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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Council’s Amendments 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows - 

No 1 

Clause 1, page 2, line 3 - To delete “One Vote One Value” and insert instead - 

Electoral Amendment and Repeal 
No 2 

Clause 4, (section 16D), page 5, lines 17 to 25 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

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

No 3 

Clause 4 (section 16F), page 6, lines 10 to 17 - To delete the lines. 

No 4 

Clause 4 (section 16G), page 6, line 21 - To delete “or directed”. 

No 5 

Clause 4, (section 16G), page 7, line 34 - To delete “within 60 days from” and insert instead - 

 as soon as practicable, but not more than 90 days after 

No 6 

Clause 4, (section 16H), page 9, lines 7 to 18 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

 (3) If a district has an area of 100 000 square kilometres or more, subsection (2) does not 
apply but the sum of - 

  (a) the number of electors that the district would have had at the relevant day; 
and 

  (b) the large district allowance, 

  must not be more than 10% greater, or more than 20% less, than the average district 
enrolment at the relevant day. 

 (4) In subsection (3) - 

   “large district allowance” means 1.5% of the number of square kilometres 
in the area of the district. 

No 7 

Clause 4 (section 16I), page 9, lines 25 and 26 - To delete “, the Central Metropolitan Region and” and 
insert instead - 

 (being a region that is generally to the north of the Swan River), 

No 8 

Clause 4 (section 16I), page 9, line 27 - To insert after “Region” - 

 (being a region that is generally to the south of the Swan River) and the East Metropolitan 
Region (being a region that includes the hills and foothills of the Darling Escarpment) 

No 9 
Clause 4 (section 16I), page 10, line 13 - To delete “the remaining” and insert instead - 

 one 

No 10 
Clause 4 (section 16I), page 10, line 14 - To insert after “Region” - 

 (being a region that includes coastal and forest areas in the south-west of the State) 
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No 11 
Clause 4 (section 16M), page 12, line 4 - To delete “One Vote One Value” and insert instead - 

 Electoral Amendment and Repeal 
No 12 

Clause 4 (section 16M), page 12, line 9 - To delete “One Vote One Value” and insert instead - 

 Electoral Amendment and Repeal 
No 13 

Clause 4 (section 16M), page 12, line 13 - To delete “One Vote One Value” and insert instead - 

 Electoral Amendment and Repeal 
No 14 

Clause 4 (section 16M), page 12, lines 18 and 19 - To delete “One Vote One Value” and insert instead - 

 Electoral Amendment and Repeal 
No 15 

Clause 4 (section 16M), page 12, lines 25 and 26 - To delete “One Vote One Value” and insert instead - 

 Electoral Amendment and Repeal 
No 16 

Clause 4 (section 16N), page 12, line 29 to page 13, line 5 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

 (1) A Bill that repeals or alters any of the provisions of this Part, other than Division 2, 
section 16H(3) or (4) or section 16M,  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I was going to seek leave of the house to move that the amendments be dealt with 
together; however, I suspect that would be futile.  Therefore, I move - 

That amendment 1 made by the Council be agreed to. 

This amendment changes the title of the bill from the government’s proposal, which was the One Vote One 
Value Bill 2005.  The Liberal Party and the Greens (WA) were successful in the Legislative Council in changing 
the title of the bill to the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  The government did not resist that change in the 
interests of expediting the debate.  Accordingly, we will support the amendment moved in the council. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Members will recall that during the last debate on this bill in this house the opposition 
suggested alternative names for this legislation, none of which met with the support of the government.  
Members will recall that we argued at length and strongly against it being called the One Vote One Value Bill.  I 
was successfully gagged by the Leader of the House from making several comments during the previous debate.  
My understanding of the debate on the short title of the bill in the past has been that members are usually 
allowed a reasonably free-ranging debate on the legislation.  Members can speak in general terms about the 
legislation rather than about specific names.  Is that not the case, Mr Speaker?  Perhaps you could provide a 
ruling on how narrow my debate needs to be. 

The SPEAKER:  The ruling is simple.  Members should restrict their debate to what we are considering, which 
is clause 1. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I thank you, Mr Speaker.  On that point, when we discussed the name of this bill in past 
debates in this chamber - indeed, as recently as when the bill was before this place not too long ago - we spoke at 
length about what the bill contained and of our reasons for thinking that it should not be called the One Vote One 
Value Bill.  We argued the reasons that we felt it should be given an alternative name.  We agree with changing 
the name of this bill.  It was never the one vote, one value bill.  We debated at some length why we did not 
believe this bill provided fair value.  That has been made clear to us over and over again by the nature of the 
changes that the bill has endured in its passage through both houses.  Earlier members referred to the issues 
regarding appropriation and whether a burden is placed on this house by the amendments that have been made to 
the bill in the other place.  During a previous debate, the Minister for Electoral Affairs said that this increased 
cost was indirect, vague, uncertain and speculative.  Budgets in this place are done through the Parliament.  The 
parliamentary staff are required to put together a budget for this place, for members of both chambers.  Now this 
legislation has been amended yet again, it has come back to us with those extra members.  At the very next 
opportunity the staff of this place will have to work out what they think the budget will be over the next five 
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years during the five-yearly estimates.  They will quite clearly conclude that there will be an increased burden on 
this place because the charge for those members must be put in place. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not wish to restrict the member too much but he is now encroaching into the subject of 
the previous debate.  Therefore, he may wish to raise those issues when debating the next amendment, which 
refers to the six regions.  I cannot see how what the member has said is connected to the title of the bill. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  You are absolutely right, Mr Speaker.  I was just trying to get on record comments I was 
gagged from making previously.  Now that I have done that I will get back to the issue at hand, which is the 
amendment to the title of the bill.  This legislation before us has been an absolute debacle.  It has come in, gone 
out, and has been amended over and over again.  We continue to make the point that this legislation does not 
provide value for country members.  Some of the changes that will be made to the rural electorates clearly 
demonstrate that there is no value in the proposed changes in this legislation for rural Western Australia. 

I do not intend to speak at length about the detailed debate that we presented previously.  I am sure that the 
government expects the opposition to do that.  Frankly, the handling of this legislation and the way it has been 
rammed through Parliament has been a debacle.  Today an issue was rammed through Parliament that could have 
quite easily been dealt with tomorrow.  It is nonsense.  Why could the government not have waited until 
tomorrow to deal with the final stage of this legislation?  It could not do so because it wants to get it out of the 
way so that it is off the agenda.  The government wanted to continue to ram the legislation through as fast as it 
possibly could.  The minister keeps saying that the changes brought about by this legislation are inevitable, that 
they should have been done a long time ago and they are good for the country.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This amendment seeks to change the title of the bill from the One Vote One Value Bill to 
the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  I could have thought of a better title than the Electoral Amendment 
and Repeal Bill.  Nonetheless, I find myself inclined to support the amendment, because even though this is one 
vote, one value of sorts, it is certainly not pure one vote, one value across Western Australia.  It is one vote, one 
value where it suits the Labor Party, and it is not one vote, one value where it does not suit the Labor Party.  
Members will recall that prior to the last election, the Labor Party swanned into Kalgoorlie and said that it would 
quarantine all the mining and pastoral seats from one vote, one value.  Perhaps I am being a bit cynical, but I 
cannot help but point out to members that four of the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region that will no 
longer be subject to one vote, one value are held by the Labor Party.  Therefore, I think the amendment is 
correct.  I do not think we can call the bill the One Vote One Value Bill, because if we did call it the One Vote 
One Value Bill we would need to subject all the Labor seats in the north west to one vote, one value as well.  It is 
a bit of one vote, one value here and a little bit of one vote, one value there, but it is certainly not one vote, one 
value across the state.  It is certainly not one vote, one value in the Legislative Council.  However, even though 
this is not pure one vote, one value, as I have said, it will have the same impact as pure one vote, one value 
would have had, and it will achieve the same aim as pure one vote, one value would have achieved.  It will 
devastate rural and regional Western Australia, because it will transfer country seats into the city of Perth and 
will bolster the voting power of the metropolitan area at the expense of the country.   

I suspect that the Minister for Electoral Affairs is not too happy about this amendment, because he would have 
loved to have been able to address a Labor Party branch meeting in Fremantle and say he is the person who 
finally passed the One Vote One Value Bill.  Now he will have to say he is the person who finally passed the 
Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill, and all those Labor stalwarts in Fremantle will go, “Huh, what does that 
mean?”  If they really want to know what it means, I am happy for them to read my speech.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move -  

That amendment 2 made by the Council be agreed to. 

The essence of this amendment is a change that was insisted upon by the Greens -  

Mr T.R. Buswell:  To consecrate your grubby deal. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It was not really a deal.  We were told that was the price we had to pay if we wanted one 
vote, one value to come through.  This amendment will mean that the Legislative Council will consist of six 
regions with six members for each region.  That is not the model that we want, but it is one that we are prepared 
to support in the interests of the greater good; that is, to achieve electoral equality in the Legislative Assembly.  I 
suspect that no member of this house is positively in favour of this amendment.  Having said that, it is 
nonetheless part of the total package of amendments that was moved in the Legislative Council and that we have 
indicated we are prepared to support.   
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  I want to say some things that I had wanted to say when I was on my feet previously but was 
gagged by the Leader of the House.  Although I am sure I cannot refer to the ruling by the Speaker -  

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am pleased the members of the government were called back into the chamber -  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  During our term in government, it was decreed by our party that when the Chair was under 
challenge, all our members had to be in the chamber, because it is the government that elects the Speaker, and 
when the Speaker is in the chair representing the Parliament -  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I ask the member to address the amendment.  The member is digressing 
somewhat. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I was responding to interjections. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  That is not a good idea.  I would be a lot happier if the member would 
respond to the amendment.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I am extremely pleased that the members on your side of the 
chamber finally managed to come back into the house to take part in this debate. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  Hansard is having some difficulty hearing, and I am having some difficulty 
hearing.  It is unparliamentary to interject in that way, and I will not tolerate it.  I give the member the call again.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  One important issue that I want to discuss is the 
increased burden on the Parliament of having an extra six members.  I refrained from speaking on that issue 
earlier, because many of our members wanted to speak on that issue.  I also did not get the opportunity, because I 
was gagged by the Leader of the House, to speak on that issue during the debate on the motion to dissent from 
the ruling by the Chair.  I want to refer to one point that the minister made.  The minister said that the cost to the 
Parliament was indirect, vague, uncertain and speculative.  As members of Parliament, we are employed by the 
Legislative Assembly.  The staff of the Legislative Assembly predict from the rulings of the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal what the total cost of our employment will be to this Parliament, and they then put that 
figure to the government as a budget request.  When the staff of this Parliament are working out what the budget 
will be for the other place, they will look at the changes that the minister is making today - namely, six members 
for each of the six regions, as opposed to what was in the bill previously - and they will work out that that will 
result in additional cost.  They will then put that to the Treasurer and say that they will require an additional 
amount of money in the forward estimates.  The cost to the Parliament will not be, to use the minister’s words, 
indirect, vague, uncertain and speculative.  It will be clearly determined from a ruling of the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal what the cost will be.  The staff of this Parliament will calculate the increased cost burden 
that the minister has imposed on the Parliament by these changes and will seek the appropriate increase in 
funding.  The minister may say that it is speculative, because the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal may change 
the figures and the cost may be different.  However, we cannot work on that speculation.  We have to work on 
the certainty that there will be an increase in the budget because of these changes.   

I have heard the minister argue many times in this place.  The argument that the minister just put is the flimsiest 
argument I have ever heard the minister put in this place.  I do not think the minister’s heart was in the argument 
he just made.  The minister’s heart is in one vote, one value.  He just wants to get it through.  The minister 
knows there will be a burden on this house and there will be an increase in wages for members of Parliament, but 
he did not want to go through all that routine.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  This amendment seeks to ensure that each electoral region will return six members of 
Parliament to the Legislative Council.  As we have discussed previously, the reality of this amendment means 
that an extra member will be returned to each of the South West, the Agricultural and the Mining and Pastoral 
Regions.  

It has been very clear throughout this debate that country people are very concerned that country members of 
Parliament will be transferred to the metropolitan area.  Today this argument has plumbed to new depths because 
the Speaker has made a ruling, supported by the Labor Party, that countenances the option of reducing resources 
for country members of Parliament.  That is an absolute slap in the face for every country member and every 
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person who lives and works in regional Western Australia.  It is a slap in the face at this stage of the one vote, 
one value debate for this Parliament to countenance removing resources from country members.  I am absolutely 
sure that the members for Collie-Wellington and Albany, who are very good at making snide comments at 
members on this side of the Parliament, do not like the notion that they as country members of Parliament and 
others of us in this Parliament who represent the vast areas of country Western Australia might have our charter 
flight and accommodation allowances reduced and even our ability to put a roo bar on our vehicle threatened.  
The suggestion made during this debate tonight that those reductions could occur is an absolute disgrace.  It 
shows the hypocrisy of the Minister for Electoral Affairs, who has sat in his seat during this debate without 
saying a word against such a suggestion because it supports his political ambition.  I am sure that everybody on 
this side of the house knows that will not be the case and that those resources will not be reduced.  Nonetheless, 
for political expediency in this chamber tonight, the government has allowed that notion to be expressed.  The 
newspapers will write about it, and tomorrow the good people of Merredin will read about it.  They will say that 
the government is diminishing not only their electoral representation but also the electoral resources that enable 
their members to travel around and address their various electorate issues.  That is a disgrace.  No-one wants to 
see that happen.  The political expediency that has seen this Parliament countenance that and put it on the 
political agenda tonight is very disappointing to the good people of Merredin, who will read about it in the 
papers tomorrow.  It shows what this legislation is all about.  It is a disgrace and the minister should be ashamed 
that he has allowed that to occur.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Amendment 2 relates to the very clause that, for constitutional reasons, we should not be 
dealing with.  The Liberal Party - the state opposition - is very concerned about this clause.  This amendment 
will impose an additional financial burden upon the government because it provides for three additional country 
members to the allocation that was previously made under the original One Vote One Value Bill.  We all know 
that a country member costs more than a city member for a host of reasons, not the least of which is the 
electorate allowance allocated to a country member, which is significantly higher than that allocated to a city 
member.  A city member gets an electorate allowance of about $2 000, whereas the members for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, for instance, get approximately $19 000.  Clearly, anyone who can count to 10 can look at the 
two sides of this equation and understand that a country member costs the government more than a city member.  

It is the opposition’s very earnest view, therefore, that not only is amendment 2 out of order to the extent that we 
should not be dealing with it now but also that the entire bill should now be withdrawn and reintroduced.  If the 
government wishes to include amendment 2 in the legislation, the proper way forward is to reintroduce the bill, 
including amendment 2, into the Legislative Assembly and try to progress it through both this house and the 
upper house in due course.  If that amendment does not get through the Parliament by next week, when the upper 
house membership turns over, that is not our fault; it is the government’s fault.  The government should have 
anticipated this problem some weeks ago.  It did not deal with it for whatever reason and today we are faced with 
passing an amendment that we know to be unconstitutional because it subverts the will of clause 46(3) of the 
Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899.  It will impose an additional charge upon the government of the day; 
therefore, it should be dealt with in the first instance in the lower house.  It can then progress to the upper house.  
I call for the government to reintroduce the bill into the lower house and if it wants to include the six-by-six 
amendment, it should progress it in the correct fashion.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I support the comments of the member for Merredin, who spoke prior to the Leader of 
the Opposition.  His point tonight was valid; that is, that the house has countenanced a reduction in remuneration 
to country members even though the areas they must canvass will be much bigger as a result of this bill.  We do 
know that that will not happen; nonetheless, it has been countenanced tonight.  I spoke during the second reading 
debate on the bill about the degeneration of the processes in this Parliament.  Tonight, the member for Merredin 
hit the nail right on the head with his comments.  I will let people in my area know about this because they 
should know what happens in this Parliament.  The process that was endorsed tonight has demeaned this place 
and all of its members.  I fully support the member for Merredin’s comments.  They illustrate what this is all 
about; it is not about principle.  One thing I can say for sure is that the National Party has retained its principles 
throughout the debate on this bill.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The minister will recall that a commitment was made that the Mining and Pastoral Region 
would retain its five seats.  I seek clarification about which clauses are being removed.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  This amendment relates only to the structure of the Legislative Council.  The member for 
Dawesville’s question is about lower house positions, and it arises in a subsequent amendment.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is correct; I will refer to that later.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move   

That amendment 3 made by the Council be agreed to.  

This fairly simple amendment seeks to remove from the legislation an existing provision that has become 
redundant.  Under the current legislation a redistribution can be conducted in two ways.  The first is by the 
passage of time and provides that every eight years a redistribution is automatically conducted.  In addition, a 
provision in the form of section 16F gives the Governor, by proclamation, the power to direct a redistribution.  A 
proclamation shall be made under this section if both houses of Parliament pass a resolution to that effect.  Given 
that from now on the redistribution will occur after every election, it is thought that the power to direct a 
redistribution is no longer required and, accordingly, the government supports this amendment to delete this 
redundant power. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

That amendment 4 made by the Council be agreed to.  

This amendment is consequential on the amendment that the house has just passed.  It deletes the words “or 
directed”  in relation to a redistribution, which refer to the mechanism by which the Governor could direct that a 
redistribution occur.  If the Governor longer has the power to direct a redistribution to occur, these words are 
also redundant.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

That amendment 5 made by the Council be agreed to.  

This is a machinery amendment which was requested by the Electoral Commission and arose out of some of the 
debate that took place in this chamber.   Members will recall that the Electoral Commission had indicated in its 
report on the 2001 election and the redistribution that followed that election, that it found itself significantly 
constrained by the time limits in the legislation, and I undertook to give consideration to that issue when the bill 
went to the Legislative Council.   This amendment is a direct reflection of that undertaking.  It expands by up to 
30 days the time during which public consultation on a redistribution can occur, if I can put it succinctly in that 
way.  It was sought by the Electoral Commission and agreed to in the other place, and we should agree with it as 
well.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:   

That amendment 6 made by the Council be agreed to.  

This is a major amendment, and represents a significant change from the legislation previously passed in this 
house.   This comes to the point that the member for Dawesville was raising.  When the one vote, one value 
legislation came before this house four years ago, the agreement thrashed out between the Labor Party and the 
Greens, which failed to achieve an absolute majority in the Legislative Council, was for something based on the 
Queensland system of a large-area allowance.  That provision allowed for an area allowance to be added to the 
number of voters in electorates larger than 100 000 square kilometres.  That was contained in the legislation four 
years ago.   During the course of the election campaign just concluded the Premier went to Kalgoorlie and gave 
an undertaking to protect the five existing seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Originally, this bill 
contained a provision to simply guarantee that there would be five complete and contiguous districts within the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  When the matter came up for debate in the Legislative Council, the Greens 
indicated that they were prepared to achieve the same end result - that is, five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region - by use of a mathematical formula that would be of universal application throughout the state.  Under 
this formula, any electorate that met an objective criterion - that is, being larger than 100 000 square kilometres - 
would benefit from the large-area allowance.  A provision has been inserted that, in shorthand, in any electorate 
larger than 100 000 square kilometres 1.5 per cent of the number of square kilometres can be added as notional 
voters to the actual electoral enrolment to produce an enrolment within the electoral quota that has been set, with 
the additional allowance that it can be up to 20 per cent below the average electoral enrolment.  It is a 
significantly different way of tackling the same issue, with the same end result; that is, this will produce five 
seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  For that reason, it is supported by the government.  
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  This leads me to the question that I was about to ask before.  I apologise that I had just 
flicked forward two pages in advance of where we were.  I am really disappointed that the minister was unable to 
be tougher on the Greens than he was, and that he let them come through with this amendment.   The opposition 
supported the concept of keeping five districts in the Mining and Pastoral Region, although we wanted more 
fairness in the system than the government was proposing.  Still, the general concept was one that we supported.   
As the minister will recall, the opposition moved to split part of that clause so that we could support it.  
However, this amendment does not provide in the long term the promise made by the government - that there 
would always be five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  This amendment creates the opportunity for that 
not to be the case.  In fact, it almost guarantees that at some stage in the future that will not be the case.  I do not 
know whether the minister watched the television program this evening about the predictions for the future of 
Mandurah.  Mandurah has at present just over 58 000 people, and the prediction was for the population to reach 
180 000 in the very near future.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is the fastest-growing area in Australia.   

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is the fastest-growing area in Australia.  Not only that, the whole south west is an 
extremely fast-growing area.  In time the developments occurring at Jurien Bay will see massive developments 
along the coast to the north of Perth as well.  

Mr G. Snook:  If we can get a road.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes, if that road finally goes through.  The population of the state will be focused more and 
more in the south west region, and as the population in the Mining and Pastoral Region either stays static or 
reduces, proportionally the numbers will change.  Eventually the number of seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region will reduce to four, and then to three.  The promises the minister made of protecting those seats will 
eventually be phased out.  

The other concern I have about this amendment is the concept of dummy voters.  In some areas there are more 
dummy voters than there are real voters, particularly in one area, where there is something like an 80 per cent 
turnout of voters.  The Leader of the National Party has expressed concern before that many of those voters do 
not exist.  They are names that have been put on the roll, and they never vote.  There is no proof that they exist.  
In one area, there are 10 000 voters on paper, but a lot fewer than that in real terms, with all the dummy voters.  
This legislation allows for that concept and does not do anything to create a balance between electorates or to 
create some sort of equality between the numbers in those electorates.  In fact, it does all the things that the 
government is trying to oppose in bringing in the one vote, one value legislation.  There will be an electorate that 
has only 8 000 real voters.  We have put up arguments about one vote, one value before, but the government is 
now going totally contrary to this whole concept.  Although the opposition agrees that rural areas should be 
taken into account, it is a nonsense to reach a stage at which there are more dummy voters than real voters.  I 
would like the minister to talk about what he sees in the future with this legislation changed as it is, and if he 
thinks the promise he made to the people of the Mining and Pastoral Region will be broken in the longer term by 
his acceptance of this amendment.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The member for Dawesville has put the case most eloquently against amendment 6.  Before 
the last election I made a pretty big deal about the Labor Party’s intention to rip country members out of regional 
Western Australia.  In fact, I spent many thousands of dollars in election advertisements in the newspaper and on 
television and radio advising people of the exact nature of the proposal being put forward by the Labor Party on 
one vote, one value.  Colin Brand, who was my running mate, and the candidate for the seat of Murchison-Eyre, 
also made a very big deal in that electorate about the Labor Party’s proposal to pull members out of country 
Western Australia.  It is now a matter of history that the Liberal Party received a swing of nearly nine per cent in 
the seat of Kalgoorlie, after running a campaign largely based on one vote, one value.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How much did you spend on your campaign? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I cannot remember.  How much did the minister spend? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  About $25 000. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Is it somehow relevant? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are saying there is a huge swing and are attributing it to certain things.  We should look 
at how much you spent, which could also be a factor in the swing. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Even if the minister did, I can assure him that the majority of the money was spent on 
advertising and advising people about one vote, one value and the Labor Party’s plan to pluck representatives 
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from country areas and put them in the city.  The more I spent, the merrier the message.  The minister is shooting 
himself in the foot. 

The people of the goldfields have spoken.  About one week prior to the election the Labor Party started feeling 
nervous about the campaign I was running in my seat and the campaign that Colin Brand was running in 
Murchison-Eyre.  In one fell swoop it jettisoned its 100-year-old principle of one vote, one value by announcing 
to the people of the Mining and Pastoral Region that it would not apply in that area.  Despite the Labor Party 
banging its gums together for 100 years about the principle of one vote, one value, when it thought it could win 
back my seat - which it arrogantly thinks belongs to it - and protect four other seats, which happen to be Labor 
seats, it jettisoned its 100-year-old principle.  It worked fairly well.  I was hoping for a 10 per cent swing; sadly, 
I received only a nine per cent swing.  The people of Kalgoorlie will be disappointed to learn that the Labor 
Party has not kept its promise to quarantine the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The original promise was to draw a 
ring around the region and say that one vote, one value applies to the rest of the state, but will not apply within 
the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Under the Labor Party’s proposal, everyone in the goldfields thought that the 
seats would remain exactly the same.  Members can imagine their surprise when they learnt of the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs’ first go at this bill when he said that the Mining and Pastoral Region would be quarantined but 
there would not be an equal number of voters in the seats.  He was therefore leaving it open to manipulate the 
seats to ensure that boundaries could be drawn around what were considered to be the traditional Labor areas.  
That was the government’s first attempt at manipulating the people of the goldfields.  The second attempt is 
contained in amendment 6, which we are dealing with now.  As the member for Dawesville so rightly put it, the 
Mining and Pastoral Region might have five seats at the next election.  However, as the population flows from 
the region to the city or the south west, so too will the ability to meet the quotas - even with dummy voters - to 
constitute five seats.  Perhaps there will be five seats at the next election but, rest assured, the election after that 
will have four seats and the election after that will have three.  I do not want to hear the minister, the Premier or 
the Labor Party telling me or my constituents that they have quarantined five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region because they have not. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I will say a few words about opposing the amendment and supporting the 
original provision.  The Leader of the Opposition obviously holds the high moral ground on this matter.  I offer 
him the opportunity of staying in his seat of Kalgoorlie in four years.  I challenge him to continue arguing about 
one vote, one value and see whether his vote will grow in four years.  The Liberal Party gave up on this debate 
many weeks ago.  That was highlighted by the fact that the Leader of the Opposition was overseas, which was 
measured to be a very poor political decision by his own side of politics.  Secondly, since he has returned - 

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Far be it from me to prevent one of the great orators of this chamber from speaking, but I do 
not think he is referring to the amendment before the chamber. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Clearly, all members need to speak relevantly to the matter before the chamber.  By the 
clock, the member for Peel has been speaking for less than 60 seconds.  The point of order concerns a certain 
sensitivity; there is no point of order. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order because the member was referring to the seat of 
Kalgoorlie in response to matters raised by the Leader of the Opposition.  I am sure the member will address his 
remarks to the amendment. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The crux of the Liberal Party’s argument is that the Labor Party has unfairly and 
unconstitutionally done over country electorates.  The truth of the matter - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The truth is that they abandoned their own constituency weeks ago.  Hollywood 
George, the member for Kalgoorlie, has been playing catch-up ever since.  He cannot even carry the argument in 
his own party room!  He is trying to cover the Liberal Party’s diabolical lack of support for the country.  We saw 
tonight a most hateful and unmitigated attack on the Speaker.  It was driven by hatred.  I am not on my own in 
believing that the Leader of the Opposition was driven by hatred when he attacked the Speaker on this matter in 
order to cover his own diabolical actions. 

Point of Order 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I cannot hear the member.  I would like to hear what he is saying. 
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Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Debate Resumed 
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I am not on my own in looking at the role of the Liberal Party in this matter, 
particularly the inefficiencies of the Leader of the Liberal Party.  What happened in the upper house the other 
week?  Members opposite do not want to hear because they know what is coming.  Hon George Cash, the day 
after Hon Norman Moore raised the issue of this being a money matter and therefore requiring it to be handled a 
certain way - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Aha, we are getting close, are we not?   

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will take a moment to stop my knees from knocking!  The member for Peel is talking 
about amendment 2 because he referred to money matters.  His comments are not relevant to amendment 6.  
During consideration in detail, everyone in the chair has made members on this side of the house keep their 
comments relevant to the provision before the chamber.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I ask the member for Peel to keep his comments relevant and close to the argument 
at hand, which is whether the amendment be agreed to. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Do members know what “phobia” means? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  It might help if the member did not encourage interjections. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I will rely on the guidance of the Chair.  My comments are absolutely germane 
to the position held by the opposition on its stand on what it believes is its natural constituency, which is country 
Western Australia.  Members opposite cannot fool the bush on this matter by the stand that they take in 
Parliament tonight.  People will not be fooled.  Of course, the person the Leader of the Opposition could not fool 
was Hon George Cash.  I quote him from the upper house Hansard of last Thursday when he said about the 
actions of the Leader of the Opposition - 

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We have debated many bills in this house and been through the consideration in detail stage 
at length, and I have lost count of the times members on this side of the house have been told succinctly to keep 
their comments relevant to the provision at hand or sit down.  If you, Madam Deputy Speaker, allow this fellow 
to continue this line of debate, you will set a dangerous precedent for future occupiers of the chair.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  I am yet to hear what Hon George Cash referred to - it 
may well be relevant; if it is not, I will deal with it at that time.  I thought it related to the amendment before us.  
I ask the member for Peel to deal with the amendment. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Of course it is relevant.  It is relevant to the position attempted to be held by the 
Liberal Party in attacking not only this clause, but also every other clause in this legislation.  The Liberal Party 
has no standing; therefore, it has no relevance in the debate today.  The relevance of the position of members 
opposite has gone.  They took no part at the negotiating table.  All that this clause seeks to do - 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Peel’s comments need to be absolutely relevant to the amendment 
or I will sit him down. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  He does not know what the amendment is.  Have you read it?  

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I have read it.  This attempt by the Liberal Party to put this amendment before 
the house today is part of a process to cover-up the inadequacy of its role in this matter.  It seeks credibility that 
it does not deserve.  The proposed clause means nothing because the party from which it comes is empty on the 
argument - 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Are you talking about the Greens? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I refer to the amendment.  The Leader of the Opposition is an empty vessel. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Before the member for Roe starts his contribution, I remind members that we are 
not enjoying a football scrum here; this is Parliament.  I would like to hear the member with the call, as I am sure 
would Hansard.  That applies to members on my right and on my left. 

DR G.G. JACOBS:  I came to this place after the 26 February election to represent an electorate of 87 000 
square kilometres with 13 000 real voters.  It comprises 15 shires and 80 centres.  This amendment could be 
described as an Animal Farm clause of an Animal Farm bill; that is, it suggests that all people are equal, but 
some are more equal than others.  I suggest, Madam Deputy Speaker, that people in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region are more equal than people in the Agricultural Region, such as those in the seats of Moore and Roe.  
There is no large-area allowance for my electorate or my constituents, and my constituents are of particular 
relevance.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  If you don’t like it, resign. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Hang on.  As I have said in this Parliament before, I did not come to Parliament for a job.  I 
already had a job, and I can always go back to that job.  The bill will place the seats of Merredin and Roe in the 
same electorate covering over 100 000 or possibly 110 000 square kilometres.  Nevertheless, that electorate still 
will not get a large-area allowance.  My constituents have been disadvantaged; in fact, I go so far as to say that 
they have been discriminated against.  People opposite may say that I am only looking after my career or my 
electorate or that I am worried that I may be up against the member for Merredin at the next election.  I do not 
give a toss about that!  I care about the representation of my constituents.  To spread a representative so thinly 
throughout an electorate that he is ineffective for his constituents is a sad day for Western Australia, and 
particularly a sad day for my constituents who put me here.  As I have said, this is an Animal Farm bill that 
states that everybody is equal, but some people are more equal than others.  It is a discriminatory situation.   

I stick to the amendment 6, which reads - 

If a district has an area of 100 000 square kilometres or more, subsection (2) does not apply . . .  

The large-area allowance of 1.5 per cent is divided into the number of square kilometres, and a figure is pulled 
out of the air by which to place dummy people into an electorate as though they really exist.  It is bizarre!  I have 
seen a lot of things, but I did not think as a new member of Parliament that I would see such stuff.  The 
manipulation and bizarre formulas create a gerrymander that disadvantages my constituents.  It is a sad day for 
Western Australia, and particularly a sad day for the people of Roe. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I was fascinated to hear the member for Peel in his interesting dissertation criticise the 
opposition for our Legislative Council amendment 6; that is, he attributed it to this side of the house.  I have 
risen firstly to inform him clearly that it is not our proposed amendment. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Go easy on him.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will go easy on him.  I have now understood quite clearly what was the inspiration for the 
term “dummy voter”.  Amendments 6 and 2 are clearly the manifestations of the grubby, dirty little deal done by 
the minister conniving with the Greens (WA).  The member for Peel may be familiar with the Greens, as they are 
not as friendly with Kevin as is the member. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I think I have commented in this house before about the seagulls that seem to follow me 
from Geographe Bay - they have followed me again.  Members opposite have enshrined the survival of the 
Greens, and members opposite need to hang their heads in shame. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  You’re on very shaky ground. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I shake not when threatened by the member’s cranial capacity. 

It is the absolute manifestation of the grubby deal that we on this side have stood almost to a person to indicate 
would take place. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  It might be helpful if the member addressed the amendment. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The reason that we stood almost to a person was that a number of us were denied the 
opportunity to speak; that is, the government chose to gag the debate.   

In addressing amendment 6, I highlight another point.  The first time I spoke on this legislation during the second 
reading debate the member for Swan Hills asked me whether I knew what “gerrymander” meant.  This bill, in all 
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its manifestations, is nothing short of a concocted gerrymander.  I examined the meaning of the word and found, 
interestingly enough, that gerrymander was coined following the actions of a governor of Massachusetts - for the 
benefit of the member for Peel, Massachusetts is a state in the United States of America and the President of 
America is George Bush.  The governor - 

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Peel! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The member is like a bad echo in a public toilet after a bean eating competition. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Peel does not want me to call him to order.  It would be most 
helpful if the member for Vasse addressed the Chair.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am trying to, Madam Deputy Speaker.  The word “gerrymander” was named after 
Governor Gerry.  It is a fact that that governor changed the electoral boundaries of Massachusetts and that one of 
those electoral boundaries resembled a salamander; hence gerrymander.  It is important for members opposite to 
understand that we on this side of the house know what is the meaning of the word “gerrymander”.  Perhaps if it 
is to be applied in this state, it will be called a “jimmymander”.  We shall wait and see.  The rest of the world has 
a gerrymander and Western Australia will probably have a “jimmymander”.   

Before I sit down, during my last 42 seconds of interrupted debate, let me say that there is a fundamental issue 
that the member for Swanbourne might like to take on board; that is, these proposed changes were never, ever 
explained to the people of Western Australia.  They had no idea. 

Several members interrupted. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  Do not test my patience any further. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  They clearly had no idea what they were voting for.  This, of course, is encapsulated in 
amendment 6.  That is why members on this side are so opposed to it.  The member for Peel must understand 
that this amendment is not a Liberal Party amendment. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Amendment 6 refers to the 100 000 square kilometre large-district allowance.  For the 
benefit of members opposite, I would like them to understand some of the ramifications of this legislation.  The 
large-district allowance has some relevance in the state’s north west, in which there are vast areas of pastoral 
land and mining leases that are relatively sparsely populated.  However, the large-district allowance falls down 
in the four current seats of Greenough, Moore, Merredin and Roe.  The legislation will expand these seats to 
about 100 000 square kilometres.  I have no concern with that.  However, the problem is that the demographics 
contained within those 100 000 square kilometres will be very different from the demographics contained in the 
electorates of 100 000 square kilometres in the north west.  For example, currently the electorate of Merredin is 
73 000 square kilometres and it has 21 local government areas, more than 100 small localities, about 35 towns, 
40 schools, 17 hospitals, 40 Apex clubs and 40 football clubs.  This is where the difficulties arise.  For the 
benefit of some members opposite, this is why we have been presenting arguments about the difficulties 
members will have in representing and servicing the new electorates. 

After 2009, when the effects of this legislation will be felt, the seats of Greenough and Moore will probably be 
amalgamated, as will the seats of Roe and Merredin.  Those seats will contain many shires and small 
communities.  It will become extremely difficult for the members representing those seats to attend the various 
functions and activities of sporting clubs and different community interest groups.  The current size of the 
Merredin electorate - 73 000 square kilometres - rolls off the tongue quite easily.  The distance from Corrigin in 
the south of my electorate to Perenjori in the north is 500 kilometres.  It takes between five-and-a-half and six 
hours to travel by car from one end of the electorate to the other.  My office is located three hours from the 
metropolitan area, and that is where I must drive to after Parliament rises.  The sheer magnitude of travelling 
there is quite difficult. 

As I said, I believe that the situation in the south west is very different from the situation in electorates in the 
north west, which have dedicated air services to the main centres.  Large populations live in Broome, Newman, 
Tom Price and those types of towns.  There are no dedicated air services to any of the four seats to which I 
referred earlier, although members receive a charter allowance.  Some members have said tonight that resources 
provided to country members could be reduced and that the charter allowance could be reduced.  Straightaway 
we are saying that the ability to get to those areas could be downgraded. 
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I want members to understand that this 100 000 square kilometre policy provides some collateral damage for 
four seats.  It is more than likely that the member for Roe and I will compete for one of those electorates and the 
members for Greenough and Moore will compete for another.  At the end of the day, members will come and go, 
but the challenge for members who represent seats of more than 100 000 square kilometres in the Agricultural 
Region that contain a large number of communities and community groups will be very different from the 
challenge facing members who represent electorates of 100 000 square kilometres in the north west.  That part of 
this legislation falls down very badly. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I take this opportunity to elaborate further on a point I made earlier; that is, that this 
amendment, which provides for dummy voters in an electorate greater than 100 000 square kilometres, will 
eventually see the Mining and Pastoral Region reduced from five seats to four and then possibly to three.  I will 
quickly explain that point.  It is important for people who read this debate, as they no doubt will, to understand 
very clearly what the Labor Party is proposing.  It is saying that if a seat happens to be bigger than 100 000 
square kilometres, the electorate will receive a certain number of dummy voters per kilometre.  The ALP is 
saying that electorates of that size will contain a certain number of non-real voters.  Those non-real voters will be 
added to the number of real, living people.  Hopefully the electorate will then contain about 21 000 voters, which 
I understand will be roughly the quota that will be applied across the state.  The Labor Party can say that as a 
result of its legislation every electorate in the state will now contain 21 000 people or thereabouts and that the 
state will have a system of one vote, one value with an equal number of voters across the state.  Of course, in the 
next breath the ALP must admit that thousands of people in the Mining and Pastoral Region are not voters.  They 
are not real; they are ghosts and do not exist.   

One thing that will not change is the number of dummy voters, because they are contingent upon the size of the 
electorate.  If we are to assume that the electoral boundaries of the Mining and Pastoral Region will not change, 
so too will we have to assume that the number of dummy voters will not change.  The only thing that will change 
is the number of real voters.  We have seen over time a washing out of people from the Mining and Pastoral 
Region to the city and perhaps to the south west.  Given that the number of dummy voters must remain static 
because the boundaries will not change and given that we know the number of real voters will diminish, it must 
be the case that perhaps not in this election but certainly in the following election the Mining and Pastoral 
Region will be reduced from five seats to four and then possibly in the election after that it will be reduced from 
four seats to three.   

I want people to very clearly understand that the promise that the Labor Party made prior to the last election that 
it would quarantine the Mining and Pastoral Region has been broken.  The government has used a tricky 
mathematical formula to get the ALP elected at the next election.  By using dummy voters, these non-real people 
will be added to the number of real voters so that the numbers will just stack up to allow five seats to remain in 
the Mining and Pastoral Region at the next election.  They certainly will not stack up at the election after that or 
the following election.  It is important for all members and indeed interested persons who read the debates in 
Hansard to understand that the way the Labor Party has got this legislation through is more about trickery than 
principle.  When constitutional experts and people from other jurisdictions look at this, they will think it is silly.  
I do not know how I will be able to explain to visiting dignitaries from other countries and other governments 
how our electoral system works.  I will have to tell them that in Western Australia we do not have real people 
who can exercise a vote; we have dummy voters, or ghosts!  Perhaps this is how the member for Peel got a start!  
Perhaps this is all about guaranteeing the seat of the member for Peel, because he is about the only person who 
those dummy voters would actually vote for!  On a more serious note, it is important that people understand that 
this is a silly system.  I think the member for Roe appropriately called it a bizarre system.  I will have a lot of 
difficulty explaining to people from other countries how it works.  They will scratch their heads.  They will think 
the electoral system that exists in this state of Western Australia is most extraordinary.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I want to support some of the comments made by the member for Merredin about the 
difficulty that this bill will create in his electorate, and in the electorate of the member for Roe and other 
electorates of that nature.  Of course the Labor Party does not care about that.  All the Labor Party cares about is 
getting the extra seats in the city, because it believes it will win a large proportion of those seats.  The Labor 
Party will have very few representatives in any country Western Australian seat that has a reasonable population.  
The geography of the Mining and Pastoral Region is very different from that of many other regions, because the 
majority of the people are concentrated within the mining towns.  Therefore, even though those electorates are 
extremely large, the servicing of those electorates is not very difficult, because the number of people is relatively 
small and they are concentrated in a small area.  I mentioned earlier that some of those seats will have only 8 000 
voters.  As we know, the majority of the people in the Mining and Pastoral Region are Labor voters.  Obviously 
as the number of seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region is reduced the Labor Party will lose some people from 
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those areas.  However, it is feasible also that, in the future, there will be no Labor Party members in the rest of 
Western Australia outside the metropolitan area.  It may well be that because of the expanded boundaries, seats 
such as Albany, Geraldton and Collie will comprise significantly expanded rural areas and will fall to the 
coalition parties, in which case the Labor Party will be left with members in only the Mining and Pastoral 
Region and the metropolitan area.  That will mean that the Labor Party members will never need to deal with the 
issue that was raised by the members for Merredin and Roe; namely, that it takes five hours to drive across the 
electorate.  How can one member possibly look after a seat that has such a diverse population in so many small, 
scattered spots?  It will be absolutely impossible to service such a seat.  However, the Labor Party does not care 
about that, because it will not have any members in those areas.   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is interesting, member for Albany, that now that we are in the death throes of this debate, 
the Leader of the House has let his backbench members off the leash.  The backbench members have been 
treated as backbench members are usually treated - as mushrooms.  They have been deprived of any say and any 
investment in this debate.  It is only now, when it does not really matter, because we know that at some stage 
tonight this bill will be passed, that the Leader of the House has let them off the leash.  The Leader of the House 
has let the member for Peel off the leash for the first time since I have been back in this Parliament, because he 
knows that it does not matter any more; the debate is finished.  Finally, the backbench members can have a say.  
The fact that backbench members have been kept out of this debate -  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order!   
Several members interjected. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I can see Hansard glancing in your direction, Mr Speaker.  I think a little protection is 
needed to get down the words that are being spoken in this house.   
Finally, the backbench members have been let off the leash.  Finally, they have been able to get involved in the 
debate.  We can see from the comments of the member for Peel earlier that the backbench members know 
absolutely nothing about this legislation.  The member for Peel did not even know what we were debating.  He 
did not know that it was an amendment that had come from the other place.  He thought it was our amendment, 
and he talked about how stupid we were to move such an amendment.  The amendment has come from the mob 
that the Labor Party has just done a deal with!  They are the ones who put this in the bill, and the minister has 
agreed to it and brought it into this house.  When we pointed that out to the member for Peel, he said it was our 
amendment.  We know it was not our amendment.  The minister had to go and whisper in the member’s ear to 
get him back on track so that he would know what he was talking about.  Members opposite have been out of the 
chamber for the majority of this debate.  They were told to sit quietly and say nothing so that this legislation 
could be rammed through this house.  That has happened over and over again as this government has rammed 
this disgraceful legislation through this Parliament.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  One of the problems that we have is that it becomes extremely difficult to reach 
consensus across the chamber when the major opposition party does not want to come to the table.  The 
problems that have been raised tonight by the opposition are problems that members opposite have been raising 
consistently for the past 100 years.  Members opposite will argue for anything that will give them a favourable 
position so that they can get a majority in this Parliament.  For the past 100 years they have argued distance, they 
have argued how difficult it is and they have argued why they should continue to keep the gerrymander as it is.  
We have heard tonight how difficult it is to get from one end of the electorate to another.  We have never heard 
how difficult it is in my electorate to represent 39 000 voters.  

Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Mr Speaker, the member for Nedlands has just impugned the reputation of the member for 
Peel.  The member for Nedlands said what would the member for Peel know; he only goes from this chamber to 
the members’ bar.  I think that contravenes standing order 92.  

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I did not hear it, but if those were the words that were spoken, the member for 
Nedlands will withdraw those comments. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I withdraw those comments, even though they are true.   

Debate Resumed 
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Mr J.H.D. Day:  How many electors do you have? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Presently, with the readjustment, it takes me down to about 24 000.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  All I said is that the arguments that have been put today by the Liberal and 
National Parties are no different from the arguments that they have been putting for the past 100 years.  It is all 
about the reasons that they should keep the gerrymander.  The Leader of the Opposition said that he will find it 
difficult to explain to people who visit this state the voting processes that we have. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I know the member for Peel engenders some urge to speak, but the member for 
Nedlands and the member for Darling Range are the only people I can hear.  It is unacceptable.  The member for 
Peel. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Let me cut straight to the chase. 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Did the member for Peel say he had 39 000 voters?  Here are the statistics.  

The SPEAKER:  It is not a point of order, the member for Nedlands knows it is not a point of order and I call 
her to order for raising it.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  So that my remarks are idiot proof: I was referring to the debate about distance 
compared with the number of constituents we must look after.  Until the redistribution of boundaries that took 
effect for this election, my seat contained the second largest number of constituents in the state, with 
approximately 39 000.  I have been looking after those constituents for eight years.  The member for Wanneroo’s 
seat had the largest number of voters, with close to 50 000.  The 26 000 constituents now on the books have 
resulted from the adjustment made prior to this election by the Electoral Distribution Commissioners, as occurs 
every eight years.  The point I am making is that members of Parliament are elected to look after people.  That is 
what we should be debating.  The issue of distance seems to suddenly be a reason for not arguing about looking 
after people.  Members opposite should try looking after 50 000 voters in Wanneroo or 38 000 voters in 
Rockingham and Kwinana and see how big a workload that is.  They should see how difficult it is when they 
have to look after people rather than tarmac, farm gates and a few sheep and cattle.   

The truth of the matter is that the Minister for Electoral Affairs had the guts to negotiate an outcome.  He has 
said on many occasions in the past week that it is not an outcome that the Labor Party wanted.  The Labor Party 
would have preferred to have negotiated with the Leader of the Opposition - the leader of the major opposition 
party.  It is the opposition’s reluctance to come to the negotiating table that has caused these amendments, which 
it sees as a major impediment, to be in front of its members today.  We see it as an achievement, albeit not of our 
making, but one that we had to negotiate with the Greens rather than the Liberal Party.  The Leader of the 
Opposition knows that at all levels in his party there was opposition to the stand he took on sorting out this issue 
of boundaries.  

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I understand that the member for Peel has some enlightening matters to put to the chamber 
and I want to hear him continue his comments.  

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The issue of boundaries could have been sorted out in an amicable fashion by 
the opposition sitting down and negotiating.  The negotiations were unable to occur at that level. 

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The opposition has heard a number of members stray from the content of amendment 6.  
Although at various times you give members some latitude, Mr Speaker, I do not think that, in all the 
contributions the member for Peel has made to the debate tonight, he has addressed amendment 6 once.  I urge 
you, Mr Speaker, to tell him to do that or sit down.   

The SPEAKER:  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for raising that.  I have not looked at amendment 6 since I 
have been here.  It is probably time that the member for Peel directed his comments to amendment 6 in the next 
minute or so.  

Debate Resumed 
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Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Before doing so I will point out clearly to the Leader of the Opposition what his 
problem is.  In the upper house last Thursday Hon George Cash said the following about the member for 
Kalgoorlie’s leadership and the Liberal Party -  

I am interested in the history.  It seems to me that the Liberal Party has a phobia when it comes to 
electoral change in Western Australia.  In particular, it has a phobia about one vote, one value.  

Point of Order 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I rise on the same point of order made a moment ago.  This has absolutely no 
relevance whatsoever to the matter being considered by the house at the moment.  

Mr M.J. Birney interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition should know that he has been called to order three 
times; he does not want to be called to order another time, unless he wishes to leave the chamber.  It is up to him: 
if he wishes to speak when I am on my feet, he will be asked to leave the chamber.  I told the member for Peel 
that he should direct his comments to the amendment within the next minute.  I think he has about 25 seconds to 
go.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Hon George Cash went on to say - 

In my dictionary “phobia” is defined as any fear or dread that controls a person’s mind.  It can and often 
does present an added sense of hatred. 

Point of Order 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Amendment 6 deals with the issue of 100 000 square kilometre electorates.  This fellow is 
talking about phobias and a heap of nonsense.  As I said earlier, I have lost count of the number of times 
members on this side of the house have been called to order or asked to sit down for not addressing the actual 
clause during consideration in detail.   

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Peel’s contribution during this four minutes and one second has now 
finished.  

Debate Resumed 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I refer to the question we asked of the minister before.  He has had no opportunity to respond 
because of the level of debate.  However, I would like him to respond to the question asked earlier about what 
will happen in the Mining and Pastoral Region in light of the changes we are making today.  Does he believe 
that, over subsequent elections, the number of seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region will be reduced?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think at one stage the member for Dawesville said he wished that I had been tougher on 
the Greens in the negotiations.  As the member for Peel so eloquently put it, we would not have had to deal with 
the Greens if Liberal members had been at the negotiating table.  It is a bit rich for members opposite to say that 
they wish we had been tougher when they were not even prepared to talk to us, although some members opposite 
did, and I appreciated that, albeit the Liberal Party State Council resolved that they should not have been talking 
to me.  Members opposite cannot complain about the outcome if they were not sitting at the table.  

The second and more substantial issue the member for Dawesville and the Leader of the Opposition raised is 
whether this amendment constitutes a guarantee of five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  At the last state 
election 68 222 electors were enrolled in the Mining and Pastoral Region, which, as all members here know, 
represents 87 per cent of the landmass of Western Australia.  That number would need to reduce by 
approximately 20 per cent, or to just over 50 000 constituents, before a seat would be lost out of the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  I cannot see that occurring for a very long time.  Even if the population in this area continues to 
decline, I cannot see it dropping by 20 per cent for a very long time.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Does that take into account increases in the rest of Western Australia?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No it does not, so I guess by the time we offset one against the other there would need to 
be a fairly massive decline in the number of people living and enrolled in the Mining and Pastoral Region before 
any consideration of a lost seat would come into play.  It is theoretically possible that that will happen a long 
time into the future.  It might well be that, many years hence, a future Parliament revisits the Western Australian 
electoral system.  I do not think that a seat could conceivably be lost from that region following the election after 
next, as has been suggested.  The population in the Kimberley is increasing; the population in the Pilbara has 
been fairly static for quite a long period; and the populations in the Murchison, Gascoyne and the goldfields have 
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not dramatically declined.  In my view, the future projections of population movement are such that it will be a 
very long time before the population in the Mining and Pastoral Region falls low enough to look at the 
possibility of the region losing a seat.  That should be contrasted with the current electoral system, in which a 
seat was lost from the Mining and Pastoral Region before the last election and in which, absent this sort of 
provision, there will be a constant leaching of seats from the Mining and Pastoral Region to the more rapidly 
growing south west of the state.  The Mining and Pastoral Region contained six seats at the 2001 election.  That 
was reduced to five at the last election, and at the next election it would most probably have been reduced to four 
but for the intervention of the government and this particular legislative provision.  I think it is true to say that 
this provision is not perfect; it is a departure from the principle of one vote, one value.  It had its origins with the 
Greens but it is very similar to a provision in Queensland, a state geographically similar to ours.  Wayne Goss 
introduced one vote, one value to Queensland in the post-Bjelke-Petersen era, and an almost identical provision -  

Dr K.D. Hames:  There is no seat in Queensland in which the number of dummy voters is greater than the 
number of real voters.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Nor is there here at the moment, because there has not been a redistribution.  A notional 
proposition has been put up for consideration.  There are five seats in the remote north west area of Queensland, 
which is comparable to our Mining and Pastoral Region, to which a very similar mathematical formula is 
applied.  That is where this provision was derived from.   

For my part, I am a purist, and I would have preferred something different.  However, that is not what was 
negotiated or promised during the course of the election.  Therefore, I am happy to support this amendment.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am not sure whether the Minister for Electoral Affairs has seen the preliminary 
analysis of the election results that Antony Green of the ABC prepared for the Parliamentary Library.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It shows that in each of the electorates of Kimberley and Murchison-Eyre, between 
3 000 and 5 000 people on the roll did not vote. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  There are very low return rates.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is more than that.  It is an ongoing problem.  It did not occur only at the last 
election.  There is a significant possibility that those people do not exist.  The Electoral Commission has the 
responsibility of conducting mobile polling, and it should go out of its way to do so.  However, one of two things 
is not happening: either the Electoral Commission is not doing its job and taking the mobile polling booths to 
those people and getting them to vote, or they do not exist.  It cannot be anything else.  There are no other 
options.  I am convinced those people do not exist.  The minister might remember that the member for Pilbara 
always argued that they did not exist.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The member for Kimberley might have a different view of that.   

Mrs C.A. Martin:  The member for Kimberley lives in her electorate and she knows - 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Why are the mobile polling booths not picking up those people? 
Mrs C.A. Martin:  We are not the Electoral Commission and we do not have control of it.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The government does.  The minister has responsibility for giving the Western 
Australian Electoral Commission the resources to fulfil its responsibility of ensuring that Western Australians 
vote.  Of all the people in this chamber, the member for Kimberley would be the first to agree that one of the 
great things to have occurred was Aboriginal people being given the right to vote in 1966.  That right is an 
important part of this process.  Therefore, it is the minister’s responsibility to make sure that the Electoral 
Commission has the resources to get these people to vote or to find out whether they exist. 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  They do exist.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member should show me the fines that 5 000 people in her electorate received 
for not voting.  She should demonstrate to me that that has occurred. 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  Come to my electorate.  Try keeping up with me. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am keeping up.  The member will not be able to demonstrate to me that 5 000 
people in the seat of Kimberley were fined for not voting.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Some people are in jail because of it.  I was up there, and people were going to jail for not 
paying their fines.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Is the Minister for Justice saying that there are 5 000 people in jail in the 
Kimberley?  

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  There are not 5 000 -   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Oh, there are not 5 000 people in jail in the Kimberley!  I thought the minister said 
there were.   

Several members interjected.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is the nonsense of the argument.  These people either did not vote or should not 
have been on the roll.  It cannot be both ways.  If they did not vote, they should be fined.  There should be a 
record - 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  They have been fined.  They are in jail.  Go up there and check it out.  It is not that far.  It is 
only a three-hour flight or a 16-hour drive.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I love going to the member’s electorate.  I am regularly there, as she knows.  I am in 
the Kimberley more often than she is in Northam. 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  I would not go to Northam because it is too cold and that river stinks.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is amazing.  It reminds me of the former member for Marangaroo and his sheep 
and his baa, baa argument.  That is basically where the member for Kimberley’s argument is going.  I am 
amazed that the member for Kimberley says that 5 000 of her constituents are in jail.  It is an amazing statement. 

Mrs C.A. Martin:  That is what you said.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No; the member just said that they were in jail.  The minister and the member for 
Kimberley will not be able to demonstrate to me that the full complement of people who live in the Kimberley 
and who did not vote is in jail or has been fined for not voting.  The estimated figure is 5 000 people - it is not 
likely.  In fact, I suggest that the real figure is not 1 000, let alone 5 000.  I do not think the people who live in 
the member’s constituency are all crooks, although the member obviously thinks that.  I do not think they are 
crooks at all; I think they do not exist.  This lack of turnout is a significant problem throughout the five seats in 
the north west.  According to the statistics, only in the five seats in the north west did more than 10 per cent of 
people not turn up to vote. 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I have had the opportunity in my 20-odd years in this Parliament to listen to some 
extraordinary hypocrisy from the parties opposite; that is, the Liberal Party and the National Party and its 
predecessors.  The contribution of the Leader of the National Party to the debate on this amendment has finally 
prompted me to get to my feet.  I was elected to the Parliament in response to the complete distortion of the 
northern seats by the Liberal and Country Parties.  Their manipulation of the electoral laws caused one of their 
members to resign in revulsion.  That caused a by-election that led to my standing for, and being elected to, the 
Parliament on the platform of introducing a fair, democratic system to represent the interests of all Western 
Australians, including those people of the north west.   

The particular argument of the Leader of the National Party was whether the vast numbers of people who are on 
the electoral roll for the seats of Kimberley and Pilbara and who regrettably do not turn up in the voting statistics 
exist.  Not only do those people exist, but also they exist in larger numbers than is reflected in the electoral 
statistics.  Members opposite are the junior partners of their federal colleagues, who have a completely unhealthy 
and prurient interest in taking and keeping people off the electoral rolls.  They constantly cleanse the electoral 
roll of people who do exist.  The senators and their party members were up to their old tricks in the lead-up to 
the last state election.  They sent letters to voters all over the state, particularly the Kimberley and Pilbara 
districts within the Mining and Pastoral Region.  When the mail was returned undelivered, as is so often the case 
because our part of the world does not have street mail delivery, the senators and their members engaged in their 
unhealthy interest of removing those voters from the roll.  They go off to the Australian Electoral Commission 
and lodge their objections, and regrettably the Australian Electoral Commission goes through the same process, 
writes the same letter, gets the return mail and then suddenly these people find themselves being removed from 
the electoral roll.  People like Kevin Leahy in Carnarvon, for instance, were listed for removal from the electoral 
roll.  They are deemed not to exist because, regrettably, the mail did not get through.  He happens to be well 
known to many of us, as members would have thought.  People from one end of the electorate to the other are 
being cleansed from the electoral roll.  Regrettably, the participation rates of those who have been able to stay on 
the electoral roll are low.  
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  How low? 
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Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Very low.  The rate is 70 per cent in Kimberley, and 68 per cent in Central Kimberley-
Pilbara.  It is a shockingly low participation rate, not because these people do not exist, but because there are 
huge geographic and educational issues that need to be tackled in that part of the world.  We have huge 
challenges that are, regrettably, made all that much worse by parties like the Western Australian Liberal Party 
and its senior colleagues at the national level showing a completely distasteful interest in stopping such people 
participating in the voting processes of this country.  Worse, they are up to their old tricks.  Is not Senator 
Minchin the one who is trying to change the national legislation to introduce once again strategies to make it 
more difficult for people to get onto the electoral roll; to introduce the principle that a person must access a 
justice of the peace to be allowed to get onto the electoral roll?  They have been down this path before; it did not 
work last time, and as a result Ernie Bridge was elected in the Kimberley despite the best tricks of the Liberal 
Party to prevent it   Nor did it prevent the arrival and then the return of his successor, Carol Martin, the present 
member for Kimberley.  The Liberal Party has failed in its best efforts to prevent these people from voting.  
They do exist, and they will vote again.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I have been perusing amendment 6 to ascertain what factors in it would cause so many 
members of the government back bench to rise in its support.  When I weigh it up against the totality of the bill, I 
find that there is no logical reason.  However, it has been interesting to hear from the members for Peel, 
Kimberley and Central Kimberley-Pilbara.  I am glad the five-minute rule is in place!  It is unfortunate that the 
member for Peel has departed the chamber because I wish to raise three points in response to comments he made 
in his support of the government’s position.  Firstly, he claimed that the Liberal Party was so desperate to oppose 
this legislation because it is keen on protecting the gerrymander that has given it a greater propensity to take 
power over the past 100 years.  In fact, examination of results of elections since the two-party system was 
formalised in this state shows that there is only one occasion in history on which the party that has not achieved 
more than 50 per cent of the vote has not won government.  Who was the loser on that occasion?  The Liberal 
Party!  The previous system has consistently delivered to this state a government that has more than 50 per cent 
of the vote.  The member for Peel’s comments are quite clearly ludicrous and have no basis in fact.  The second 
point the member raised, and one that the Minister for Electoral Affairs referred to, is the reason why the Liberal 
Party did not sit around the table with the minister and negotiate a better outcome.  Since I have been the shadow 
minister for small business and industrial relations, I have been contacted by a large number of people who have 
had dealings with the minister in his previous capacity as an employee of the Miscellaneous Workers’ Union.  
The information they have given to us is that occasionally the integrity of that negotiation process may have 
been called into question.  
Mr F.M. Logan:  Can you give us some examples? 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I can provide plenty of examples.  The point is that there is no reason for us to negotiate 
at all, and certainly no compulsion for us to negotiate, given that track record.  The minister knows that, and we 
know it, and we did not do it.   
Several members interjected. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It is the old raw nerve of the member for Swanbourne.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  For a member of Parliament you would make a good bus driver.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I did make a good bus driver! 
The final illustration of the ignorance of the member for Peel is his assertion that members of Parliament in rural 
and regional Western Australia - I probably will not get the terms exactly right, because I was flabbergasted to 
hear him have the temerity to make this statement - should be concerned only with tarmac, farm gates, sheep and 
cows.  It is absolutely disgraceful for a person to label rural and regional Western Australia in such a way.  We 
represent parts of Western Australia that generate more of the net wealth of this state than the metropolitan area.  
We represent areas of Western Australia in which communities are in decline, and - my final point - we represent 
areas of Western Australia with incredible social problems.  A person such as the member for Peel making a 
statement like that is reflective of the ignorance pervading the government benches.  
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

That amendment 7 made by the Council be agreed to.  
This amendment simply seeks to define the North Metropolitan Region in a fairly self-evident way as being a 
region to the north of the Swan River.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
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Leave granted to move amendments 8 to 16 together.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move - 

That amendments 8 to 16 made by the Council be agreed to. 

The remaining amendments are consequential on matters already discussed, with one exception, which I will 
address shortly.  Most of the amendments relate to the change in the title of the bill from the One Vote One 
Value Bill to the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  The one I will briefly mention is amendment 16, which 
is to the manner and form clause, or what is often referred to as the entrenchment clause.  Members will recall 
that the legislation, as passed by this house, sought to require an absolute majority only if any future amendment 
moved further away from the notion of equality than was prescribed in the bill.  The amendment made in the 
upper house was for a far more traditional manner and form or entrenchment clause; that is, that an absolute 
majority is required to amend the overwhelming bulk of the provisions being inserted in the bill.  The 
amendment was made with the consent of everyone concerned.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
 


