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CONSTITUTION AND ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 March. 

HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [11.26 am]: I rise to speak on the Constitution and 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. Right at the outset, I point out that I am not—I stress that I am not—the lead 
speaker for the Liberal Party on the bill. I am just an interested member of the house and the comments I will 
make are from my perspective as a member of this house, a member of the Western Australian Parliament and 
someone who takes great interest in electoral matters. 

This bill has come to the house on the initiative of Hon Martin Aldridge as a private member’s bill, and 
I commend him for that. It takes a lot of work and a lot of courage to present to this place a private member’s 
bill, especially on an area that can become quite contentious, such as how we organise our electoral affairs in this 
state. I know Hon Martin Aldridge has quite an interest in this subject and a fair bit of experience in his previous 
working life before he came to this place and he continues that interest, so well done to him. 
The main aspect of this bill probably would not elicit great public support. Effectively, this short bill of eight 
clauses provides for an increase in the number of members of the Legislative Assembly—the other place—from 
its current 59 members to a proposed 61 members. It will make no direct change to the make-up of this place, the 
Legislative Council. In effect, this bill proposes that we increase the number of members of Parliament in 
Western Australia by two. I am not sure who other members of Parliament in this place speak to when they leave 
this chamber, but I doubt that many people would think that the most pressing need in our state at this time 
would be to increase the number of members of Parliament by two. That would mean two more salaries, two 
more electorate officers, two more sets of staff and all the ancillary resources that come with that. However, 
simply because a measure is not popular should not necessarily discount it from being considered, and that is 
what we are doing in this place today. 
I have read with interest the statistics that Hon Martin Aldridge provided in his quite illuminating second reading 
speech about how Western Australia has grown over time and how, since the last time we increased the 
membership of the other place in 2005, we have seen a massive population influx into the state of 
Western Australia. Those figures are quite compelling. It is clear that the average enrolment in each electoral 
district for the Legislative Assembly has increased significantly by around 16 or 17 per cent since 2005. That 
means that the average member of Parliament has to deal with a few more voters. That is probably not too 
difficult if a member holds a suburban seat with an additional 1 000, 1 500 or even 2 000 voters spread across 
a few streets or half a suburb, but the further one goes from Perth the more difficult it becomes. We saw in the 
latest redistribution how the regional seats, particularly in the Mining and Pastoral Region, were significantly 
changed, resulting in communities—sometimes very close communities geographically—that had been 
represented by one member of Parliament, or a member of Parliament representing a particular district for a long 
time, being moved into a completely different district. We understand that those anomalies have 
a disproportionate impact in regional areas than they might do in suburbs where there is probably a bit more 
anonymity for some members of Parliament, particularly because of the media cycle in the city as there are not 
dedicated radio or television stations that might cover only one or two electoral districts, as occurs in the regions. 
Some legitimate reasons are advanced in the second reading speech by Hon Martin Aldridge that we need to 
reconsider given the increase in our population and given the fact that any changes to boundaries have 
a disproportionate effect in regional electoral districts, and probably also because of the fact that over time the 
matters that members of Parliament have to deal with have escalated. There are more people accessing their 
members of Parliament. Perhaps electronic communication has made that easier—people do not have to pull out 
pen and paper, write a letter, stick a stamp on it, find a letterbox and mail it—and they do not have to visit 
a member of Parliament at their electorate office. But the workload is certainly not getting any lighter; in fact, it 
is increasing. They are legitimate reasons to consider an increase in the membership of the other place, 
irrespective of whether it would be popular. I do not think anyone in this place would disagree with my assertion 
that just the bare concept of adding more members of Parliament will not necessarily have the public jumping up 
and down in the streets applauding Parliament for doing that. 
The mechanism itself for making this decision concerns me. A private member’s bill brought by one member of 
one party in this place to consider the membership of the other place strikes me as being perhaps slightly short of 
best process in this area—that is, to consider the bill in isolation without taking into account the views of all 
political parties, particularly the views of the Western Australian Electoral Commission and the 
Electoral Commissioner around this matter, and perhaps the views of the members of the other place. I know we 
like to joke around here about the fact that we are the house that matters, and we are — 
Hon Ken Travers: So why do you want to leave us then? 
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Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: — but to impose on the other place a bill such as this may be considered by the 
people in the other place as going slightly too far. I point out to Hon Ken Travers that perhaps one or two of my 
comments in what is otherwise a very serious contribution may have been made with a tongue slightly planted in 
cheek. 
Hon Ken Travers: See, you are already becoming an Assembly member! 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Hon Ken Travers can enjoy his time in the sun when no doubt he applies his 
own wisdom and long-term experience in this place to considering this bill in due course. This is not said tongue 
in cheek: I will genuinely welcome his contribution to this debate because, as I said, given his vast experience in 
this place, he has been around when these matters have previously been considered, and the majority of us have 
not. I must admit that I have not delved into the process of the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005 
that went through this place and become an act. It would be interesting to find out what process led to the change 
in 2005 from 57 to 59 electoral districts. I dare say that it probably did not emanate from a private member’s bill 
in the Legislative Council, as well intentioned as I think this bill is. 

I express some caution right from the outset. I note that our parliamentary system in Western Australia has 
a number of committees that consider a range of matters on a range of subjects. What we do not have is 
a parliamentary committee dedicated to considering electoral matters. I note that the federal Parliament has 
a Joint Standing Committee on Electoral Matters that has been involved in a few matters recently, one of which 
was the aftermath of the 2013 Senate election in Western Australia, which as we all know led to a rerun a few 
months after the event. It has also been concerned with looking at the recent changes to the voting system for the 
Senate that was passed by the commonwealth Parliament. It seems to me that that form of committee structure to 
consider electoral matters is a good one. It enables members of Parliament to put on their committee hat. We all 
know through our work on committees over the years that in the overwhelming majority of cases—so 
overwhelming that it is a rare exception that it does not happen—committees work on effectively an apolitical 
basis. As members of Parliament, we consider matters on their merits. I will not put a percentage on it, but in an 
overwhelming majority of cases the committee reports unanimously to Parliament on its findings. That sort of 
committee process then informs the house and the community of a way forward. In arriving at that process, the 
committee is able to listen to expert evidence and call for public submissions. In the case of changes to the 
electoral system or to the number of members of Parliament, we would be well served to consider evidence from 
the Western Australian Electoral Commissioner and perhaps from demographers, be it from the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics or the Department of Planning that does a lot of demographic work about future 
projected population growth, but to consider the views of academic commentators and also of the general public 
because, after all, at the end of the day, as members of Parliament, we are here to serve the members of the 
public. If at the end of that process a report was handed down in this place, or in the other place, recommending 
changes, including these changes, I think it would have stronger legitimacy and would add weight to the 
argument. It is not a criticism at all of the argument that Hon Martin Aldridge is making in pursuit of his 
proposed bill; I guess it is a commentary on an identified gap in our committee processes that perhaps could be 
considered in future to enable these sorts of issues to be properly ventilated and to be looked at on a cross-party, 
bipartisan basis, rather than seen as something advocated initially by one political party. 
I also note that some other jurisdictions have similar committees. In particular, I note that the 
Victorian Parliament has a joint standing committee on electoral matters as well. Just as in the commonwealth 
Parliament, it is a joint committee of both houses of Parliament, and I think in the case of electoral matters that is 
eminently sensible and appropriate as well, because it covers the issues that I raised earlier in my contribution of 
one chamber initiating a proposal that impacts on the other and the whole argy-bargy that we as members of one 
particular chamber would indulge with the people of the other place. Again, I think that structure tends to work. 
I note that a good friend of mine Hon Bernie Finn, MLC, in Victoria was the chair of that Electoral Matters 
Committee for quite some time. In passing I note that it is appropriate when considering electoral matters and the 
make-up of changes that we consider this. Hon Bernie Finn in Victoria advanced the proposition that the upper 
house, the Legislative Council, be renamed the “State Senate”. I do not have a concluded view on it, but it is 
interesting because we as members of the Legislative Council, and perhaps one of us, me, having being 
a member of two Legislative Councils, have often encountered confusion in the public about whether we are 
representatives of a Parliament or whether we are representatives of a local government authority. Perhaps we 
should get them to change their title from “council” to something else, but it is an interesting proposition. 
Hon Ken Travers: We could become the “State Senate”. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Indeed we could and, as I said, that was a proposition advanced by my good 
friend Hon Bernie Finn and it has gained some traction in the eastern states. If we had a committee on electoral 
matters, it is probably something that could be considered, because I think among the general public there is 
a clear understanding of what a senator does. It is clear that a senator is a member of the upper house of the 
federal Parliament—very, very clear. When we say to the public that we are members of the upper house of the 
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Western Australian Parliament, that is also clear, but when we say we are members of the Legislative Council, 
and we have a title that says so—MLC—it elicits confusion. It is interesting. 
Hon Ken Travers: I think consistency of messaging is particularly important in politics. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Yes. It is interesting that I raise it. I have not ever raised it before. As I pointed 
out earlier, Hon Ken Travers has been in this place for a long, long time. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I will take one interjection at a time. It is interesting that Hon Ken Travers 
does not dismiss this idea, does not laugh at it and does not run away from it. It has got his mind thinking and he 
has clearly turned his mind to this matter before. Hon Jim Chown asks whether we drop the title “Honourable” if 
we adopt the title “Senator”. These are the sorts of issues that would have to be ventilated if this was considered. 
Hon Ken Travers: For some of us the term “Honourable” might be considered an oxymoron! 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I am happy for Hon Ken Travers to put that on the record and to have it 
applied to his name! 

I think my contribution has highlighted the reasons that a committee on electoral matters could add significant 
value to this place. We have a proposition we can consider and we have questions about what happens to 
nomenclature and titles in any particular change, and they are the sorts of things that could be looked at. Of 
course, primary among the things that could be looked at are changes to the numbers and the composition of the 
Assembly and, possibly in future, the Council as well, as the population continues to grow. I definitely think that 
is a failing of our system that we should consider in the future. We will not be able to consider it in the term of 
this Parliament, but perhaps after March when we may have a bit of time to think about how we compose 
committees, we could look at it. Maybe, we do not need a new committee. Perhaps we need to change the terms 
of reference of an existing committee to incorporate electoral matters within its purview. Again, I point out that 
my preference would be that it be a joint committee for the fact that any decisions clearly impact on the electoral 
system’s dealing with both houses. 

Hon Ken Travers: The only point that I would make is that the size of our Parliament might mean that we 
already have too many committees, which makes it hard to service them. You are aware of the issues of the 
Joint Standing Committee on Audit. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Yes, that is correct. We have an issue with servicing the committees from both 
a member point of view and a staff point of view, which is why I suggested that the way forward may well be to 
combine oversight of electoral matters in the terms of reference of an existing committee. I do not think that the 
matters would be so overwhelming that they would take up one day a week for four years of a committee. Again, 
it is just thrown out there as a way forward that would help to alleviate the need for an individual member to 
come in with a private member’s bill to consider this sort of framework. 

Another way, of course, that we could go forward would be to give a specific reference to the 
Western Australian Electoral Commission to conduct an inquiry of sorts into the composition of the houses of 
Parliament or one specific house of Parliament and make a recommendation about whether the number of 
electors in each district should be reduced and therefore the number of districts should be increased, and what 
that appropriate number might be. Again, the Electoral Commissioner would take in public submissions, 
submissions from people interested in these matters and from all the political parties, and would look at proposed 
demographic trends. We have seen and debated in other contexts, especially around transport, the changes in 
demographic projections over the last three or four years. We have seen them peak and trough quite regularly, 
but we are always captive to the data provided to us to make the right decision. That is one of the issues that 
I immediately identified with the bill and the process of how it has come out. 

Then, there are some specific issues in this bill and I am still not certain they would apply. It is not directly stated 
by Hon Martin Aldridge, but I do not think I am unfairly paraphrasing when I say that when I read his second 
reading speech, he tends to suggest that by moving from 59 seats to 61 seats in the Legislative Assembly, 
regional Western Australia would increase its representation of seats by at least one. 

Hon Martin Aldridge interjected. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: He says no. I do not know where the seats would be for any carve-up of 
59 seats into 61. I know there is concern expressed by a lot of people across all political parties that regional 
Western Australia has lost a seat coming up into the 2017 election as a result of the latest redistribution. It would 
be paradoxical if the carve-up of the 61 seats led to two new seats being created in metropolitan Perth. That is 
always a possibility, and then it raises the subsequent question of what is to be done with Legislative Council 
regions. If we move from 59 to 61, what does it do to the regions? Already in the North Metropolitan Region that 
I represent, and that other north metro members also represent, there are 14 lower house seats. That is 
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a significant number of voters—about 350 000 or 360 000 voters covered by our region. It is not beyond the 
realms of possibility that a new seat would be carved out in the northern suburbs of Perth, because the most 
recent new seat created—it was not an additional seat, but it is the most recent new seat in the most recent 
redistribution—was in the southern suburbs of Perth, so it can be imagined that the next port of call would be the 
northern suburbs. 

Hon Kate Doust: Not necessarily. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Maybe not necessarily, but if that happened, would North Metropolitan Region 
be increased to 15 lower house seats? 

Hon Ken Travers: The South Metropolitan Region already has 15 seats. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Yes, south metro does, but would north metro be reconfigured to remain at 
14 seats and a new seat be added to the East Metropolitan Region? I do not necessarily know that the best way to 
go about it is to do that in isolation. I would imagine that a better way to go would be a proposal whereby, once 
a decision in principle is made to move to 61 seats—maybe 63 or 65 is the magic number—the 
Electoral Commissioner is given an in-principle indication that there would be more seats. He would come up 
with a proposal that would incorporate a rough draft of what the boundaries would look like, and then an overlay 
of the upper house regions—or, if you like, the future “State Senate” regions, Hon Ken Travers—so that there is 
full clarity on what it would do to upper house representation before the proposal is adopted. 
I am suggesting this as best practice, I think. We are not able to have best practice because, as I pointed out 
earlier, the mechanisms do not seem to exist in our system in Western Australia to enable that best practice. 
Instead, we have to consider this bill now before the house. It is a very good attempt not only to identify 
a problem and propose a solution, but also provide good cogent reasons and arguments for proposing that 
solution. 
I think that, as a rule of thumb, most jurisdictions around Australia have accepted the basic proposition that 
a lower house should contain roughly double the number of members as the upper house. Expressed the other 
way round, whatever the lower house number is, it is halved to get the magic number for the upper house. 
Hon Ken Travers: Are you calling for us to abolish six members in this place? 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Not at all. I think this place has roughly the right number. 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Before Hon Ken Travers arcs up, perhaps he should listen to my reasoning, 
and then comment on the final proposal. I was going to mention something that Hon Ken Travers — 
Hon Ken Travers: It is a federal requirement that the Senate be organised in that way. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Yes, that is correct; it is a federal requirement, but the federal requirement is 
usually interpreted to discount the seats in the Senate that are provided for the territories—exactly right. That has 
become effectively accepted practice across the jurisdictions. It might be practised by omission, but it still is the 
case that the upper house has roughly half the number of seats as the lower house, or the lower house has double 
the number of seats of the upper house, if it is expressed in the other way. 
Hon Ken Travers rightly said earlier that we already struggle with numbers in this place in populating 
committees sometimes, so I am not in any way advocating that the number of upper house members should be 
reduced. At best, we have adequate numbers in this place, providing for adequate representation, and for regional 
representation. 
Hon Kate Doust: If you will take an interjection, the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review would probably be best placed to conduct reviews of electoral matters. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Hon Kate Doust. As I said earlier, creating a committee to deal 
solely with electoral matters would not be a good idea, because of resourcing. Here we are, having this 
discussion, and identifying areas in which we can place responsibility for electoral matters, so the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review could be extended to include electoral matters. 
This is something we could look at in the next Parliament. I do not think that would be the wrong thing to do at 
all, with the proviso that, as I said earlier, a committee looking at electoral matters should probably be a joint 
committee of both houses, simply because it looks at the constitution of both houses. 
To return to the argument of the relative numbers between the two houses, if we accept that 36 is roughly the 
right number of members for the upper house, which I think we all do, perhaps 59 or 61 is not the right number 
for the lower house, and perhaps from a representative democracy point of view, a larger number, closer to 
double the number in the upper house, might be the right number, which would then reduce district enrolment 
even further, and increase the size of the districts. We come up against that problem I referred to at the beginning 
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of my contribution when we consider that proposition; that is, I do not think it serves our purpose as members of 
Parliament to publicly argue, especially in today’s constrained financial environment, that what the state needs 
more than anything else is more members of Parliament. However, from a philosophic and academic point of 
view, it is something that can always be considered by committees, such as an electoral members committee. 
We should turn our minds, as members of this house, to the process of considering this bill. I said right from the 
outset that I speak as an individual member of this place on this bill; I am not representing any government 
position or any Liberal Party position in any way. Personally, I would feel less than satisfied with imposing a bill 
such as this on the other place without any public consultation, without hearing the views of the 
Electoral Commissioner and without perhaps hearing the views of members of the other place as well. One way 
forward would be to consider some form of inquiry, by either a committee or some other mechanism, into those 
sorts of views before we come into this place to vote on the bill. I will propose another way forward, not because 
I want to pass this over to another time frame, but because Hon Martin Aldridge himself points out in the 
explanatory memorandum to clause 8 that this bill would have no impact whatsoever at the 2017 election but it 
would at the 2021 election. 
Perhaps the way forward is that immediately members return to this place after the 2017 election we conduct an 
inquiry to ascertain a position that can be supported by a bipartisan report or at least the recommendation from 
the Western Australian Electoral Commission. I am suggesting this as an alternative, because the arguments are 
good, such as the argument that we should look at the number of electors that a member of Parliament represents 
compared with sometime ago, because the numbers have escalated and will continue to escalate, and the 
argument around communities of interest that the larger the electorate, the smaller the communities of interest. 
I am not an expert at communities of interest in places outside the North Metropolitan Region, but it is clear that 
natural barriers such as freeways, national parks, rivers and the like are used as boundaries. I note with interest 
that in many other jurisdictions, including the federal jurisdiction and in New South Wales and Victoria—the 
two most populous states—they threw all that out. As a result of redistributions in NSW and Victoria over the 
last 20 years, or in the case of the federal sphere in the last 30 years with the redistribution between the 1984 and 
1987 federal elections, those natural barriers are not considered any more. I have experience in that and I think 
that leads to poorer representation by members of Parliament who are forced to entertain sometimes competing 
views from divergent communities of interest. The other thing that we get is a patch that is perhaps half a suburb 
in one member’s electorate and half a suburb in another member’s electorate, and in that way we see competing 
members of Parliament for the priorities of that area. I do not think that has served anyone. 

Hon Ken Travers: It is even worse in the current boundaries because, in the case of Joondalup, the majority of 
the residential area of Joondalup is not in the seat of Joondalup. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: In the case of some of our suburbs that is probably less important in practice, 
but academically it looks a bit silly. I do not consider Joondalup to be an outer suburb. I consider Joondalup to be 
a middle suburb of Perth, which it is, and a thriving heart of our northern suburbs. The member’s arguments are 
true; I do not discount them, but we need to consider what happens when we go further and we get to the 
metropolitan fringes and then to the regions. I do not want to comment on the regions too much, but until the 
latest redistribution, Kalgoorlie–Boulder was split into two electorates. 

Hon Ken Travers: Historically, Boulder was always a separate area to Kalgoorlie and if you talk to a person 
from Boulder, they are not a Kalgoorlie-ite. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I understand that, but in the context of the previous electoral boundaries, which 
we are getting rid of now—this is the salient point—both Kalgoorlie and Boulder were placed on the extremities 
of two electorates. They were not the heart of either. 

Hon Kate Doust: Boulder certainly was. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Yes, Boulder in particular, but I will allow the representatives from Kalgoorlie 
to make the real arguments for that, because Kalgoorlie will always be the population heart of what is an 
electorate, but it then spreads far and wide. We understand that. 

Hon Ken Travers: Boulder has tended to be equally split between Esperance and Boulder as the pool, but 
Kalgoorlie has always been the centre of the Kalgoorlie electorate. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I accept that, but when we look at lines on a map, it looks a bit funny. 
Essentially, a combined metropolitan area is split in half and then the representative represents an area far, far 
away. In the modern context, it looks a bit silly. But, as I said, in the eastern states, where they have got rid of 
the concept of using natural barriers, this has led to less than optimal representation for those local areas. We 
want to avoid that. Again, making sure our electoral districts do not grow too big is probably a good thing as it 
will ensure that communities of interest remain together—be they in Joondalup, the southern suburbs or in the 
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regions. I think that is an important consideration. That is what Hon Martin Aldridge has raised in this bill. It is 
a legitimate debate for this place. It is also a legitimate debate for the other place. 

Anyone who has heard or who might read my contribution in the future will recognise that I have great sympathy 
for the proposition in this bill, but I am concerned about the signal that the Legislative Council would be sending 
in passing this bill without further wider and broader external consultation, particularly with our friends and 
colleagues in the other place. 

Hon Ken Travers: Are you going to support the bill or refer it to a committee? 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I am going to listen to the other arguments. I am prepared to keep an open 
mind. I understand that I am not the fount of all knowledge. I have said a million times in this place that I am not 
the fount of all knowledge, but perhaps because of some experience I may have had I have something to add to 
this debate. In closing my summary, if you like, on this I thank Hon Martin Aldridge for raising an important 
matter. It is worth considering, but let us not proceed with too much haste. 

HON MARK LEWIS (Mining and Pastoral) [12.06 pm]: I also point out that I am not the government’s lead 
speaker on the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. Firstly, I congratulate Hon Martin Aldridge for 
bringing the bill into the house because, as Hon Peter Katsambanis said, it is valid that from time to time we 
debate this very important issue about how we get better representation. I note that the purpose of 
Hon Martin Aldridge’s bill is to increase the number of electoral districts from 59 to 61 and to subsequently 
amend the number of sitting members in the Legislative Assembly by the same number. I strongly concur with 
the statement in his second reading speech. Members will note through my presentation today that I will focus on 
my electorate, the Mining and Pastoral Region, and add some comments around that. I quote the second reading 
speech, which wraps it up for me. Hon Martin Aldridge stated — 

Given the significant increase in proportion across WA and in each electoral district, a member of 
Parliament now has a much greater workload compared with the case in 2008 when the last increase of 
MPs came into effect. A number of the electoral districts in regional WA are now of an unmanageable 
size and no amount of technology or travel options can compensate for the size of these electorates, 
some of which have a multitude of towns and communities over vast distances. In order to ensure voters 
are adequately and effectively represented, more Legislative Assembly districts are needed. 

I will go on to discuss why I agree with that statement, particularly around the issue of better representation. 

As I said, I will focus on my own electorate. The Mining and Pastoral Region has an area of some 
2 283 472 square kilometres. I will give members some context about the size of the other regions. The 
Agricultural Region covers nearly 205 000 square kilometres; the South West Region covers a massive 
40 385 square kilometres; the East Metropolitan Region, which is the next largest, covers 3 701 square 
kilometres; the North Metropolitan Region covers 938 square kilometres; and, bringing up the rear, the South 
Metropolitan Region covers 781 square kilometres. I will go back to the figure for the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, which is 2 283 470 square kilometres. It makes up 90 per cent of WA. I might diverge a bit to say that 
the Mining and Pastoral Region has an electorate of 73 913. At the 2011 census, the population included 
29 038 Indigenous Australians and there were 76 polling booths at the last election. If we did the numbers and 
spread the number of polling booths across the number of square kilometres in the region—I did not do it—we 
would be able to see why our electors struggled to get to polling booths. I compared that with two metropolitan 
seats. For instance, the Liberal seat of Nedlands, covering 21 square kilometres, has an electorate of 24 000. At 
the 2011 census, there were 144 Indigenous Australians and 13 polling booths within 21 square kilometres. The 
Labor-held seat of Cannington, which covers an area of 29 square kilometres, has an electorate of 23 753, 
consisting of 805 Indigenous Australians and 37 polling booths. I remind members about the Mining and 
Pastoral Region. As I said, there were 29 000 Indigenous Australians in very remote communities and 76 polling 
booths to cover nearly 2 300 000 square kilometres. It is a significant issue for us. If we can do anything while 
debating the issue in this place to make it easier and better for our constituents in this very remote region, the 
better off they will be. Again, I thank Hon Martin Aldridge for bringing this bill to the house. 

How does the spirit of our current system work if people do not have access to their local member of Parliament? 
It is almost impossible for the majority of my constituents to have face-to-face meetings with members. For 
example, Wyndham, the north westernmost town in the electorate, is 2 210 kilometres from Perth. As we know 
in the regions, Perth is the hub for many things like medical services and financial services. People have to fly 
down here. It takes almost three hours and 20 minutes to fly from Kununurra to Perth. We can fly to Melbourne 
for less than that. The vastness and the remoteness of the region is a significant issue for us. 

To give members some scale, our six members in this house have to cover an area from the Eucla border to the 
Kununurra border to Kalbarri. Trying to provide adequate representation across this vast area is, in the words of 
Hon Martin Aldridge, almost impossible. Again, is the perceived population growth the only criterion we should 
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be looking at as a reason for increasing the number of electoral districts? Obviously we are aware of the 
population explosion that occurred during the mining boom. This is when my questions now start coming into 
play. However, we are more likely to see a population decline in the next few years than an increase as the 
economy transitions from the mining boom. As members probably know, the Electoral Commissioner has no 
power to alter the number of regions in the districts; it is the sole province of Parliament. I guess that is why we 
are debating that in this chamber and hence the bill before us today. 

To recap some of the methodologies that sit underneath this, I will quote from the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission website. It states — 

In setting district boundaries the Commissioners must have regard to the ‘average district enrolment’ ... 
It is determined by dividing the total number of electors in the State on the relevant day by the total 
number of districts. 

As the second reading speech points out, the average district enrolment as of 9 March 2015 was 24 923. Under 
this proposal, that will reduce by about 800, so it will become 24 106. The statement on the website continues — 

Subject to an exception, the boundaries must be set so that the number of electors in each district is 
between minus 10 per cent and plus 10 per cent of the average district enrolment. 

Importantly, for the regions — 

The exception is for districts that have a geographical area of 100,000 square kilometres or more. 

As I said before, that really only affects the Mining and Pastoral Region and the Agricultural Region. The 
Agricultural Region covers 204 000 square kilometres. It continues — 

These districts are subject to a ‘large district allowance’ (LDA) and in those instances the boundaries 
must be set so that the elector figures (including the LDA) are between minus 20 per cent and plus 
10 per cent of the ADE. 

If they are not, the Electoral Commission has no option but to change the district boundaries. It continues — 
The extent to which the number of electors in a district differs from the ADE, when expressed as 
a percentage, is called the ‘variation from average district enrolment’ (VFADE). It is the VFADE that 
must be within the permitted tolerance range. 

As members are probably aware — 

The Act does not prescribe where the boundaries between the six electoral regions are to be set. Nor 
does it prescribe how many districts are to be located in each region ... 

I note, sadly, for us in the Mining and Pastoral Region, that we are losing the seat of Eyre under the 
redistribution. I noted the comments made by Hon Peter Katsambanis about the sense of community interest. 
I think that the commissioner got the redistribution around Eyre into Roe wrong, principally on the issue of 
community interest. We were talking about Kalgoorlie and Boulder. I note that Hon Peter Katsambanis noted 
that there is a crazy line through the middle. It was a crazy line because nowadays Kalgoorlie–Boulder is now 
one. There is no real division between the Kalgoorlie-ites and the Boulder-ites. There are some people from 
Boulder who have never been to Kalgoorlie. I think there are about two or three left. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Are they in the cemetery? 

Hon MARK LEWIS: They are probably not too far away from it. It is incredible in this day and age. We talk 
about Kalgoorlie–Boulder as one. It is not Kalgoorlie airport; it is Kalgoorlie–Boulder Airport. The lines are no 
longer relevant.  

As I go back to Eyre — 

Hon Kate Doust: That depends on whether you come from there or not. There is always a line. 

Hon Peter Collier: There will always be a Kalgoorlie. 

Hon MARK LEWIS: Okay, I will accept that. There is a bit of bias here. We know that the Leader of the House 
was born and bred in Kalgoorlie, so he still carries those old wounds. I find that they are now starting to dissolve 
and that one can cross over the line at Johnson Street. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Hon Kate Doust grew up in the goldfields too. 

Hon Kate Doust: I was born in Kalgoorlie too—born and bred. 

Hon MARK LEWIS: Right—born and bred. I can tell members another thing about Kalgoorlie and Boulder: 
people should not go anywhere in this state and malign anybody else, because there is absolute certainty that 
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there is only one degree of separation between Western Australian–born people and Kalgoorlie–Boulder. The 
normal rule around the world is that there is six degrees of separation. There is definitely only one degree of 
separation here, so people should not malign anybody from Kalgoorlie–Boulder or they will suffer the 
consequences. 

I would now like to work through some of the peculiarities around the statistics in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region. This is where I have some issues, and I will explain why. I will go through the numbers pretty quickly 
and members will probably see why I have some issues around how it might affect our representation in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region. As I mentioned before, the large district allowance is determined by multiplying the 
area of the electorate by 1.5 per cent. I will take the new Kalgoorlie, which now includes Boulder. There are 
18 674 electors. When the LDA is applied, that gives another 8 332, which brings the total electorate to just over 
27 000. That is 8.36 per cent above the average district enrolment. It is all tickety-boo. The Kimberley has 
16 867 electors and the LDA factor is 6 315. That brings the total electorate to 23 182, which is nearly 
seven per cent below the threshold. The Pilbara has 17 842 electors and the LDA factor is 6 098, so it is an 
electorate of 23 940, which is nearly four per cent below the variation for the ADE.  

The next one is the one that I am concerned about, and it might be worth Hon Vince Catania listening to this as 
we go through the debate. It is really around North West Central; there was some contention that it would be lost 
in the redistribution. I am still worried about it, because the elector number is 10 510 and the LDA—this is 
where it gets interesting—is 12 256, so the LDA factor is larger than the number of voters in the electorate. The 
total gets up to 22 766. That is 8.65 per cent under the variation for the ADE. In my view, the only reason we 
could hold North West Central was that the commissioner made it go out and take in the lands, so that we could 
actually get that LDA factor. The bit that I am worrying about is the notion of whether there is really an increase 
in the population in the Mining and Pastoral Region. There is no doubt that that is probably still the case, but it 
has probably slowed in Perth. In our region, we know by the number of people who have moved through the 
trucking companies that over 5 000 people have left Kalgoorlie alone. We know about Karratha. We know that 
the number of people in Port Hedland has reduced because of the transition from the mining boom. There are 
a lot of those mining communities in North West Central. I know that a similar number of people have been 
coming out of those areas and relocating either overseas, back over east or most likely down in Perth or the south 
west. It is not going to take a big lick of people leaving North West Central. I do not think we can actually 
increase the size of North West Central. It is impossible now at that size of 817 000 square kilometres. I do not 
know how far the commissioner can push that. The issue for me is: how big is too big? 

In closing, although I agree with the intent that we need to increase representation, particularly in the regions, we 
need to be careful what we wish for. I would like to see some more current numbers. I know that is hard to get. 
The numbers we are currently using are from around 2015, but we know anecdotally that those numbers are well 
and truly below what we have got before us. I am a little circumspect about the bill in that sense. If we get hold 
of some current numbers, we can more accurately analyse whether this is going to benefit the Mining and 
Pastoral Region. I do thank Hon Martin Aldridge for bringing the bill to the house because it is an important 
discussion. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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