions, and guess what?  Those bioregions maintained Aboriginal groups of about 40.  As 
far as we can gather, the maximum size of Aboriginal groups was about 40.  In fact, in 1832 when the first 
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census of Aborigines was attempted, the largest group in Perth was in what is now called Cannington, and it had 
28.  One of the interesting points is that the old men - the senile men, the senex, the senators - who will govern 
this place are the ones who had wives.  They had very few children for two reasons: they were old men - thank 
God for senility, because then it does not bother them anymore - or they practised infanticide.  In times of plenty, 
children were allowed to survive.  In times of drought, the women went to their women’s places and had their 
children but did not return with the children.  I look forward to this creative thinking that brings these principles 
into this place of governance.  I have never heard so much codswallop!  

Point of Order 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  This is extremely straying from the point.  It is absolutely derogatory and 
unparliamentary to suggest that anyone in this chamber is advocating practices such as infanticide.  That is 
totally objectionable and I ask the member to withdraw his remarks.   

The CHAIRMAN:  First, the member is entitled to make his remarks within the context of the debate that is 
occurring.  Secondly, I did not hear the member accuse any individual member of infanticide.  Thirdly, in 
discussing the issue of the senate model, the member appears to be relating to Roman history and the derivation 
of the word “senate”.  He claimed that it came from the word “senex”, which means old man.  To this point, 
nothing the member has said is unparliamentary.  Given that the amendment is to insert the words “Each region 
will return 6 members to serve in the Council” and the word “senary” relates to the numeral six, the member is 
within the scope of the amendment.   

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  I would have thought that to impute the motives of the Greens in this way is very 
much against the standing orders of this place.  Given that the speech that was being given was specifically about 
the motivations of our proposed amendments, I put to you, Mr Chairman, that that in fact is a point of order that 
should be upheld.   

Chairman’s Ruling 

The CHAIRMAN:  I have listened to the honourable member’s claim for a point of order.  It may be that the 
Greens (WA) do not like or appreciate the comments that are being made.  However, the fact is that this is a 
debating chamber, and members have the privilege in this chamber of stating their views, so long as those views 
are not unparliamentary.  I say again that in the context of the debate, and the manner in which the statements 
have been made to date, there is no point of order because the member is not out of order.  

Committee Resumed 
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I agree with Hon Christine Sharp - it is objectionable.  
The CHAIRMAN:  It may be objectionable, but it is not unparliamentary.  
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Let me explain why I think it is objectionable.  That is the sort of argument 
Hon Christine Sharp used when she was trying to explain her rationale.  I merely extended that rationale, and I 
think it is objectionable that she makes such a specious argument in defence of the indefensible.  What are we 
seeing here?  We are seeing a new electoral system that provides for five members of the Legislative Assembly 
in the Mining and Pastoral Region, elected on equality based upon an artifice.  Hon Robin Chapple was honest 
enough to say that this artifice was based upon the best fit principle.  In that area, where there will be five 
Legislative Assembly members, there will be six Legislative Council members.  In the Agricultural Region there 
will be four Legislative Assembly members and six Legislative Council members.  However, the Legislative 
Council members will have a regional responsibility, not a representative responsibility.  They will be asked to 
represent the whole region, which will extend through what Hon Christine Sharp called the wheatbelt or, in the 
case of the Mining and Pastoral Region, the region that extends from Esperance to the border, then to Wyndham 
and down the west coast as far as Kalbarri.  As a consequence of this there will be a consolidation of the shift of 
authority from the people’s house to this house.  In the Mining and Pastoral and Agricultural Regions, there will 
be a predominance of the legislative power of the Legislative Council. 
Add to that the mathematical probability that has been confirmed in every election since 1989, and now will be 
consolidated by the quota being reduced to 14.3 per cent for all positions, and there is the probability that neither 
of the major parties will control this house.  In other words, minor parties will control this house until such time 
as wisdom prevails and we reconsider the electoral system.  That, combined with the malapportionment of the 
Legislative Council versus the Legislative Assembly in rural areas, means that government will be no longer in 
the house that controls the Treasury.  Government will be in this place, contrary to the principles that guided the 
development of our parliamentary system, under which government is formed in the Assembly, where 
representatives of the people, elected as representatives, represent the interests of their electorates, as opposed to 
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the regional representation in this place.  That is a considerable shift that is quite contrary to the principles that 
guided the development of our parliamentary system.  That is why I find it offensive to hear the justification of 
this in such specious terms as “bio-regions” and “Aboriginal principles of governance”, which have no relevance 
whatsoever.  It is a part of electoral opportunism, and nothing more.  There is no rationale based upon theories of 
government or democratic theory in this model whatsoever.  We sit down and we look at the map, carve up the 
map and then create a mathematical model to suit it.  That mathematical model - surprise, surprise - works to our 
advantage.  The principle is self-interest, not even democracy. 
We are having this foisted upon us.  I use the term “we” to mean the Australian Labor Party, the Liberals and the 
National Party.  We are having it foisted upon us because of the circumstances of this house at this time.  It must 
be done by midnight on 21 May 2005, because then the opportunity disappears.  That is just another example of 
the opportunism and self-interest that has motivated this.  One of the members of the Assembly said to me in the 
library at lunchtime that it was like a train smash at this end of the house.  I asked him what he meant and he said 
that nobody is getting what they want, certainly not the people of Western Australia, because nobody asked 
them.  The Greens (WA) are getting what they want, and it is interesting that Hon Robin Chapple said that in 
view of the Greens’ vote, they would not be returned.  I refer to a publication of the Parliamentary Library, 
entitled “2005 Western Australian State Election: Preliminary Analysis of Results: Election Paper Series No 
1/2005”.  In the East Metropolitan Region we see that the Greens received 6.51 per cent of the total primary 
count, a quota of 0.39.  We then go to the North Metropolitan Region, where the Greens received 8.79 per cent 
of the primary vote and 0.7 of a quota.  It is a justified return, given that sort of result.  However, it is interesting 
to look at the primary vote for the Legislative Assembly.  Where are those votes coming from?  In the seat of 
Cottesloe, for example, the Greens received 16.5 per cent of the vote.  In Fremantle, which is not in the North 
Metropolitan Region, Hon Jim Scott did well to receive 15.8 per cent of the vote, compared with Hillarys and 
Nedlands.  In Nedlands the Greens got 15 per cent of the vote - the blue rinse set.  That is interesting.  I think 
there are two reasons for this: first, the Greens genuinely hold conservation values.  It is also interesting that that 
middle to upper-middle class group is also the birthplace of communism, is it not?  A nice old middle-class 
movement - the chardonnay set.  
Hon Dee Margetts interjected.  
Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  The chardonnay set.  Of course the Greens will benefit from this legislation.  
Of course they have calculated the benefits and, of course, they have used their numbers and authority, given 
they hold the balance of power, to get this legislation passed before 21 May.  This place will have foisted upon it 
a six-by-six representation model, for which there is no justification whatsoever.  I cannot accept that principle at 
all.  
Hon ALAN CADBY:  I do not support the amendment to impose a six-by-six model of representation on this 
chamber.  I made that clear in my second reading speech and when I supported Hon Norman Moore’s 
amendment.  I am glad I did not receive the call immediately after Hon Barry House had spoken because it has 
given me time to think carefully about my response.  It is interesting that he reverted to personal attack on me 
and on the cultural heritage of a number of members of this place.  There is a saying in sport that if players do 
not have the skills, they play the man rather than the game.  That was clearly indicated today.  It is disappointing 
that a member of this place has shown that he has a problem with migrants.  One could say that he is something 
of a racist and perhaps a bigot.  

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I take offence at being referred to as a racist and a bigot, and I seek withdrawal of those 
remarks.  
The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  The words “racist and bigot” are unparliamentary when directed to a member and 
are required to be withdrawn.  
Hon ALAN CADBY:  I withdraw those words.   
The CHAIRMAN:  The word “racist” is unparliamentary; “bigot” is questionable.  
Hon ALAN CADBY:  I withdraw the term “racist”. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  I believe that Hon Barry House showed some - I must think of my words very carefully -  
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Bias.  
Hon ALAN CADBY:  Thank you, Hon Derrick Tomlinson.  If that is the nature of the discussions he uses in his 
electorate, they are unhelpful to Australian society.  Surely as a member of Parliament he should be embracing 
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multiculturalism in this state.  I have been in Australia since 1971.  Apart from the first few weeks I spent here, I 
had not been subjected to this sort of comment until I entered Parliament.  Hon Barry House seems to be saying 
that only dinky-di Australians should take a seat in this Parliament, and that migrants are okay as long as they 
know their place, and their place is not in this Parliament.  As I said, it disappoints me and I think it disappoints 
other members of this place.  It clearly shows the depths to which the member will go to try to hurt those of us 
who chose to live in Western Australia rather than in our place of birth.  
As I said, I do not support the six-by-six model, and I am disappointed at Hon Barry House’s comments.  
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I cannot remember such a nasty political debate occurring in this chamber for 
many a year.  We have not been discussing the principles of the legislation.  Rather than an analysis of the 
principles that we are seeking to enshrine in our electoral system, there is denigration, some of it quite personal, 
and an obsession with who will win and who will lose seats.  
If we want to talk about who will win as a result of the amendment I have moved, which I take it most members 
opposite will oppose, I point out that there will be three more members in this Parliament representing the 
country.  Those are the people who will win as a result of this amendment.  Members opposite claim to be 
defending country people, yet they seek to prevent this amendment from being passed that will effectively give 
the country three extra representatives.  
Several members interjected.  
The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  One at a time, and Hon Christine Sharp has the floor.  
Hon Norman Moore interjected. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I am seeking to amend a bill that provides for 15 members in this chamber to 
represent the country.  The amendment seeks to provide for 18 such members. 
Hon Norman Moore:  You are changing the existing system, not the government system. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  That is what this amendment seeks to achieve.  Moreover, if it were not for the 
principles I have outlined that are attached to this amendment, a bill would be before this place with provisions 
that would have resulted in a loss of up to eight further country representatives in this place.  That is exactly 
what is going on right now.  This is what the Liberals in this place are choosing to denigrate in such a disgraceful 
fashion.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I think proposed section 16D(2) and (3) have been deleted.  One amendment has 
already been defeated so there is one amendment on the supplementary notice paper.   
The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  The words to be inserted are as follows - 

(2) Each region will return six members to serve in the council.  
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I thought I would clarify that because there has been a misunderstanding that other 
amendments are to be moved, but we are dealing with only one amendment.  The Legislative Council provisions 
in the bill have been defeated, as has the other amendment on the supplementary notice paper, which has been 
moved by the Leader of the Opposition.  I have put on the record that the National Party has decided to support 
the current representation in this chamber.  Of course that option has now been defeated and we are talking about 
six by six in the regions.  It is a matter of whether we defeat that and start something else rather than the 
amendment before the chamber.  We are satisfied that currently there are 17 representatives in the country and 
17 in the city.  There seems to be some misunderstanding that we are debating anything other than adding one 
more seat in the country and one more in the city.  That is what we are debating, having got rid of the other 
options.  On that basis, we are reasonably happy with the representation we have.  If members reflect on the 
numbers in the country and city regions, I understand that the North Metropolitan Region has the largest 
population of the Perth regions.  The South West Region has approximately 175 000 voters as opposed to 95 000 
in the Agricultural Region and 68 000 in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  We are already concerned that there 
has been a change to the representation across the board and people in the Agricultural and South West Regions 
will be penalised to some extent.  The National Party would like a total revamp of the situation and to start again, 
but we will not get that opportunity for perhaps a little while.  One point that concerns me about the issues raised 
by Hon Chrissy Sharp is centralisation.  If we consider the bioregions out of Canberra, we certainly would be 
looking at a greater centralisation of power.  That is one of the issues I would have a great problem with.  
Another issue pertaining to centralisation involves the lower house; that is, having 42 seats in the city and 17 in 
the country.  There is an enormous imbalance and, from my observation, putting one extra seat in the country 
and one extra seat in the city will not overcome that imbalance.   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The last comments of Hon Chrissy Sharp provoked me to stand again.  I have been 
able to cool down a little bit in the time that Hon Murray Criddle made his comments, which is a good thing.  I 
am in the same category as Hon Alan Cadby, because a little bit of time does tend to cool one off a bit.  The 
Greens have supported the Labor Party’s amendments in respect of the Legislative Assembly, with a slight 
variation.  Instead of seven lower house seats coming out of the country and going into the city, it is now six, 
because of the dummy voting model.  Hon Chrissy Sharp has supported six members of Parliament coming from 
the country and going into the city.  That is what she has done.  She has also provided for one additional country 
member in the Legislative Council.  At the moment there are 17 and the member is providing for 18.  The net 
result of the Green’s position is that five members come out of the country.  Now the member is trying to tell me 
that the Liberal Party has a worse position than the Greens.  The Liberal Party’s position in respect of the 
Legislative Assembly is that no members come out of either the city or country; we want it to stay as it is.  How 
is the Liberal Party worse off than the Greens?  The member should have a quick look at what she has done.  
This bill would not be here today if it were not for Hon Chrissy Sharp’s position.  If her party was not supporting 
the government, the government would not have this bill before the chamber.  That is why country Western 
Australia will lose six members in the Assembly but pick up one in the Council.  Hon Chrissy Sharp can take all 
the credit for that.  She should not try to blame anyone else for having a different point of view from hers.  That 
is what the Greens are delivering to country Western Australia and it will wear it. It is being done for the most 
blatant of political purposes; that is, to give the Greens the potential, at least, to have the balance of power in the 
Legislative Council for as long as possible.  That is the reason for what she has done - it is nothing more, nothing 
less.   

The member should not try to pretend she is in any way sympathetic to the views of the country by giving them 
one more member in the Legislative Council, when she has just taken six country members of the Legislative 
Assembly and put them in the city.  That is not a sympathetic approach to the country regions of this state.  In 
fact, it severely disadvantages country Western Australia and the Greens, along with the Labor Party, will wear 
that.  It is its decision and it has made it alone and that is what will happen because we can count.  The member 
can take all the credit she likes, but she should never stand in front of me and say that the Greens have some 
particular interest in the needs of country Western Australia, because what that party has done in this bill 
demonstrates the exact opposite.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I will indicate again what I have already put on the record; that we will support the 
amendment.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Even though it is heresy.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I was going to address that.  The Leader of the Opposition asked me to address the fact 
that Hon Chrissy Sharp described the Labor Party’s support for this proposition as heresy.  It is probably not a 
term I would have used, but I have made it clear, as have other people in the Labor Party during the public 
debate and the debate in this chamber, that this is not our preferred position; it is not the model we would have 
brought before the chamber.  However, in the interests of achieving a package of electoral reform and making a 
significant step to electoral reform in its purest sense in the Legislative Assembly, we are prepared to 
compromise on this.  I use the same words that were used by Hon Alan Cadby - do we go for 65 per cent of what 
we want or zero.  

Hon Norman Moore:  What is your preferred position?   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  We put a position in the original bill.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You said you would not have achieved your preferred position.  What is it?   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I think I read these words to the member before.  I am having a sense of deja vu about 
what I said last night when I was asked a similar question.  

Hon Norman Moore:  I cannot remember the answer.   

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  The question is not unreasonable; it is seeking clarification on an important matter.   
Hon SUE ELLERY:  Last night I referred to what the minister said in the other place.  He described it as one of 
a series of options and described this as option three.  He said - 

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 proposed in the bill to 35 or the current 34.   
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Then he went on.  The government supports the amendment.  It is a matter of regret that the debate got a little bit 
grubby, but nevertheless we support the amendment.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If the proceedings have got a bit grubby it is probably because it reflects the nature of 
the deal which is being consummated by the insertion of the words that are proposed to be inserted.  We have 
heard that the government, which introduced the bill, does not want what is being proposed by this amendment 
for the Legislative Council, but it will vote for it.  It is prepared to vote for something it does not want, that it 
even sees as being against its own interests, because that is what drives it, in order to achieve something quite 
different and unrelated.  Of course, that is about its primary objective of getting the numbers in the Legislative 
Assembly.  We are seeing a repeat of the same vote rigging principle that we saw from Burke and his cronies 
back in 1987.  History shows - everyone in this Parliament knows - that in their conception and execution, that is 
what the last main changes to the electoral system were all about.  The Labor Party tried to get what it could get 
in the upper house, but it primarily focused on entrenching the Labor Party’s power in the short term by 
rejigging the boundaries in the Legislative Assembly.  We know that that is what is happening now.  When 
responding to Hon Derrick Tomlinson, members opposite said that no guiding elements of principles were 
included in the legislation to assist the commissioners in drawing up the boundaries.  What happened is that 
those opposite said “Heck, we don’t like where the boundaries of the Kimberley district are.  We will draw them 
differently and put in a couple of towns here and remove another bit of territory to give us a seat that we like the 
look of.  Now we’ll create a formula that ensures that that is the way the seat will look”.  That is a gerrymander, 
and it is part and parcel of the deal.  The Greens (WA) are prepared to give the ALP that gerrymander, and so 
they have been able to take their pound of flesh by virtue of the six-by-six system.  That system suits the Greens, 
but the government does not want it.  Indeed, the majority of members in this house do not want it.  This is a 
grubby occasion because we are reflecting on what is flowing from a particularly grubby deal that has been put 
together by grubby minds.  I listened with increasing disbelief as the situation became more bizarre during the 
debate on this proposed subsection.  The principle that voting reform should be about individual voters and not 
square kilometres was jettisoned, as was the principle that was shouted long and hard that voting equality is 
about people and not trees, cows or sheep.  Hon Christine Sharp enunciated a new guiding principle before the 
luncheon break.  It seems that it is really about bioregions.  For reasons that suit the Greens, as Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson reminded us, we now have to have six bioregions with six members in each.  Biogregions!  For 
heaven’s sake, what happened to the government’s highfalutin principle that voting equality should be about the 
number of voters?  Whether voting equality is about square kilometres, trees, sheep or bioregions, we are 
certainly seeing the full extent of this grubby deal.  The absurdity of what the Greens are proposing - indeed, the 
Leader of the Opposition could not barely contain himself when he heard this nonsense; I am sure many 
members listened in disbelief - is the argument that somehow it is legitimate that there be fewer lower house 
members than upper house members in certain bioregions.  I do not know of too many bicameral systems in 
which a weighting of numbers allows the upper house to have greater numbers than the lower house from a 
series of electorates.  That is what we will have.  In the Agricultural Region the Greens propose to have six 
members in the Legislative Council, with only four elected directly by the people on a district basis.  Similarly, it 
is six by five in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The more we hear about this concept, the more bizarre it 
becomes.  The point on which I will close is that in the final analysis, we have heard that the Labor Party has to 
agree with the six-by-six proposal - it does not like it, but we know the reasons it is going along with it - because 
the Greens have a non-negotiable position on the six-by-six option.  Indeed, if the government wants the Greens 
to support the third reading, it has to support the six-by-six option or it will not get its bill passed.  Hon Alan 
Cadby has just told us that he does not support the six-by-six option.  What is his absolute position, I wonder?  
He has reason - we have heard the logical way he extends an argument, so no doubt it is good reason - to believe 
that this is not the be-all and end-all for him.  He has strong reasons for objecting to the six-by-six model -  
Hon Alan Cadby:  It is not a deal breaker.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is not a deal breaker.  That answers my question.  I am very disappointed, as is 
Hon Christine Sharp - I will try to find some common ground with the member - that we have to debate this 
grubby matter because it is flushing out the way in which politics and the exercise of power in this state is 
heading.  A few people in this house are pulling the strings of the government against the express wishes of the 
majority of members.  That is a deplorable state of affairs.   
Hon LYNN MacLAREN:  I rise in favour of the amendment moved by Hon Christine Sharp, which she has 
described in great detail.  I bring to the attention of the chamber the fact that today I have learned that it is 
difficult for the Liberal opposition members in this house - I will be specific - to grasp the concept that 
parliamentarians can act on principle rather than personal or political party gain.  That is what is happening here.  
I draw that to members’ attention yet again.  I am disappointed that Liberal members are clinging to the status 
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quo, which is clearly an extreme inequality of voting across the entire state.  Liberal members have argued 
adequately - eloquently in fact - on behalf of regional voters.  This amendment will look after regional voters.  

Hon Barry House:  Your argument is based on trees and frogs.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN:  I understand that Hon Barry House is having difficulties grasping the concepts; 
however, they have been repeated at length.  The times are a-changing, honourable members.  The chamber does 
not comprise only the major parties.  It is not some Holy Grail to have only the major parties in this place.  As 
members opposite have adequately argued, it would be of benefit to this house if each member voted on matters 
as individuals, rather than as a party bloc.  We have an opportunity to reform this house so we can better 
represent people in regional Western Australia, whom members opposite continually argue they care about, yet 
opposition members knock back this opportunity.  I am surprised.  I look for them, but members opposite still 
refuse to put forward any solutions to the inequity.  Here is a solution.  Here is a regional model that makes sense 
to more than the few of us in this house; it makes sense to people who have studied political systems and who 
are aware that upper houses can be constituted differently from lower houses.  It is important that lower houses 
have equal voting.  We have listened to people in regional Western Australia - 

Hon Barry House:  Not in my part, you haven’t! 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN:  We have listened to all people in regional Western Australia who have cried out 
over the years that they may well be disfranchised if one vote, one value is introduced.  We said that we would 
do something and work out a system for incremental change.  One vote, one value is a major change, but this is 
incremental change.  It is a move towards a better future for Western Australia.  Honourable members, a class of 
young people were in this house a moment ago, and those young people want a future in which their votes are 
equal.  We are moving towards that system.  We do not want to live in the Dark Ages so that someone in 
Wanneroo does not have the same vote as someone in Yokine.  We are moving forward carefully, with due 
consideration to all matters at hand.  I am very disappointed that members are not grasping the opportunities 
themselves.  I support the amendment as proposed. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  It is just as well that this state is in a mineral boom.  The 30 pieces of silver, the most 
famous pieces of silver of all time, seem to have been used twice.  When pieces of silver are thrown around in 
this way, it reminds me of my comment in my contribution to the second reading debate: when decisions are 
made for political party gain, they are almost always bound to be wrong.  On one point I agree with my 
colleagues on my left: today’s debate is a perfect example of why independence is needed in this house to get 
away from this dreadful party versus party contest in which principle completely goes out the window.  I made it 
clear earlier that I oppose the wording of this amendment.  I asked Hon Chrissy Sharp, as the lead speaker for the 
Greens (WA) in the debate, whether she consulted people in the regions apart from the academics and the green 
community.  She said no.  I repeat: the people of Western Australia do not want extra politicians.  Members are 
talking about balance.  We already have the perfect balance of 17 members elected from country regions and 17 
members elected from metropolitan regions.  That is a perfect balance of what state politics is about - the 
interests of those in the city against the interests of those in the country.  We have a perfect balance.  The model 
proposes that the taxpayer must foot the bill for a couple of extra politicians in this chamber to create balance 
when we already have balance.  I oppose the amendment. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (18) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon John Fischer Hon Kevin Leahy Hon Christine Sharp 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Dee Margetts Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Louise Pratt  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Frank Hough Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

Noes (13) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Peter Foss Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Ray Halligan Hon Barbara Scott  
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Bill Stretch  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson  
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Pair 

 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Travers 
Amendment thus passed. 
Proposed section, as amended, put and passed. 

Proposed section 16I:  Basis for division of the State into regions -  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This provision follows from the previous matter debated.  The chamber has 
determined that the state shall be divided into six regions of six members, and it now must decide what the six 
regions should be.  The bill provides for three metropolitan regions - namely, North Metropolitan, Central 
Metropolitan and South Metropolitan - and three regions in the country being the Mining and Pastoral Region, 
the Agricultural Region and the South West Region.  That is the position advocated by the government in the 
bill.  I am rather keen to know where the government will go now in respect of this clause.  The Greens have 
amendments on the supplementary notice paper that change the government’s position and change the scenario 
back to something very close to the existing system, with some variations.  The opposition has an amendment on 
the supplementary notice paper under my name to retain the existing arrangements.  It is because of the nature of 
this debate and the fact that we are looking at three different scenarios at the same time that I want to comment 
on the three scenarios and draw comparisons between them.  I will argue that the best solution is the Liberal 
Party’s amendment.  Assuming that the Labor Party will not persist with its proposals contained in the bill and 
assuming also that the Labor Party will, as it has indicated, support the Greens (WA), I will for the moment 
ignore the Labor Party’s proposition contained in the bill.  I still do not know why the government wants to 
create a central metropolitan region, but the parliamentary secretary can write me a letter about that sometime. 
The difference between the opposition’s proposal and the Greens’ proposal does not appear to be very significant 
on the surface.  The Greens’ scenario would continue with the North, South and East Metropolitan Regions and 
with the Agricultural, Mining and Pastoral and South West Regions.  In other words, the Greens’ proposal would 
get rid of the government’s notion of a central metropolitan region and continue with the East Metropolitan 
Region.  Fundamentally, that is what the opposition’s amendment is all about.  We want to retain the status quo.  
The difference between the Greens’ proposal and the status quo, or that which is provided for by the opposition’s 
amendment, is that the Greens want to insert words that describe the location of the North, East and South 
Metropolitan Regions.  Also, the Greens want to insert words that relate to the South West Region. 
Under the existing law, the electoral commissioners determine the division of the state into six regions with very 
little direction from the act.  The act states only that there will be three metropolitan regions; that is, the North, 
South and East Metropolitan Regions, and the electoral commissioners have decided where they are to be 
located.  One region comprises seven members and the others comprise five members.  The number of voters in 
each of the three regions reflects roughly the seven, five and five ratio that exists.  That is the current system.  No 
direction is given to the electoral commissioners about how to define the North, South and East Metropolitan 
Regions. 
The current act gives the electoral commissioners a directive that the Mining and Pastoral Region is to be remote 
from the capital and comprise an area where the land use is primarily mining and pastoral.  The act directs that 
the Agricultural Region must be formed by districts that are generally south or south and west of and adjacent to 
the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The act states also that the south west is the rest of country Western Australia.  
They are the only directions given to the electoral commissioners under the current law.  The Labor Party’s bill - 
I need to mention this because the Greens seek to amend it - adds certain requirements to the law.  The bill 
states - 

The Commissioners shall divide the State into regions so that those regions generally reflect the 
recognised communities of interest and land use patterns in the State . . .  

It then refers to the division of the state into regions.  The net result of the arrangements of the Greens and Labor 
is that when the electoral commissioners divide the state into regions, they must take into account communities 
of interest, whatever that means, and land-use patterns - again, whatever that means.  I can roughly work out 
what are communities of interest, although it is hard to look after communities of interest when the entire state is 
to be divided into six regions.  I do not know what land-use patterns are in this context.  The land-use patterns in 
the Mining and Pastoral Region vary dramatically from place to place.  A member said today that the Mining 
and Pastoral Region ranges from Eucla to Wyndham and is bounded by the Northern Territory and Western 
Australian border on one side and stretches to Steep Point near Shark Bay at its most western point.  It is a 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 5 May 2005] 

 p1319b-1335a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Barry House; Hon John Fischer; Hon 

Derrick Tomlinson; Chairman; Hon Dee Margetts; Hon Alan Cadby; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon 
Simon O'Brien; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Paddy Embry 

 [16] 

massive part of Western Australia in which the land-use patterns vary dramatically.  How land-use patterns will 
be taken into account is beyond me.  We will find out in due course what that means. 
The Greens go further than that.  The Greens’ amendment to the metropolitan area refers to the North 
Metropolitan Region as the region that is generally to the north of the Swan River.  I have previously said that 
generally the north of the Swan River begins at North Fremantle and continues to Walyunga National Park.  The 
amendment says also that the South Metropolitan Region is generally south of the Swan River.  That starts at 
Fremantle and goes to Walyunga National Park on the south side of the river.  The amendment further says that 
the east metropolitan region includes, but is not restricted to, the hills and foothills of the Darling escarpment.  I 
do not know why the Greens want to put these directions into the legislation or what they are seeking to achieve 
by doing that.  Under normal circumstances I would not be the slightest bit concerned about that because the 
electoral commissioners are smart enough to realise that the North, South and East Metropolitan Regions are 
already in place.  The law requires the electoral commissioners to take into account the existing boundaries when 
drawing up the new boundaries.  The Greens’ further amendment is to delete the words “approximately the same 
number of”.  Those words are contained in the government’s bill under proposed section 16I(1)(a), which states - 

3 contiguous regions, to be known, respectively, as the North Metropolitan Region, the Central 
Metropolitan Region and the South Metropolitan Region - 

(i) each consist of approximately the same number of complete and contiguous districts; . . .  

The government’s proposition is that the three metropolitan regions should have approximately the same number 
of Assembly districts. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  The Greens will withdraw that part of the amendment. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will argue it anyway because it is in their mind.  I want to know what is in the 
minds of the Greens’ members, not what is written on paper.  The parliamentary secretary has quietly whispered 
across the table that the Greens will withdraw the amendment.  I am significantly relieved to hear that.  Let us 
look at the thinking that has led to the amendment being put on the supplementary notice paper.  It comes back 
to the notion that we heard about earlier today of bioregions.  I think the Greens had in mind three metropolitan 
regions, the size of which would bear no relation to the number of voters in each region. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You said you do not believe in it, so why are you arguing it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not arguing about it; I am trying to read the mind of the Greens’ members, 
which is extraordinarily difficult.  I am doing my very best to understand what the Greens’ amendments mean.  I 
have listened to Hon Chrissy Sharp with great interest and I listened to Hon Ray Halligan read the definition of 
bioregionalism and how we will all sit under a tree, contemplate the meaning of life and hope somebody will 
feed us.  They were words to that effect, although that is obviously a slight exaggeration. 

Hon John Fischer interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We heard that, in the context of the six regions, it did not really matter where they 
were located as long as they had some relationship with these bioregions and that the environment was more 
important, not the people.  That is what the Greens were fundamentally saying as I understand it, but forgive me 
for being simplistic because that is my nature.  Perhaps I am not all that smart when it comes to these highly 
intellectual -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Can you repeat that loudly?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister can make her own judgment.  The proposal before us from the 
Greens -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Let us not worry about who is smart and who is not.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I just work on the basis that those who survive the longest usually are the smartest.   

The proposal we heard earlier today is that we should look at these regions in the context of, not people or 
communities, but, indeed, the environment.  One of these days I will find the time to sit and read all that in detail 
and understand what it means.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  The more you read it, the more confused you will become.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Having listened to the Greens in this house for the past eight or so years, some of 
my views have been modified, because I have come to understand what they have been saying.  I have even 
listened to members of the Labor Party on the odd occasion and amended some of my views based on some of 
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the things they have said, but not many.  I am a much more mellow person than I was 25 years ago, as a result of 
the influence of members opposite, but that is a story for another day.   

The scenario that has been put to us is that the three metropolitan regions need to just be north of the river, south 
of the river or near the foothills somewhere, and that it does not really matter much how many people live in 
each of those regions.  I think that is what the Greens had in mind originally.  There could be 500 000 people in 
the north metropolitan region, 50 000 in the east metropolitan region and 100 000 in the south metropolitan 
region, or something like that.  I do not know whether that is what they had in mind, but that is what I have 
presumed.  I was very concerned when I saw that they wanted to take out the phrase “approximately the same 
number of”.  If what I am told is correct and they will not now remove that phrase - in other words, we will stick 
with the north, south and east metropolitan regions and they will have approximately the same number of lower 
house seats - why do we need to worry about their amendments at all?  If all the regions will have roughly the 
same number of Assembly seats, why do we need to tell the Electoral Distribution Commissioners which region 
is north, south or east?  They already know that; they have drawn the boundaries since 1987 based on what they 
believe to be the north, south and east regions.  On the basis that they will not proceed with the amendment to 
remove those words, I think we can stick with what we have now and simply accept the current rules.  It would 
give the same outcome and would save our trying to amend proposed section 16I.  I am interested to know 
whether I am wrong in the presumption that the outcome of what the government and Hon Chrissy Sharp will 
now put forward is almost identical to the present situation.  If that is the case, why change it?  As people say, “If 
it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”  The only variation is the part I talked about earlier, which will require communities 
of interest and land-use patterns to be taken into account.  I suppose that I will not be able to pull the wool over 
anybody’s eyes on this issue.  The government’s bill and the Greens’ amendment do not require the metropolitan 
region to be the metropolitan region as provided for under the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act, 
and I think it should be the one used, for reasons that I will argue shortly. 

Hon Christine Sharp interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member likes the idea of the metropolitan region boundary not being a 
determining factor in the location of the three metropolitan regions.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  I presume that what you are saying is incorrect.  The bill will still maintain that the 
metropolitan regions will be “largely coextensive with” - which I think are the words used - the metropolitan 
area.  We are not removing reference to the metropolitan region scheme.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No; I am saying that the government’s bill - it is not being amended by anything 
that the Greens are seeking to do - provides for this coextensive situation.  It means that the three metropolitan 
regions of the Legislative Council can flow over the metropolitan region boundary, and I do not think they 
should because we do not know where they will go and we could finish up with some country areas in the 
metropolitan region.  The bill also provides - I will argue against this - that the Metropolitan Region Town 
Planning Scheme Act boundary can be changed in the future, and that will then reflect on the electoral system.  
Far and away the most suitable outcome would be to simply agree to my amendment 4/4 on the supplementary 
notice paper.  It would leave the situation in the metropolitan region exactly as it is now, and would enable the 
six-by-six proposal to be put in place without the need to worry about or include phrases such as “coextensive 
with the metropolitan area”, “land use patterns” and things of that nature, which nobody knows the meaning of.  
We would also not be required to put in words such as “being a region that includes coastal and forest areas in 
the south-west of the State”.  I do not know why the Greens need to put those words in the bill.  There is a 
coastal area that goes right around the state from Eucla to Wyndham.  Why does it want to put coastal areas in 
the south west region?  The region will have some coastal areas; it always has had some coastal areas.  As for the 
forest areas, the forests are in the south west.  I cannot for the life of me understand how, under the current rules 
in the Agricultural Region, that will go into the forest anyway because of the number of districts contained in the 
South West and Agricultural Regions.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  Except Boyup Brook and half of Bridgetown have already been taken out, and that is 
forest.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The last time I went through Boyup Brook, it was not in the middle of forest.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  It depends on which part of it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member is quite right.  I do not know that country very well at all.  I am not 
sure where the forest starts and finishes.   

The electoral commissioners will draw the boundaries based on fitting in the right number of people.  As Hon 
Robyn McSweeney will tell members, at the moment her town has been cut in half because of the requirement 
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for equal numbers.  That is the overriding principle in this legislation.  All it says is that the region “includes 
coastal and forest areas”; it does not have to include all of them.  I do not see the need for that either.  Even if 
Hon Chrissy Sharp wants to insist on the variations to the metropolitan region boundary by having a coextensive 
provision, why does she feel the need to put in the other descriptors on the North, South and East Metropolitan 
Regions and the South West Region for the electoral commissioners?  I do not know that she needs to put them 
in, because I think they become superfluous now that the bit about equal numbers in the three regions will be 
taken out.  I will argue that point when the time comes.  My view is that the best and simplest way is to accept 
my amendment, which is to retain the status quo.  We would all know exactly what we have and where we will 
go, and the changes that might come from this would not need to happen.  I move -  

Page 9, line 20 to page 10, line 12 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

(1) The Commissioners shall divide the State into 6 regions so that - 

(a) 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; 

(b) one region, to be known as the Mining and Pastoral Region, consists of 
complete and contiguous districts that are remote from the capital and where 
the land use is primarily for mining and pastoral purposes; 

(c) one region, to be known as the Agricultural Region, consists of complete and 
contiguous districts that together form an area that is generally south, or 
south and west, of and adjacent to the Mining and Pastoral Region; and 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I rise to indicate what I have already indicated informally to the Leader of the Opposition 
while he was making his remarks: the government will not be supporting his amendment.  We have reached 
agreement with the Greens (WA), and we will be supporting the package of amendments they have put forward 
to this proposed section.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hope springs eternal in the human breast.  There is an amendment I need to move to 
my amendment in the event that, for some strange reason, something goes wrong for the government and the 
amendment is passed.  I am wondering if, by leave, I can add a numeral to proposed section 16I(1)(b).  It is a 
thought that I had neglected.  

The CHAIRMAN:  The motion before the committee at the moment is for the lines to be deleted.  If it happens 
that the lines are not deleted, the Leader of the Opposition will still be in a position to move that that numeral be 
inserted.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am a great believer in simple solutions to things, and I think this may get very 
complicated.  I just asked Hon Christine Sharp across the chamber why this has to be so complicated.  It seems 
to me that, when very descriptive clauses are included in this legislation, it may well at some stage restrict the 
opportunity for the Electoral Commission to make reasonably simple decisions on the outcome of the 
boundaries.  It seems to me that while they may be to some extent reasonably open, anything can be read into 
these amendments.  It is my feeling that the amendment moved by Hon Norman Moore is far more suited to the 
challenge that the Electoral Commission will have in front of it.  If Hon Christine Sharp wishes to explain it, and 
I can be convinced that this is a readily workable situation, I might change my mind.  It seems to me that the 
solution put forward by the Leader of the Opposition may well be the best outcome.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (13) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Barbara Scott  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon Bill Stretch  
Hon John Fischer Hon Norman Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson  

Noes (16) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Kevin Leahy Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Christine Sharp 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

 

            

Pair 

 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Travers 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 1346.]  

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


