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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Committee 

Resumed from 3 May.  The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the Chair; Hon Sue Ellery 
(Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 4:  Part IIA inserted - 
Progress was reported after Hon Murray Criddle had moved the following altered amendment to proposed 
section 16H, as amended - 

Page 9, after line 7 - To insert - 

(3) However - 
(a) the Commissioners shall ensure that the region known as the Agricultural 

Region consists of  7 complete and contiguous districts; 
(b) in making the division required by subsection (1) the Commissioners shall 

disregard - 
(i) the electors in that region; and 
(ii) those 7 districts; 

(c) the Commissioners are to divide by 7 the number of electors in that part of 
the State that is proposed to constitute the Agricultural Region and apply the 
principle set out in subsection (2) in determining the boundaries of 
those 7 districts. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  When we adjourned last night I was about to indicate my support for the 
amendment moved by Hon Murray Criddle.  His proposition is to retain the Agricultural Region as it now is with 
seven Assembly seats.  The following amendment, also foreshadowed by Hon Murray Criddle, will look after 
the South West Region by retaining its 11 complete and contiguous districts.  The Agricultural Region now 
contains seven Legislative Assembly seats and this bill will provide for four.  I do not know how the Leader of 
the House can put his hand up for this: this is his electorate!  The area extends from the Murchison River at 
Kalbarri down to the south west and across to the south east of the state.  It is a very large and important part of 
Western Australia, containing a large number of towns, communities, local authorities and different industries, 
as Hon Bruce Donaldson explained yesterday.  It is a very important region and it is a very large region, yet the 
government wants to reduce the number of seats in that region by three, from seven to four.  That is not 
acceptable.  The government will perhaps argue later that the region will get an extra seat in the upper house, but 
that is compensated for by taking a seat away from the South West Region in the upper house.  When one sees 
the figures that are being trotted out as this debate continues and what the electoral scene in Western Australia 
will look like as a result of this legislation, some strange things are emerging.  It has already been decided that 
the Mining and Pastoral Region will have five Legislative Assembly seats, or about 68 000 voters, and if this 
amendment moved by Hon Murray Criddle is not successful the Agricultural Region will have 80 000 or 90 000 
voters in four seats, which does not make sense.  At least the government had the fortitude to change the title of 
the bill so that it is no longer called the One Vote One Value Bill, but to tell us that the Agricultural Region will 
have, say, 90 000 voters, with fewer seats than the Mining and Pastoral Region with 68 000 voters, is the 
absolute total opposite to the notion of one vote, one value.  What really worries me about this whole process is 
that the government has arrived at this fundamental principle and, to get its way, it is prepared to do whatever it 
takes by way of deals with the Greens (WA) to obtain some fundamental advantage for itself.  As we said during 
the second reading debate, it is all about political advantage for the Labor Party.  The Greens, as we will argue 
later in respect of the Legislative Council, want change for their own political advantage.  Unfortunately, I am 
not in a position to do anything about the legislation to my own political advantage, which would be really nice, 
because it all comes down to numbers, but it is quite appalling to see the government crawling along behind the 
Greens.  Who is governing Western Australia - the Greens or the Labor Party?  It must gall members of the 
Labor Party having to do these deals all the time, but they have no shame; they will come in here and do it.  

The government has not yet responded to Hon Murray Criddle’s proposition, but I assume that it will vote 
against it.  That is now confirmed by the parliamentary secretary.  Therefore, what I am saying is appropriate.  
The government will reduce the number of seats in that region from seven to four, and it reckons that is fair.  Do 
government members reckon that is fair, proper and reasonable for country Western Australia?  If the 
government were to ask the members who represent the seven districts that now make up the Agricultural 
Region whether their seats are too big or too small, I suspect not too many would say they were too small.  
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However, after this, they will be huge.  Even the seat of Geraldton will stretch out into the hinterland and be 
quite a big electorate.  I have looked at some of the proposed boundaries that have been drawn on the notional 
maps by the Electoral Commissioner.  Seats such as Roe extend from the other side of Esperance to north of 
Merredin.  That is just crazy stuff, and the Leader of the House knows it, yet his head is buried firmly in the sand 
on the basis of some fundamental principle he believes he stands for but which he has already amended about 
four times in the past three weeks.  I do not know why the leader is doing this.  What is more important to him: 
the welfare of his constituents or the welfare of the Labor Party?  He need not answer that, because it is obvious.  
He is the only member of the Labor Party representing the Agricultural Region, and he is going to take away 
nearly half of that region’s Assembly seats for blatant political advantage for the Labor Party.  He has no 
consideration whatsoever for the interests of his constituents. Hon Dee Margetts is going to do the same thing, 
but at least her constituents are getting rid of her.  There had to be enough Labor voters in the Agricultural 
Region to return one Labor member, which is what happened.  They would vote Labor regardless of who the 
candidate was or what the policies were.  Of the five members in the upper house who represent the Agricultural 
Region, only one is from the Labor Party.  That shows what the people of the Agricultural Region think about 
this sort of legislation.  The Leader of the House will have to explain to them that they are not entitled to seven 
members in the Legislative Assembly and should have only four.  I am interested to know what their response 
will be.  I have copies of letters sent to the Leader of the House by people in his electorate.  They are begging 
him to look after the interests of his electors.  He is ignoring them.  In fact, he is not just ignoring them; he is 
deliberately taking away nearly half their Assembly representation.  The reason he is doing it is that he believes 
it will benefit the Labor Party.  Of course it will benefit the Labor Party, because as I have said it does not win 
too many seats in the Agricultural Region; it currently has one out of five.  The only reason I am speaking to the 
Leader of the House is that he is the only member I can talk about.  If one of his colleagues were from the 
Agricultural Region, I would say the same to him.  When we come to the next clause - if we do - I will ask some 
of the members from the South West Region what they think. 

Hon Kevin Leahy:  Why did your party support the removal of one seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region by 
taking it away from Carnarvon and sending it to Bunbury?  How did your party do that at the last two electoral 
redistributions?  Can I have an answer on that? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the member had been in the chamber for some of the debate, he would have heard 
me explain that.  The member’s Premier went to Kalgoorlie during the election and, somehow or other, claimed 
that the Liberal Party’s strategy was to remove a seat from the Mining and Pastoral Region rather than the 
Agricultural or South West Regions.  Does the member know why that happened?  It happened because that is 
what the current law provides for.  The current law provides that seats in country Western Australia shall be plus 
or minus 15 per cent of the country quotient.  If the population changes, the seats move from one part of the state 
to the other.  The population changed, so the seat in the Mining and Pastoral Region was moved to the South 
West Region.  It was not to do with the Liberal Party; it was because the electoral commissioners implemented 
the law.  The law was introduced by the member’s party in 1987, with the support of our coalition partners.  I 
opposed the bill vigorously, as did the Liberal Party.  The law introduced by the Labor Party provides that seats 
move if the population moves.  It was nothing to do with the Liberal Party’s policy at all.  It was a sleight-of-
hand trick by the Premier, and the member and I both know it. 

Hon Kevin Leahy:  Two redistributions ago, after the Electoral Commission had taken away the seat of 
Northern Rivers, Hon Tom Stephens, Hon Julian Grill and I argued that it should not have been taken away.  
That was contrary to the submissions of the Liberal and National Parties.  Do not say you did not do that.  You 
put in submissions that it should be moved to Mandurah.  That was your argument.  It was initially successful, 
but we overturned it.  You won the next redistribution.  Once again, your submission said that it should go to the 
South West Region.  Do not say that you did not do that, because I will get a copy of it.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Why does the member not make a speech some time?  It would be a significant 
improvement. 

Hon Kevin Leahy:  I just gave one.  Just answer.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am going to. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Put it in Hansard so his constituents can read it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  One at a time.  Hon Kevin Leahy can have the call next if he wants it, so 
that he can add to the speech he has just made. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If my memory serves me correctly, the numbers in the Mining and Pastoral Region 
and the South West and Agricultural Regions as of two redistributions ago showed, without any equivocation at 
all, that one seat had to be taken out of the Mining and Pastoral Region.  In its submission, the Liberal Party 
suggested that if that were to happen because of the numbers, the seat should be relocated to the South West 
Region.  That is what the electoral commissioners determined.  The Labor Party then invented some strange 
notion that the growth of the Pilbara and the Kimberley would be much greater than the electoral commissioners 
had contemplated and was able to convince them to put the seat back.  It never transpired.  The submission was 
based on absolute falsehoods, which the following redistribution demonstrated.  It showed conclusively that the 
Labor Party was wrong.  The seat was then taken away.  That is what happened.  The Labor Party made a 
submission to the electoral commissioners based on absolute bulldust! 

Hon Kevin Leahy interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Hon Kevin Leahy will get his opportunity if he wants it in a moment.  He should 
not tempt me to take action that might cause confusion. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Particularly if he got thrown out - it would be a very interesting scenario indeed.  
Perhaps I should try to provoke someone to respond and have him thrown out! 

The CHAIRMAN:  I would not advise that because the rule applies to both sides. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not have to have 18 members. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I am prepared to sacrifice myself in order to get away from this!   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We could sacrifice everyone on this side of the house.  The other side has to have 
18 votes.   

I am happy to debate the issue any time members opposite like because what they did was based on absolute 
falsehoods.  I do not know how the electoral commissioners went along with it, because it has since been proved 
conclusively that they were wrong.  The situation now is that two seats would be taken from the Mining and 
Pastoral Region if the government were introducing pure one vote, one value.  However, that has been jettisoned 
for the time being because it is not in its electoral interests.  Government members are hypocrites of the grossest 
sort. 

I return to the Agricultural Region.  Forgive me for straying onto the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The Leader 
of the government of Western Australia in the Legislative Council happens to be a member for the Agricultural 
Region.  The government is taking three of the seven seats from the wheatbelt of Western Australia, which 
represents a very large part of the state.  The Leader of the House is quite happy to halve the electorate’s 
representation.  He sits there without even blushing.  The people will judge him at the next election. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am very happy and pleased to support the amendment moved by Hon Murray 
Criddle, as we both represent the Agricultural Region.  We understand the region very well. 

Hon Peter Foss:  There are to be many more. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is right.  We are a growing band of troops in the Agricultural Region 
Liberal army, which is starting to move into this house!  I am very pleased to see it.  I refer to the seven seats in 
the Agricultural Region.  One of the seats can be discounted, which is Geraldton.  It is a 3-wood or 2-wood hit 
across.  It is one of the dream electorates that many members aspire to.   

Hon Peter Foss:  A putter. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am not a very good long hitter of the ball, so I would use a 3-wood or a 2-
wood.  It is a tremendous seat to be the member of.  It is a great place and has a lot of activity.  It is also very 
small in size; it does not represent a large part of the landmass of the Agricultural Region.  The region really has 
only six seats; that is what it boils down to.  At present, the Agricultural Region has 96 000 electors.  It is 
intended that, to keep the figures right and to reduce the number of seats to four, 10 000 electors - people who 
walk around, breathe and have breakfast, lunch and dinner - will be transferred to the South West Region to 
make up the numbers to 168 000 electors.  There are approximately 154 000 at present.  There is also a growth 
factor to consider.  If Geraldton is taken out of the equation, it leaves seats such as Roe and Merredin.  Merredin 
stretches from below Hyden to Perenjori and extends to Dalwallinu.  It has even picked up Wongan Hills.  It is a 
massive electorate.  I believe there will be growth in the electorate of Roe because of the BHP Billiton project at 
Ravensthorpe and all the associated industries that will grow like mushrooms around that project.  There is 
already growth up and down the central west coast.  There will be a growth factor.  I predict that in the year prior 
to the 2013 election, when the next distribution will take place, the Agricultural Region will probably lose one 
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seat just because the numbers in the south west have grown.  However, it may not.  It will depend on what takes 
place in some of the other seats.   
The demographics are quite different, as we all know.  I do not have a problem with quarantining the five 
members in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  They are entitled to that.  However, a lot of the landmass in that 
area is desert, for goodness sake.  How can those members say they represent 50 000 square kilometres of 
desert?  The concentration of population in the Mining and Pastoral Region is in the major centres.  More 
resources should be provided for the existing members.  I do not have a problem with that.  However, what the 
government is proposing will result in two classes of citizens.  It has been mentioned previously that there are 68 
local authorities in the Agricultural Region.  I have forgotten the exact number, but there are about 160 towns in 
the Agricultural Region.  The population base is very spread out.  The small towns in the region are the heart of 
the communities in that area.  They provide quality of life for the people who farm and have been providing a 
great deal of the wealth of this State for many years and will continue to do so for many years to come.  Two 
years ago, the wheat harvest injected $4 billion into the economy of Western Australia.  I admit that does not 
match what is produced by the minerals sector in the north west.  However, I do not like to use economic wealth 
as an argument for representation.  That is an old story that I do not believe holds much credence today.  What I 
am saying is that those people who live in the regions expect to see their member of Parliament.  That was 
sheeted home to me on Saturday when other members of the Agricultural Region, and the member for Merredin, 
had other parliamentary commitments and could not attend a function in my area.  People always make us feel 
very welcome.  People want to see their local member.  We can e-mail or fax people, or ring them.  However, 
people in the wider community expect to see their local member.   
It will be very difficult even for the districts in the Agricultural Region, which will have four seats.  However, 
we are really talking about three seats, because the boundary of the Geraldton will come down to Dongara.  That 
is only indicative.  That will mean that apart from the electorate of Geraldton, there will be only three people to 
look after a massive landmass with a wide population dispersion.  We need to bring into the equation the fact 
that three seats will be left in the Agricultural Region.  That will create a situation in which there are two classes 
of citizens - those who live in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and those who live in the Agricultural Region.   
I know the Government will not be supporting this amendment and probably will not be supporting the next 
amendment for the south west.  However, I hope that the benefactors of this legislation, who will be from the 
metropolitan area, will have the courage to eyeball the people in the Agricultural Region and say they regard 
them as second-class citizens who do not really need representation.  As Hon Murray Criddle pointed out, it 
takes over 15 hours to drive one way from the Murchison River to Esperance.  If people drive to Condingup, 
which is 100 kilometres east of Esperance, it takes even longer.  It sometimes takes me between six and eight 
hours to drive to a one or two-hour function in my electorate and be representative of those people as their 
member of Parliament.  What is being proposed, and what the government, aided and abetted by the Greens, is 
trying to do is set up two classes of citizens in Western Australia.  That the government and the Greens have the 
hide to call this the One Vote One Value Bill is the biggest farce and joke of all.  If we were to explain to year 10 
students what this bill really means, they would probably laugh us out of the room.  Members opposite are 
absolute hypocrites in calling this the One Vote One Value Bill.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is a bit mean! 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is probably an understatement.  Members opposite have no conscience.  
They are thumbing their noses at country Western Australia.  I have said many times that the government has 
walked away from country Western Australia.  That has been proved in what the government does every day as 
it carries out its functions.  We need look only at the number of police stations and medical centres that the 
government has built in my region in the past four years.  The number is zilch.  I should know, because I go into 
the region.  During the eight years that we were in government, we attended many openings of infrastructure 
projects.  Hon Murray Criddle and I have not received any invitations from this government to go to the opening 
of infrastructure projects, because those projects have not taken place.  That is a disgrace.  I am glad Hon Murray 
Criddle brought up this issue.  I fully support the retention of the existing electoral system in the Agricultural 
Region.   
HON PETER FOSS [12.18 pm]:  I had hesitated to stand earlier, because I thought Hon Kevin Leahy would be 
delivering a speech that he tried to make by way of interjection, and I would not want him to miss the 
opportunity to repeat some of the interesting matters that I think were conclusively put to bed by Hon Norman 
Moore.   
I would like to engage in a small mathematical exercise.  We currently have an electoral system that recognises 
that there are differences between the country and the city.  That system protects all country members from the 
tyranny of distance by setting a fixed number of seats in the country and a fixed number of seats in the city.  We 
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might argue about whether it does that in the best possible way, but I think everyone would agree that difficulties 
are faced in the country that are not faced in the city.  We would probably agree that places like Geraldton, 
Albany and Kalgoorlie face nowhere near the same sorts of difficulties as other places in the country.  There may 
very well need to be some adjustment to the basic principle for some areas, but I think the numbers for the city 
and the country are basically correct.  If we go for the pure principle of one vote, one value, then at least we can 
say everyone will get the same deal in the way we calculate the numbers.  However, once we quarantine an area, 
the impact on the other country areas that are not quarantined is exacerbated.  Mathematics demands that.  If, for 
instance, we quarantine the five seats in the Kimberley, we will reduce the number of seats that goes into the 
calculation of the average of the remaining population, and we will force up the average.  I agree with 
quarantining the Mining and Pastoral Region; I do not have a problem with it.  However, quarantining the 
Mining and Pastoral Region without quarantining the Agricultural and South West Regions will impose a bigger 
burden on those remaining two country areas.  It will suck more out of the country than would otherwise be 
sucked out had the Mining and Pastoral Region not been quarantined.  The government, in reality, in fiddling 
with the one vote, one value principle, will send the country backwards.  It will impose the obligation of 
quarantining mainly on country seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  In the same way that city people have 
been taking an extra burden, about which I have not heard them complain, this legislation will impose not only 
that same burden but also a bigger burden than would otherwise have been the case had the straight principle of 
one vote, one value been implemented.  That is the result of the shoddy method by which the government tried to 
very selectively save one of its seats in the country.  It was interested only in those seats that it thought it could 
win; it was not interested in the principle of one vote, one value.  The people who will pay for that now are the 
people in the Agricultural and South West Regions. 

I recently visited Tasmania.  I think Launceston is an hour and a half from Hobart.  We have been told that the 
principle of one vote, one value applies throughout Australia, including the commonwealth Parliament.  
Tasmania has five members in the commonwealth Parliament.  It does not actually have the number of voters to 
return five members but it has five members.  People often say that the Senate does not exhibit the principle of 
one vote, one value.  The House of Representatives does not either.  The United States House of Representatives 
does not exhibit the principle of one vote, one value.  England does not even try for it; it has a system of shires 
and boroughs.  Western Australia will have a few little rotten boroughs with this legislation.  There will be the 
rotten borough of Geraldton.  I am pleased that Hon Kim Chance will at least stand in this place and justify why 
this extra burden has been put on country areas.  People in the country would like to hear from the minister why 
they will get more pain than they thought they would get because of the deal done in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  Country people will be more penalised under this legislation than they would have been had the Mining 
and Pastoral Region not been quarantined.  I am pleased that country people will hear from Hon Kim Chance, 
whereas they have not heard from Hon Kevin Leahy.  As Hon Norman Moore said, we would like to hear from 
Hon Kevin Leahy, as it would be quite interesting to deal with some of the points he raised.  Hon Norman Moore 
clearly made the point that the current legislation was implemented without any participation on our part.  We 
cannot be blamed for any adverse consequence in the Mining and Pastoral Region when we did not even adopt 
the legislation.  The only way Hon Kevin Leahy and his mates were able to upset the vote was by using the 
Burke gerrymander clause on false projections.  The classic example of that was the former seat of Pilbara.  I 
recall that when I came into this Parliament the seat of Pilbara had been established on the basis of a massive 
population projection.  It was more than 20 per cent below the country quota before it had been used for the first 
time; and it stood for eight years at more than 20 per cent below quota.  The only way it got there was because of 
unbelievable projections by the Labor Party.  When Hon Brian Burke passed the legislation, he obviously knew 
that if the numbers were worked with fantastical stories, he would get the seat of Pilbara for from at least one 
distribution and he might even get it from two.  As long as he could do the numbers to his own benefit, it would 
be fine. 

It is important for members to realise - I know Hon Alan Cadby, as a mathematician, would pick it up 
straightaway - that as soon as the Mining and Pastoral Region is quarantined without similarly quarantining, at 
least to some degree, the Agricultural and South West Regions, it will adversely impose the burden of protecting 
the Mining and Pastoral Region on the people in both those areas as well as people in the city; however, the 
people in the Agricultural and South West Regions will have to bear the extra burden.  I do not know what they 
have done to deserve that, other than not vote for the Labor Party. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I feel sympathetic towards the Agricultural Region.  Hon Bruce Donaldson touched 
very clearly on its differences, including where the people in the region live relative to people in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  The Agricultural Region has, I suppose, one and a half large towns - Geraldton and Merredin.  
However, there is very little of the Agricultural Region in which a member would travel some distance and see 
no people.  I have not done the sums, but in quickly looking at a map of Australia I can see that the Agricultural 
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Region in area is of a size between that of Victoria and New South Wales.  It is a huge area.  A lot has been said 
in the chamber about the time it takes a member to drive from one end to the other of an electorate of that size.  I 
have spoken before about that.  However, very little has been said by members about the lack of government 
services for people located in the deep spots of those electorates.  There has been no suggestion from the 
government about how it will compensate constituents who must drive many hundreds of kilometres to see their 
member of Parliament for their cost and time.  There has been talk about the load on a member of Parliament 
who needs to travel vast distances in the electorate, but no mention of the cost to and time of constituents in 
visiting their member of Parliament. 

I was approached by a shire in the Agricultural Region that is on the extreme western edge of the seat of Roe.  
The former member for Roe, understandably, lived in Esperance.  His electorate went well east of Esperance.  It 
was a tremendous job for him to make a return trip to, for example, Jerramungup.  It is no slur on the member, 
but the comment from the shire was that it very seldom saw him.  What is the alternative?  The member does not 
have the time to cover such a huge electorate.  Will we expect the shires to travel to see their member?  I have 
heard no suggestion from the government that it will compensate the costs of that member.  That is one of the 
huge differences that the electorate of Geraldton would have, as well as the electorates of Albany, Kalgoorlie, 
Mandurah and Bunbury, relative to those electorates in the outer areas.  We tend to slough off people who live in 
those outer areas.  Rather than considering the people, the government has considered the number of people.  If a 
person in the electorate of Wanneroo, for example, has a problem with social services, the member for 
Wanneroo can send that person to Centrelink or the appropriate government agency because that would be a 
cheap exercise that could be done in a short time frame.  However, that is not the case in the huge Agricultural 
Region, which has few Centrelink offices.  I am talking about people who do not have a job and who do not have 
any money but whom the government expects to travel hundreds of kilometres in areas in which there is often no 
public transport to attend a meeting in a Centrelink office or the office of another government agency.  Some 
people probably think that they can do what is needed to be done via the Internet.  However, in many areas of the 
vast Agricultural Region the Internet does not work at all.  Those facilities do not exist.  We have heard nothing 
from the government about how it will, in practical terms, try to make life a bit more reasonable for people and 
improve services in the large regions so that they are comparable with those in the larger centres, such as 
Wanneroo or Geraldton.  People are not numbers - people are people.  They need to be treated with dignity and 
respect and this legislation will have the opposite effect.  I commend Hon Murray Criddle and his proposed 
amendment.  I will support it as strongly as I can.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I was expecting the Leader of the House to make some remarks, but I notice he 
has left the chamber for a moment -  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  On urgent parliamentary business. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Yes.  No doubt he is on a mission.   

I would like to take up the issue that Hon Kevin Leahy raised and point out that earlier he argued that there 
should be more members in his constituency.  I wonder whether he will stand and tell this chamber what 
arguments he used to make that particular analysis.  It would be very interesting to know what reasons he used in 
asking for the extra seats and whether in fact independent people accepted his argument and added a seat.  I 
suggest to Hon Kevin Leahy that the basis of my argument is very similar.  I would like the member to reiterate 
his argument and to put it in the context of the argument I have used to demonstrate there should be more seats 
in the Agricultural Region.  Later I will move an amendment that will seek to increase the number of seats in the 
South West Region.   

The population of the area with which we are dealing is spread right across the Agricultural Region and is one of 
Western Australia’s most highly regarded wealth-producing sectors.  It comprises the wheatbelt, and it is also a 
sheep-producing and mining area.  Indeed, large mines are developing in the south.  Obviously in the future there 
will be a population growth in the southern areas.  There will also be a population growth in the mid west region 
- we talked about this just the other day - with the opportunity to expand port facilities in Geraldton and the like.  
We are seeing growth.  If the infrastructure is put in along the coast, there will be substantial population growth 
between Perth and Geraldton.  Given that those populations will grow, some consideration should be given to the 
people who live in the area.  Hon Bruce Donaldson mentioned that the numbers are dropping from 96 000 to 
85 000 which, of course, is half a seat in the government’s projections.  Based on the average across the 
Agricultural Region, an opportunity exists for another seat in the very near future.  As a representative of this 
area, I see no appetite whatsoever for a change in the number of its representatives.  The people in my region are 
very happy with seven representatives.  In fact this morning I fielded a number of requests to do what I can to 
have the legislation rejected.  However, as we all know the numbers are not falling the way of the opposition, the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 4 May 2005] 

 p1179b-1206a 
Hon Norman Moore; Chairman; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Murray 

Criddle; Hon Kevin Leahy; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Kim Chance; Hon John Fischer; Hon Simon O'Brien; 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Barry House; Hon Bill Stretch 

 [7] 

National Party and the Independents who oppose the legislation.  Maybe consideration will be given to this issue 
by people in the Agricultural Region when they learn that they are to have four members instead of seven.  They 
may reflect on that and vote accordingly at the next election.  Obviously that is the way to fix the problem in the 
future, although if this legislation is passed, we would have already gone that extra step.  I recommend the 
amendment to the house.  I will be very interested to listen to the views that the leader of the government in this 
place puts forward, which I understand differ markedly from those of his constituents.   

Hon KEVIN LEAHY:  I stand to respond to the comments of Hon Murray Criddle and Hon Norman Moore.  
During the 1995 redistribution of electoral boundaries, the Liberal and National Parties put forward submissions 
that one seat should be removed from the Mining and Pastoral Region and put into the South West Region; that 
is, in the Mandurah area.  The boundary commissioners decided that that was the way to go and their preliminary 
decision was to do just that.  We mounted a challenge and submitted that in doing that, the electors in all the 
seats that they were contemplating in the south west would be fewer than those in the seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, which is the most remote region in Western Australia.  We argued that it would be ludicrous to 
put a seat 60 or 70 kilometres from Perth if the number of electors it contained was fewer than those in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  That argument was accepted by the Chief Justice of Western Australia, the 
Government Statistician and the Electoral Commissioner.  They accepted that it would be absolutely ludicrous to 
have more people in an electorate that is between 2 000 and 3 000 kilometres north west of Perth than there were 
in an electorate in Mandurah.  That argument was accepted and the seat was reinstated.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Based on your projections of the growth in the area, and you know darn well it has been 
proved wrong.  

Hon KEVIN LEAHY:  No, based on the figures that were available then.  We also rightly put forward the 
argument that a lot of people who lived in the Mining and Pastoral Region for nine or 10 months of the year 
were still on the roll in the Agricultural and the South West Regions because they were fly in, fly out workers.  
They were allowed to be on those rolls.  The area that Hon Norman Moore represents - he does not put forward 
any information about this - probably has twice or at least 50 per cent more electors than are on the roll because 
before every state election the Liberal Party purges the roll and removes the names of Aboriginal people and 
anybody else it can.  People elect to enrol in the area in which their families live and not in the region in which 
they live and work.   

Hon Norman Moore interjected.    

Hon KEVIN LEAHY:  I was asked by Hon Murray Criddle to indicate what I put to the Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners, and this is it.  Many people from farms are still on the roll for the Agricultural Region.  
Farmers’ sons work 10 months of the year in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Everyone here knows that.  That 
distorts the figures in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Not only are we in the most remote area, but also the area 
has the lowest enrolment compared with the number of people who live there.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Greens (WA) do not support Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment to provide a 
special guarantee for the Agricultural Region.  I will put a few remarks on the record about how I feel about that.  
I have been involved in this debate quite intensively for a second time, and I have found that frequently there is a 
disjunction between my head and my heart on this issue.  Sometimes what I am doing causes me a lot of pain.  I 
have done my best all along to take an approach that has been fair to everybody statewide.  If we do not support 
a special guarantee for the Mining and Pastoral Region - that provision was removed only last night - obviously 
we do not support a special guarantee for the Agricultural Region either.  We have diligently tried to take an 
approach that does not pick winners.  We have also taken an approach that does not pick losers either.  However, 
I can see that this will have an impact on the representation of that region.  Obviously there will be a reduction in 
the number of districts, and that is of concern in many ways because of the different social and economic 
pressures that are being faced by that region, not pressures about representation.  I feel like this because I live on 
a working farm.  In fact, I am not sure, but I may be the only member of this chamber who lives on a working 
farm.  Therefore, the reason I have these concerns about the pressures on the agricultural industry is not my own 
self-interest, although all farmers know about the cost price squeeze that everybody is facing.  I chose to become 
a farmer 26 years ago because I have a real affinity for the land and a great admiration for the culture of 
agriculture.  People in the Agricultural Region are hardworking and highly productive, and I have a great deal of 
respect for them.  However, as I have just said, they are facing problems with services and a decrease in 
population not because of the inadequacy of representation.  Indeed, if the adequacy of representation could 
prevent those problems, they would not now be facing these issues with the considerable vote weighting that 
they have enjoyed for a century.  Issues such as the impact of globalisation on our economy and the way that the 
commonwealth government has chosen to apply principles and economic policies around globalisation have 
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caused much of the hardship.  I am thinking in particular of the impacts of national competition policy on the 
Agricultural Region.  I am not denying the problems, but the source of the problems is not political 
representation.  The source of the problems is economic policy; that is what is driving profound social changes in 
the region.   

As I said last night when we discussed the special guarantee for the Mining and Pastoral Region, the Greens 
decided years ago that we did not support a zonal approach, and that is why, to be consistent, we do not support 
creating a special zone of consideration for the Agricultural Region.  Obviously, to be consistent, we will take a 
similar position on the next amendment on the supplementary notice paper.  A large-district allowance was 
inserted in the bill last night.  It is something that will be applied neutrally statewide in the future to two of the 
four seats.  Half the districts in the Agricultural Region will enjoy the benefit of the large-district allowance.   

Lastly, I will touch on the points made by Hon Peter Foss.  His mathematical argument is quite correct that 
applying the 1.5 per cent weighting to the Mining and Pastoral Region - which, as everybody knows because we 
have been completely transparent, was agreed to with the Attorney General last week - means that there will be 
fewer seats in the rest of the country region.  However, I will go into that in a little more detail.  There are two 
very important factors to bear in mind.  The first is that when we met with the Electoral Commission, the 
information that was provided to us on the Mining and Pastoral Region indicated that if we were to move 
forward on a pure application of one vote, one value without any large-district allowance, that region would have 
effectively 3.8 seats, which would be rounded up to four seats.  With a weighting of one per cent, the region 
would have effectively 4.2 seats, which would be rounded down to four seats.  If weighting of 1.5 per cent were 
applied, there would be nearly five seats, which would be rounded up to five seats.  Therefore, as everybody in 
Western Australia knows, the net result is that under a one vote, one value system with current population 
numbers - the whole point of the large-district allowance is that it changes with demographics; it is not fixed - 
there will be five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  However, in plucking the seat from somewhere else - 
this is the argument of Hon Peter Foss - that would be a problem.  However, it was solved in another way.  That 
problem was resolved because the government came to the table and said that, in turn, it would consider that 
there should be an increase of two new districts statewide in the Legislative Assembly, and that those additional 
two seats would more than compensate for the weighting that has been applied to the truly enormous districts.   

For that reason, to maintain our consistency, we feel that we cannot support the amendment.  However, I 
reiterate that Hon Dee Margetts, who represents this region, and I, because I deal with a lot of agricultural issues, 
are passionate about doing everything we can to assist in reducing the economic pressures on that region so that 
it does not continue to experience the social pressures that it has experienced in the past 20 years.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I rise at the invitation of both Hon Murray Criddle and the Leader of the Opposition.  I 
also rise because there is an expectation that I have something to say on this amendment.  However, I probably 
would have got up anyway because of a couple of the things said by my Agricultural Region colleague, Hon 
Bruce Donaldson.  He really went to the core of the argument, either willingly or unwittingly, when he asked the 
question: do we want to have two classes of citizens?  I do not want to misrepresent the way in which Hon Bruce 
Donaldson put that question, because he was referring specifically to the difference that would exist between 
electors in the Mining and Pastoral Region and those in the Agricultural Region.  I take his point and, within 
those boundaries, it is a reasonable proposition.  However, let us just extend that question about two classes of 
people.  Under the current electoral law, we have two classes of people.   

Hon Norman Moore:  The haves and the have-nots? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Those classes exist across all electorates.  There is one class of people who have one 
vote, and another class of people who have two votes.  Country people have two votes, and city people have one 
vote.   

Hon Norman Moore:  They do not have two votes. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Country people do have two votes, and nothing is served by going into denial mode on 
that point.  In terms of the power of the vote, expressed in pure mathematical terms, country people have twice 
the voting power of city people.  We have heard all types of argument about distance, and that is one area on 
which some really good points have been made in this debate.  However, some arguments have so totally missed 
the issue as to be sad.  Comments that have missed the issue badly are some of those about distance and services.  
Those two arguments have been so heavily concentrated upon by some honourable members as to detract from 
what has otherwise been an excellent debate. 
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On the question of distance, an assumption is made that country electorates are all big.  They are not.  A number 
of country electorates - all of which benefit from the current double vote weighting they have - could be put 
together and would comfortably fit inside some metropolitan electorates, with heaps of room left over.  

Hon Norman Moore:  Which electorates in the Agricultural Region are you talking about? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Geraldton is one of them, for example.  However, outside the Agricultural Region - 
because I am speaking more broadly now - Kalgoorlie Bunbury are others.  All those electorates could 
comfortably be put together inside a sizeable metropolitan electorate such as Wanneroo, and three-quarters of the 
electorate would still be left over.  Are country electorates always big?  No, they are not. 
Questions of distance arise in relation to the truly remote electorates and also, I concede, in two of the proposed 
Agricultural Region electorates.  However, size is not necessarily relevant to this debate except to the extent that 
the legislation recognises that size is an issue in those very large electorates.  That is recognised through the 
large-district allowance, which I am amazed to hear being so roundly criticised by members opposite.  It is a 
consistent and fair means of approaching this problem, which Hon Sue Ellery referred to far more eloquently 
than I ever could in her response in the second reading debate.   
There are two fundamental principles of electoral law.  One is to deliver fairness, and I do not think anyone 
argues with the proposition that the only way to deliver fairness is through one vote, one value.  Indeed, probably 
half the number of speakers on the other side have conceded that point.  They all said that one vote, one value is 
a pure and fair means of achieving fairness.  The other objective is practicality.  It is on those objectives that we 
have constructed our electoral districts in a practical shape for a member to service.  That includes the issue of 
size.  Those are the two fundamental things we are talking about here.  As Hon Sue Ellery pointed out, those two 
objectives are mutually inconsistent if not mutually exclusive.  The values of one cannot be reconciled with the 
other.  The only way it can be done is by compromising both principles.  It is a sad fact of life.  Much has been 
made of the fact that the government has compromised its one vote, one value principles.  Yes, I will admit that 
we have compromised our one vote, one value principles.  We have also compromised the practicality of 
servicing an electorate by creating electorates that are, as Hon Murray Criddle rightly says, too big to be 
convenient for a member to service.  There is compromise on both sides.  I concede points made by Hon Murray 
Criddle, and it is even more true in the case of the Mining and Pastoral Region.  We must remember, however, 
that the way in which it is proposed the electorates in the Mining and Pastoral Region be constructed will make 
them more workable, in some cases, than they are now.  In some cases, they will be much smaller than they are 
now.  
To return to those two principles, they are mutually inconsistent if not mutually exclusive.  A line that will 
compromise both must be drawn down the middle somewhere.  The only room for argument on this question is 
whether the line has been drawn in the right place.  That is a legitimate argument.  Have we drawn the line too 
close to one vote, one value or have we drawn it too close to practicality?  This legislation actually tackles that 
question.  Under the former electoral construction, we never had a reason to face that issue, and it is not 
surprising that we are having a few difficulties dealing with it.  However, there is no logic whatever, I would 
argue, in the point that the current construct is fairer when it provides an outcome in which one electorate has 
9 000 voters and another has 30 000 voters.  I am the first to concede that the government has not achieved its 
aims of attaining a fair system with the legislation before the house.  The strongest thing we can say is that the 
legislation has taken us somewhat closer to that objective.  Let us have a look at where we are likely to end up 
out of the whole legislative package.  It is presumed that we will end up with a 59-seat Legislative Assembly.  I 
ask members to humour me for a moment!  We will end up with 54 of those 59 districts actually achieving the 
one vote, one value objective, or going very close to it.  
Hon Norman Moore:  Your constituents are among the big losers. 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Leader of the Opposition makes the point here - I intended to acknowledge this 
anyway - that my constituents will pay a high price.  
Hon Norman Moore:  They will pay a bigger price than they would if you had not favoured the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  
Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am trying to work my way through this.  My constituents do pay a very high price for 
trying to reach that objective.  Am I upset, disturbed and disappointed by that?  Of course I am.  I could not take 
any other position out of respect for my colleagues from the Agricultural Region.  No parliamentary 
representative likes to see a situation in which three seats are taken out of his electorate.  It hurts.  
Hon Norman Moore:  If it will not affect you personally, why do you bother? 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  It does affect me personally, because this is the place where I have lived for half a 
century.  It does affect me.  I have lived right in the centre of that electorate.  It is where my friends and my 
family are.  Of course it affects me.  However, let us try to get all these factors clearly laid out in our minds and 
try not to be too emotional about it.  The end result of the most likely outcome of this legislative change is that 
my region - the place that has been my home for almost my entire life - will have 10 political representatives 
instead of 12.  There is a likelihood that that 12 would have come down to 11 anyway.  I must make a judgment 
on whether having one or two fewer political representatives in that 270 000 square kilometres will adversely 
affect my friends and my family who are out in that electorate.  As this house contains members who are not 
entirely ego driven, I do not think another one or two members will make a substantial difference.  When it 
comes to the question of distances and services, can anyone seriously put their hand on their heart and say that 
one additional, or one or two fewer members in the 270 000 square kilometre area will make one iota of 
difference? 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I think I said before lunch all the things that I wanted to say.  Some of those things had a 
broader intent than simply this proposed section or the amendment, which relates particularly to my electorate.  
In acknowledging that this bill will have a significant effect on my electorate, I want to make it clear that I have 
weighed the difference that it might make - that is, going from 12 members to 11 members, and possibly later to 
10 members - against the significance of what fair and equal representation means to all Western Australians, 
including those who live in the Agricultural Region.  The concept of electoral equality between the citizens of a 
democracy is of such importance that, although it may be compromised in trying to reconcile two somewhat 
inconsistent objectives, it is a price worth paying.  When analysing the cost of losing one or two representatives 
from the Agricultural Region I formed a clear view that it is not too high a price to pay.  In saying that, I 
recognise that some members who represent the Agricultural Region, particularly the members for what are 
proposed on the maps that we have seen to be Roe and Moore, will have a more difficult time representing their 
electors than the current members for Merredin, Moore or Roe.  I acknowledge that and the government 
acknowledges that.  That is unfortunately an outcome and a cost of the principle of electoral fairness.   
We all need to remember what electoral fairness is about and how fundamental it is to the concept of democracy.  
Democracy was founded on the concept of free and fair elections.  Thank God we do not have to worry about 
free elections.  However, we do have a problem with fair elections.  While we continue to have a system under 
which one person’s voting power is double that of another, we compromise the principle of fair elections.  I 
concede that this legislation will still have that effect.  However, it narrows the effect to five of the proposed 59 
seats and provides a methodology for the judgment of that weighting that has not existed before.  It is a 
methodology that actually has some logic to it.  We can disagree about the logic.  As I said, we can disagree 
about where the line is drawn between the final two objectives of electoral law; that is, providing fairness and the 
practical capacity to represent.  It will always be a compromise.  Like any compromise, it will never be perfect.  
Sadly, that will always be the case.  That is why Parliaments debate where that line should be drawn.  However, 
that is what we should be debating.  We should not be debating issues that cannot be fixed through any electoral 
laws.  There will always be challenges for country people in getting a voice in a Parliament that governs a state 
in which the population is concentrated in one small part.  The state of South Australia must have a similar 
problem.  There will always be difficulties with that.   
In closing, I ask people to consider how effective 10 members can be in representing the Agricultural Region.  In 
the commonwealth jurisdiction, this area is substantially covered by the federal electorate of O’Connor.  As 
much as Wilson Tuckey has been a political opponent of mine for virtually my entire adult life - although I must 
say that Wilson and I get on very well - I do not think anybody in Australia would suggest for a moment that 
Wilson Tuckey has not been able to adequately represent the needs of the people of O’Connor in the way in 
which he has promised.  Indeed, as a constituent of Wilson Tuckey, I have gone to Wilson’s office from time to 
time to ask for things to be done.   
Hon Dee Margetts:  How do you define “adequately”?  I would take issue with that reference to Wilson.   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  We might disagree about what he does, but I have found that his office has responded 
virtually immediately and has provided excellent service to his constituents, without asking why a Labor man 
has come to the office to ask for help.  Wilson Tuckey is an excellent example of that, as Graeme Campbell was 
in the much bigger electorate of Kalgoorlie.  Barry Haase is carrying on a tradition of showing just how well a 
well-organised and efficient member of Parliament can represent a very large area.  We are talking about one 
person having the huge responsibility that members have at the federal level.  I do not think it is beyond the 
capacity of our elected representatives to say that 10 of them can effectively represent the issues, even though I 
acknowledge the practical difficulties of dealing with all the local government councils, which are extremely 
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numerous in that area, and the significant miles they must travel.  It is a compromise.  We can argue about the 
effectiveness of the compromise.  What we cannot argue about is that this change to the Electoral Act will have 
any effect on services.  That is an area about which I have been critical of many honourable members who have 
spoken against this bill and have raised the issue of services as if the Electoral Act has any effect on them.  It 
does not.  The Electoral Act does not govern the number of or distance between health and education service 
providers, for example.  It certainly does not cover the road budget.   
Hon Norman Moore:  It has a significant impact on how many people who come from a particular part of the 
state become part of the decision-making process.  You know that cabinets are full of city people and contain no 
country people, and that they will make different decisions from the alternative.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is another classic furphy.  I do not intend to carry on, Mr Chairman, but that 
argument assumes two things.  First, it assumes that country people already have a majority, which they do not.  
Country people are already in a minority in the Western Australian Parliament.  Secondly, it assumes that 
country people vote as a bloc in the Western Australian Parliament.  They do not.  They split themselves across 
five different parties.  The members for the Agricultural Region in this place represent five different parties, and 
there are only five of us.  We do not vote as a bloc.  In divisions, we often find ourselves on opposite sides of the 
house.  Maybe country Western Australia would be better off if we voted as a bloc.  I think I recall Hon Murray 
Criddle’s party making that point very strongly some time ago.  There may even be a case for the argument.  
However, the fact is that we do not do that.  Therefore, it is a furphy to say that city interests will dominate 
country interests in the event that we have a fair voting system.  That is just not true.   

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Exactly.  Country people are very diverse.   

I will address one more issue that stung me a little; that is, the argument that to some extent the legislation that 
we have before us was kept secret from the electorate at the last election.  Anybody who believes that one vote, 
one value was not an issue of discussion leading up to the election was probably on a different planet, and quite 
likely in a different solar system.  Everywhere that I went in the 12 months at least before the election, the 
question of one vote, one value was raised with me.  Anyone who thinks that the government in any way misled 
the people of Western Australia into thinking that one vote, one value would not come on as a priority need only 
look at what I said about it.  If people go back through the journals that most commonly carry what I say, they 
will see very clearly that one vote, one value was on the agenda.  I find it amazing.  Similarly, the last election 
was not the only election in which it was an issue.  I have very clear recollections of the advertisements that were 
run by the conservatives in the 2001 election campaign.  Those members who saw some of the GWN 
advertisements will remember the one in which there was a red screen and a crosshair of a telescopic sight, and it 
said, “You’re being targeted as a country person by Labor.”  That was the predominant advertisement that was 
run in the country in 2001.   
What was the end result of that?  I think I am allowed to say this: we were actually monitoring the public take-up 
of one vote, one value as an issue during the 2001 election campaign.  It started at 1.5 per cent registration as an 
issue; by the end of the campaign it had fallen to 0.5 per cent, and I think the 2001 results showed that.  I do not 
say that to emotionalise the issue, because I do not think that this is an issue that benefits from the kind of 
emotional treatment that it has had, and I do not think it is a debate that is benefited in any sense from the 
confusion about what the Electoral Act does and what services are provided, because I believe that is an 
unnecessary confusion.  In dealing with the Electoral Act, we need to be concerned about whether we are getting 
the right outcome in meeting the fundamental objectives of an electoral act.  We are clearly not beneficiaries of 
good law in this regard at the moment.  I do not think that anyone could argue that this law that we are proposing 
is not better law.  I think it could be argued that we could have improved it further.  I certainly do not argue that 
it is perfect law.  By definition, I do not think that is possible. 
However, let us not mislead ourselves by thinking that there is a perfect solution to this issue.  It is a matter of 
balance between two competing and inconsistent objectives, and it is a matter of determining whether that 
balance has shifted too far one way or too far the other.  It is no more complicated than that. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I just say to the Leader of the House that if he is talking about unnecessary confusion, I 
honestly wonder whether he looks in the mirror and believes what he says to himself, because that is the biggest 
load of rubbish that I have heard for a long time.  I am very glad that the Leader of the House does not represent 
me in my electorate, because I believe he has sold his electorate right down the drain.  Unfortunately, I think he 
has done it purely for political gain for his party, and not with any respect for the people who voted him in.  I 
find it incredible that the Leader of the House said that there was no disillusionment or confusion about whether 
or not one vote, one value was on the cards.  The headlines in the Kalgoorlie newspaper stated that Gallop said it 
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was off the agenda.  What part of “off the agenda” does the Leader of the House not understand?  He misled the 
country - 
Hon Kim Chance:  Firstly, you have misquoted the Kalgoorlie Miner, which may well have misquoted the 
Premier.  I think you should look at the Premier’s press release. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The Leader of the House is drawing a really long bow.  I admire his spirit to carry on. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Have a look at the Premier’s press release to see - 
The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  Let us get on with the amendment that we are dealing with. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I will say a few words on Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment, mainly to get my views 
into Hansard so that they will be on the record when people look back on what I believe will be the result of this 
legislation.  I certainly support the amendment, as indeed I supported the provision to retain five seats in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  Unfortunately, as is the case with the Mining and Pastoral Region, I do not believe 
that a lot of people in this place understand the distances to be travelled and the size of these regions.  I mean no 
disrespect to Hon Barry House.  However, he compared the difficulty of travelling around the south west with 
that of travelling around the Mining and Pastoral Region.  There is no comparison whatsoever.  It may be just as 
easy to fly to Kalgoorlie as it is to drive to Bunbury.  However, when a member gets off the plane in Kalgoorlie, 
he has thousands of kilometres to service, and that is only one of four or five of the major centres.  I really 
believe that some of the members who are voting on this legislation, perhaps including Hon Alan Cadby, do not 
understand the size of this state.  It is very easy to look at it on a map that is hanging on the wall.  However, a 
person may have to drive from Derby to Halls Creek, and from Port Hedland to Balgo.  What was Hon Graham 
Giffard mumbling about?  I will take his interjection, if he wants to make it clear.  Certainly, the size and 
dimensions of the Agricultural Region are nowhere near those of the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It is certainly 
more populated.  The chart that was handed out shows that there are four seats in the Agricultural Region, with 
virtually 86 000 people. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  There are 96 000 people as of today. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Okay, 96 000. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  No, 10 000 have been taken away and shifted to the south west. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Under a bill that was initially entitled one vote, one value, there are five seats in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, with 68 000 people.  I cannot see the sense of that, and I do not think many other 
people in this state will either.  Putting aside travelling time and other problems, let us look at the number of 
local government institutions in the agricultural area in comparison with those in seats in the metropolitan area.  I 
believe - I am not sure - that, as it stands now, the seat of Merredin has 19 or 20 local shires in it.  When we talk 
about representation in those areas, I do not think we can just say what will be the difference between one or two 
politicians servicing the area.  I agree that Wilson Tuckey has done an exceptionally good job, as did Graeme 
Campbell.  However, I do not believe we can compare state and federal issues.  I believe that a lot of people 
expect a lot more personal representation from state parliamentarians. 

We are having discussions.  Quite frankly, as other members have mentioned before, we can all count.  We are 
talking to a brick wall.  The arguments that have been put up by this side of the house have been based on 
commonsense backed up by considerations of fairness and equity.  I do not believe that view will play any part 
whatever in the government’s plans.  I do not think that the government has taken it into consideration at all.  I 
certainly have not changed my view because of what I have heard from the other side of the house.  Equity and 
fairness are not taken into account; this is all about looking after the Labor Party patch.  The three seats that will 
go out of the Agricultural Region are conservative seats held by either the Liberal Party or the National Party.  
As the Leader of the Opposition quite rightly pointed out, the difference in the number of parliamentarians will 
reflect very strongly on the number of services that go into the area.  I am totally opposed to this bill in general, 
but I will support Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment and will vote accordingly. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I want to provide some comment from the point of view of a city-based upper house 
member.  I have the honour of representing the South West Metropolitan Region.  Its total area is in the order of 
590 square kilometres.  Its enrolment is currently a little over 260 000 voters.  It currently contains 10 
Legislative Assembly districts.  If we take out the two that are large by south metropolitan standards, namely 
Peel and Cockburn, we are left with a number of seats that, in comparison with the ones we are talking about, are 
the size of a postage stamp.  I have an area of that size shared with the parliamentary secretary.  It cannot be 
compared with the size of the seats that exist elsewhere, including those produced on the recently circulated table 
of country or non-metropolitan proposed seats.  When one considers that I have 10 districts in my region, 
because mine is a region and not a district, the difference becomes more stark.  I was observing some of the 
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figures for the areas.  This is the same principle, and I will mention it in passing now even though there is a 
further amendment relating to the south west.  The table is on the same sheet of paper.  The proposed seat of 
Mandurah will be 35 square kilometres, whereas nearby in the same region is the possible seat of Warren of 
36 000 square kilometres; that is, 1 000 times the difference in area.  That is what the government seeks to 
reconcile through this legislation.  That shows the stark differences in some areas of the state. 
I made the point during the second reading debate that the proponents of this legislation have always said that 
voting equality, equity and fairness are about the number of people and not about acres of land or square 
kilometres, or the number of trees or number of sheep.  This proposal is for an imbalance that acknowledges 
large areas of land as opposed to the number of people.  We can see that reflected in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region in particular.  The south west, in which seats have been drawn up and the formula developed to fit, shows 
the other attitude about common land use, which again is about not people, but trees and the number of sheep.  
That is why we can end up with one equal electorate being 35 square kilometres and another equal electorate 
being over 36 000 kilometres -  
The CHAIRMAN:  In respect of the Agricultural Region? 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  In respect of the Agricultural Region, we see some similarly wide disparity where 
there are seats from 110 000 or so square kilometres down to others that are a fraction of that size.  I tend 
towards the view that this should not be about square kilometres.  It is not an absolute factor.  That is why I 
object to it being used in such a way in this government proposal, and why I support Hon Murray Criddle’s 
amendment.  Hon Barry House touched on this, and Hon John Fischer just touched on this: it is about the ability 
of members to get to people, of people to get to members and of members to get to the many and varied parts of 
their electorates.  By parts I mean places where there are local governments, which are key points of contact for 
members.  I also mean the number of schools and, in the case of a non-metropolitan seat, perhaps the number of 
towns, settlements or hamlets that maybe dotted around the landscape.  Depending on the electorate and the 
region it is in, members may face very big differences.   
I have been to the Kimberley region and to the geographic division of the Kimberley.  I am not sure where the 
electorate of Kimberley will be under this legislation; proposals seem to vary widely.  The Kimberley is a region 
adjacent to the Agricultural Region, Mr Chairman, just to relate it to this amendment.  The Kimberley has really 
six towns.  A member might be able to get to them all by air charter.  If a member tries to reach them all by car, 
it can take a long time because of the vast distances.  However, members can resort to other methods of 
transport.  If one examines the Agricultural Region seats, which of course I am keen to refer to, Mr Chairman - 
that is what the amendment is specifically about and I would not like my comments in any way to be irrelevant - 
particularly the large Agricultural Region seats of Roe, Moore and to a lesser extent Avon, they have a whole lot 
of different contact points in their areas.  Admittedly, they are smaller areas than the Agricultural Region, but 
there are so many more of them.  For example, I have only nine councils in my region.  Some of the Assembly 
districts have dozens. 
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  There are 27 in the case of Moore. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is a heck of a lot.  The schools might not be large, but they are all important and 
all must be attended to.  The number of contact points that a member deals with must also be considered when 
we are considering equity and fairness in representation.  I believe that is lacking in the intent behind this bill.  I 
have a great deal of sympathy for Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment.  It is obvious that the government and the 
Greens will not support it, which is a great pity.  Hon Murray Criddle, supported by Hon Bruce Donaldson, has 
sought to stand up for the Agricultural Region.  It is an area that, as we know from these figures, does have 
significant populations of people and they are in significantly dispersed and wide areas.  However, virtually no 
recognition is made of that compared with electors who live in a 20 square kilometre radius, like my region of 
South Metropolitan.  It is a disparity that electors in the Agricultural Region will regret.  They will not have the 
sort of voice at the table that will be heard against, in many cases, the larger number of voices that will now be in 
the identical little electorates that will be dotted all over the metropolitan area.   
I express my sympathy to Hon Murray Criddle for the sentiments behind this amendment and the one that 
follows this.   
The CHAIRMAN:  Before I give the call to Hon Paddy Embry, we are dealing with the specific amendment 
that relates to the Agricultural Region.  In a moment there may be an amendment that deals with the South West 
Region.  Would members please confine their comments to the specific amendment at hand, otherwise we may 
as well restart the second reading speech.  We need to focus on the amendments. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Mr Chairman, I accept what you say and I have every intention just to speak on the 
Agricultural Region.   
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I guess Hon Chrissy Sharp and Hon Alan Cadby have made much play of the outcome that they cannot see.  The 
Leader of the House also touched on it when he said that by reducing the numerical political representation of 
the Agricultural Region there will not be a huge, significant difference in services.  The Leader of the House 
does not like us talking about services, but that is the role of government.  The reason we have an electoral 
system is to elect a government and the government’s role is to do things fairly, etc.  That is the whole purpose 
of having an election; it is the purpose of a democracy but the end result is actually what matters much more than 
how we go about it.  

Hon Alan Cadby referred to his tour of part of the seat of Merredin and he gave some examples.  He said, 
generalising, that country people are not happy with the situation now.  That is correct.  The reason that people in 
the Agricultural Region are not happy is that they are not getting the services, because right now we have more 
city politicians than we do country.  If the figures were reversed and 60 per cent of politicians represented the 
Agricultural Region and surrounding country areas and only 40 per cent represented the metropolitan area, 
services probably would be better in the country areas than in the metropolitan areas.  The metropolitan people 
would be jumping up and down, quite correctly, saying that they are not receiving a fair outcome from our 
electoral process.   

The main point raised has been missed.  The Leader of the House is absolutely wonderful at putting up a 
smokescreen.  Over the centuries, military people, especially naval people, would have been absolutely thrilled if 
they could have put up a smokescreen like the Leader of the House.   

The bill will make it more difficult to maintain the services that are available now in the Agricultural Region.  
We are a democracy and when people vote in a chamber like this, it makes the world of difference where the 
numbers are.  The Leader of the House knows that.  His smokescreen was wonderful.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is only true if all country people are voting the same way.  That is the other point that I 
was trying to make. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  That is just what I am about to get onto. 

Hon Kim Chance:  There are five different parties.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Exactly, and is it not part of the richness of our electoral system that we live in a 
country where that is possible?  We do not live in a country like Zimbabwe where people are threatened with 
being shot if they do not vote in a particular way.  Fortunately, we have not reached that stage and hopefully we 
never will.   

If one party were delivering total fairness in our democracy, there would be no need for the second, third, fourth 
or fifth parties that the Leader of the House talks about.  They only come about because a series of things are 
unfair.   

I take the Leader of the House back to a recent meeting he attended in the heart of his electorate, in Lake Grace.  
I happen to have the Farm Weekly dated 21 April.  It says - 

More than 100 Lake Grace area farmers have made a desperate plea to Agriculture Minister Kim 
Chance to break party ranks and oppose one vote, one value electoral reform.   

To use the Leader of the House’s arguments, if there were 100-plus people at that meeting - the article states they 
were farmers, but I doubt that they were all farmers - probably most of the five political parties were represented 
and they came out with a uniform message for him.   

Hon Kim Chance:  Two of those 100 actually raised the issue of one vote, one value.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I believe there was a vote.  It is reported here that -  
. . .  a petition to be given to Mr Chance, which attracted 112 signatures.   

The 100 at the meeting has now swollen to 112 signatures.   

If that is the case, there would be more Labor, more Liberal and quite a lot of National Party signatures on that 
petition, but also there would be people from the other two parties that make up the five.  The interesting thing is 
the 112 people are coming out with one message, not five different messages.   

With all due respects to the Leader of the House, the wind has come up and the smokescreen has blown away.  
The time that he took on the smokescreen does not do him credit.  He was elected primarily to represent the 
interests of the Agricultural Region.  He went to a meeting in his heartland and he is not making any attempt to 
fulfil the wishes of those people and that is very sad.   
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The article goes on to quote Mr Ian Brandenburg; he and his wife are and have been well respected members of 
the community over many long years.  It states - 

WAFarmers member Ian Brandenburg said Mr Chance asked for a good reason to change his opinion. 
“He said he realised he was probably the only person in the room who felt the way he did, but by saying 
he hadn’t changed his mind yet, he left a small chink that I thought we could act on,” Mr Brandenburg 
said.   

That small chink needs to be opened right up and the Leader of the House needs to represent the interests of the 
people who elected him.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  As I indicated informally the government will oppose this amendment.  For the 
information of the house, we will also oppose the other amendment standing in the name of Hon Murray Criddle 
and, if he were to proceed with it, the one standing in the name of Hon Norman Moore.  

I want to thank the Leader of the House for doing part of my job for me, which was to spell out the question of 
balance.  For example, Hon Paddy Embry referred to the issue of serviceability and he argued that that is the 
prime criterion that should be applied when determining what is a fair electoral system.  The argument put 
forward by the Leader of the House on behalf of the government was that two things need to be balanced against 
each other.  The very nature of those two things means that the further we lean one way to try to achieve greater 
capacity to provide a reasonable service, the more we detract from the capacity to deliver an equal numerical 
representative formula.  The government has tried to reach what it thinks is a reasonable balance between those 
two things, and that is why yesterday we accepted and supported the amendment moved by Hon Chrissy Sharp 
to provide an exception for geographically large electorates with a land area of 100 000 square kilometres or 
more and take into account what has been described as the serviceability criteria of those areas of the state that 
are remote and vast.  That had the effect of creating a tolerance 20 per cent below the average electorate 
enrolment, rather than the 10 per cent that was originally proposed, and an allowance of 1.5 per cent of the land 
area to be added to the electoral enrolment to give a notional enrolment.  It is likely that that large-area 
allowance will apply to five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region and to two in the Agricultural Region.  That 
is the policy position in respect of the government’s opposition to this amendment.  There is another reason, that 
might be described as a technical reason, for the government’s opposition to this amendment.  I need to flag at 
the outset that, even if the technical issue were fixed in some way, the government would still oppose the 
amendments because of the policy position I have just outlined.  The technical matter I have just referred to is 
that the amendment moved by Hon Murray Criddle suggests that proposed subsection (2) be applied to the 
determination of the Agricultural Region in this case, and the South West Region in the following amendment, 
which I am not debating now.  That proposed subsection provides the basis for the commissioners to adhere to 
an enrolment quota.  The initial point about dividing the number of electors in the Agricultural Region by seven 
is easily calculated and results in a figure of approximately 12 000 electors based on the numbers that the house 
has been referring to during the debate so far. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  At what stage does it represent 12 000?  You said that the seven districts work out at 
about 12 000; in fact, it is more.  It is over 13 000 average at the moment. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Okay.  I will allow for 13 000.  The next bit of the equation will leave the electoral 
commissioners in some difficulty.  Proposed subsection (2) requires that the commissioners divide the state into 
districts in accordance with the principle that, for each district, the number of electors that the district would 
have had at the relevant day must not be more than 10 per cent greater, or more than 10 per cent less, than the 
average district enrolment at the relevant day.  According to this amendment, the number of electors in each 
district in the Agricultural Region should be plus or minus within 10 per cent of the average district enrolment.  
The average district enrolment is defined in proposed subsection (1) as the commissioners dividing the number 
of electors by the number of districts.  Proposed subsection (3)(b) also provides that the electors, and the seven 
districts in the Agricultural Region, are to be disregarded in the calculation.  When we do the calculation we find 
that the commissioners are required to determine the seven districts with an approximate number of 12 000 
electors that fall within plus or minus 10 per cent of 22 000 and some electors.  That indicates a discrepancy 
between the number of electors required in the first point of the amendment and the number of electors required 
to satisfy the second point.  Therefore, we cannot actually get the number of districts that the amendment seeks 
to achieve.  For that reason, and for the policy reason I have already outlined, the government opposes this 
amendment, the next amendment that is in similar terms for the South West Region and, if we were to proceed, 
the amendment in the name of Hon Norman Moore.   

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (15) 

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

Noes (17) 

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

Amendment thus negatived.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I move - 

Page 9, after line 7 - To insert - 

(3) However - 

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

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

(i) the electors in that region; and 

(ii) those 11 districts; 

(c) the Commissioners are to divide by 11 the number of electors in that part of 
the State that is proposed to constitute the South West Region and apply the 
principle set out in subsection (2) in determining the boundaries of 
those 11 districts. 

I will not go on for any length of time about this.  We have already dealt with the Mining and Pastoral Region 
and the Agricultural Region.  In her comments, the parliamentary secretary said that if voting strengths are 
affected in one area, there has to be a dramatic compensation in another.  That is what has happened in the 
regions we have dealt with in the three amendments.  The arguments we have run with this amendment are very 
similar.  I recommend that the committee take this amendment seriously and vote favourably. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This situation is worse than the previous one for the Agricultural Region.  The 
Leader of the House tried to convince us that what this bill will do to the Agricultural Region will hardly make 
any difference.  He justified it by saying that the region would lose a seat anyway and that the Council would 
receive an additional seat and so it was not all that bad.  I am interested to see how well he goes when he 
explains that to people in Lake Grace when he next visits and other places in which people talk about these 
things.  As an aside, members may be right in how big an issue one vote, one value has been in previous 
elections.  I can assure members that, once this occurs and people know it has happened to them as opposed to 
the expectation, it will not be a one per cent issue. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It made absolutely no difference in the commonwealth election. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I probably was not even alive then. 

Hon Kim Chance:  1980. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not remember that debate.  However, I know that the federal so-called one 
vote, one value system for the House of Representatives in the election before last delivered a government with 
less than half the vote.  Does the Leader of the House think that is fair?  His colleague at the time, the federal 
Leader of the Opposition, did not think it was fair.  We are talking about what is fair and what is not fair.  The 
Leader of the Opposition says that the federal system is fine and no-one cares about it.  The federal system can 
deliver a crazy scenario, which our system generally does not deliver. 

 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 4 May 2005] 

 p1179b-1206a 
Hon Norman Moore; Chairman; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Peter Foss; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Murray 

Criddle; Hon Kevin Leahy; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Kim Chance; Hon John Fischer; Hon Simon O'Brien; 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Barry House; Hon Bill Stretch 

 [17] 

Let us look at what will happen in the South West Region unless the House agrees to Hon Murray Criddle’s 
amendment.  As it is proposed to be finalised by the Greens (WA) and the government, this bill will take six 
seats from country Western Australia; namely, the South West and Agricultural Regions.  Let us assume for the 
sake of the argument - as I argued in the last amendment - that three seats will come from each region.  We are 
told that the South West Region will have eight members, which is a reduction from 11.  There will be three 
fewer Legislative Assembly seats in the South West Region.  It is different from the Agricultural Region 
because, in the Legislative Council, the number will go from seven to six if the Greens’ proposal gets a 
guernsey.  The South West Region, which is the fastest-growing part of Western Australia - including the 
metropolitan area - will have a reduction of four members of Parliament.  I wonder what Hon Adele Farina will 
say to her constituents when she puts her hand up in support of this bill. 
Hon Peter Foss:  She might get one of the Assembly seats. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That may well be the case.    
I will not talk much about Hon John Cowdell because he is not here to defend himself.  Even if he were, he could 
not.  I am talking about him as a member for the South West Region representing the Labor Party.  He is a 
person who spends a lot of his time thinking about electoral systems and boundaries, strategies and all the rest.  
His fingerprints are all over this legislation.  He does not need to justify himself any more because he is not 
standing at the next election.  I wonder how he would defend himself in the south west if he were standing again 
in the next election because he is one of the co-architects of a bill that will take away four seats from the South 
West Region.  Hon Chrissy Sharp is a member for the South West Region.  She will be replaced by another 
person from her party.  I believe the chickens will come home to roost for her successor the next time around 
when the message gets out loudly and clearly that Hon Chrissy Sharp has put up her hand to take away three 
seats from the South West Region in the Legislative Assembly and, on top of that, an additional seat from the 
Legislative Council.  She is a co-architect of taking away a significant degree of representation for the south west 
of Western Australia.  I suspect - I hope I am right although I may not be - that this issue will be a far bigger 
issue at the next election than it has been at past elections.  People often do not take any notice of issues until 
such time as they happen.  They then come to realise that the member of Parliament they used to see is no longer 
a member of Parliament and that the office he used to occupy does not exist any more because there are three 
fewer members in the Assembly and the upper house member is not there any more because there is one fewer 
member in that house.  People like Hon Chrissy Sharp and her successor will become accountable to the people 
for their actions in supporting this legislation.  Indeed, in the case of the Greens, they are virtually running it and 
calling the shots.  They are running the government’s agenda for it.  I hope that, one day, we can have a 
Legislative Council in which a minor party such as the Greens does not have the sort of power it has now.  I give 
an assurance that I will do whatever I can between now and when I leave this place to ensure that happens. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I support Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment that the South West Region consist 
of 11 complete and contiguous districts, as it does at present.  I live in the south west; I have done so for 47 
years.  I am now a representative of the South West Region.  It is a beautiful part of the world and it deserves to 
have its 11 representatives. 

I was just looking at the electoral figures.  At present, Peter Watson in Albany has 14 396 electors in his 
electorate; John Castrilli in Bunbury has 14 709; Steve Thomas in Capel has 14 110; Mick Murray in Collie-
Wellington has 15 060; Kim Hames in Dawesville has 12 804; Dan Sullivan in Leschenault has 12 104; David 
Templeman in Mandurah has 13 857; Murray Cowper in Murray has 13 488; Terry Redman in Stirling has 
13 843; Troy Buswell in Vasse has 12 788; and Paul Omodei in Warren-Blackwood has 15 335.  It is very easy 
to understand the Labor Party’s motives.  Out of those 11 members, three are Labor, seven are Liberal and one is 
National.  What will happen when three or four seats are taken out of that area?  It will be made advantageous to 
the Labor Party.  Those boundaries will not be drawn in the Liberal Party’s favour; the Labor Party will try to 
make sure they are drawn in its favour.  Regardless of what reason the Labor Party gives for these changes, we 
can see why it is making them.   

The number of voters in Albany is projected to increase by a few thousand in 2007 to 16 064; in Bunbury by a 
few thousand to 16 344; in Capel by a few thousand to 16 528; in Collie-Wellington by only 1 000; in 
Dawesville, 3 000; in Leschenault, almost 3 000; in Mandurah, 2 500; in Murray, almost 3 000; in Stirling to 
2 000; Vasse by almost 3 000; and Warren-Blackwood by another 2 000.  The Liberal Party does not want to 
accept a reduction of country seats to eight seats.  I am really disappointed with the Labor Party because if it 
wanted reform it could have implemented proper reform rather than this mishmash.   

I refer to Bridgetown to illustrate how the Electoral Commission sometimes creates boundaries simply on the 
basis of numbers of voters rather than on the criteria it should use.  Bridgetown was removed from the South 
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West Region.  When I came home from a trip to Canada I was shown the electoral boundaries and discovered 
that Bridgetown was no longer included in the South West Region; it had been included in the Agricultural 
Region.  The only way we could persuade the Electoral Commission to reinstate Bridgetown within the South 
West Region was through a huge media campaign and getting everyone from Bridgetown to sign petitions.  We 
petitioned the Electoral Commission.  When I asked the Electoral Commission to explain how it could have 
made such a stupid decision and even dreamt of putting Bridgetown within the Agricultural Region, given that 
Bridgetown was the heart of the south west, I was told that the decision was based strictly on numbers.  That is 
when politicians are needed.  Hon Christine Sharp was involved in the approach to the Electoral Commission to 
try to work out a solution.  Hon Paul Omodei, Hon Christine Sharp and I are all south west members.  We had to 
reach some sort of compromise but that should not have been necessary given that our electorates comprise the 
south west.  Decisions such as that are based simply on numbers and the electorates had to compromise.  Why 
should they have to compromise when the history of Bridgetown so obviously identifies it as a south west rather 
than an agricultural area?  It was not a fair or an objective decision; it was based on numbers.  

Prior to the last election the Electoral Commission created the new seat of Capel.  The compromise by the 
Bridgetown electorate was to take the east ward of the local government boundary out of Bridgetown and 
include it in the Agricultural Region.  The south ward of the Shire of Manjimup was included in the district of 
Stirling, and the Shire of Tambellup was moved from the district of Wagin to the Agricultural Region.  Despite 
all that hoohah, the commission wants to reinstate 10 000 electors from the Agricultural Region into the South 
West Region.  Given that we have done the rounds of the electorate with new boundary changes, we could 
almost say, “Here we go again.”   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  There are 96 000 people there now and the commission wants to shift 10 000 back into 
the south west to balance the figures.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  It is all about figures.  This legislation will not implement a one vote, one value 
system.  I did not like “One Vote One Value” as the short title of the bill and I did not like changing it to the 
Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill.  It is not about electoral amendment and repeal; it should be the Labor 
Party and the Greens (WA) electoral amendment and repeal bill.  I acknowledge that this legislation is before 
this Parliament, but do country people know what will be the effects of the bastardisation of this bill?  I do not 
think so.  

This morning, country radio stations were very busy discussing this model of one vote, one value, which, as we 
all know, is not one vote, one value.  Country people do not like this legislation; they know they have been 
dudded.  I realise that, perhaps eventually, electoral reform would have occurred.  However, in a state 
comprising 2 225 000 square kilometres, it would always have been a difficult task.  It should have been 
implemented properly rather than in the way the Labor Party and the Greens are handling it now.  

Hon Christine Sharp:  Why didn’t you come to the table then and help us do it properly by putting forward 
your version?  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  That comment, coming from Hon Christine Sharp, is hypocritical.  I accept that 
the government has gone some way towards recognising the difficulties caused by the distances in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region, but it seems to have forgotten about the agricultural and south west areas. 

Hon Kim Chance should be taken to task for his comments about the tyranny of distance not being in the 
equation.  When I travel to Albany and back it takes me six hours.  I travel vast distances throughout the south 
west.  I am sure Hon Christine Sharp would agree that it is not easy driving down to the south west and back all 
the time.  The south west is a vast area.   

I also take Hon Kim Chance to task over his comments about services in country areas.  The government should 
try closing a country hospital, then it will see how country people react - they would represent democracy in 
action.  Not only the people but also their political representatives would combine to rescue a service under 
threat of being taken away.  Politicians are needed in country electorates.  If the aim of this legislation were to 
take three or four seats away from the country, but not include them in the city, country people might not 
understand it or like it, but they would come to some sort of acceptance of it.  However, establishing those seats 
in the city, where all the services and facilities exist and everything is on tap, is a bit rich coming from this Labor 
Government.  One of my colleagues said that the Labor Government purports to support down and out people.  
People in the country are down and out compared with people in the city.  Services are available such as roads, 
health and education and there are social issues and social inequities, and social inequity is at the forefront of this 
so-called one vote, one value legislation.  
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We have been told that Parliament is the place in which we can apply political pressure.  Pressure from whom?  
As I have said before, based on the Labor and Greens’ model of six regions of six representatives, the upper 
house will be filled with people from the city.  

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am pleased to support the amendment and to present a case for some concessions to 
be made in this very shoddy legislation, which now, thankfully, has ditched the title of the One Vote One Value 
Bill.  Those concessions apply to the south west as well as to other parts of country WA.  As we have said ad 
infinitum the demographics of Western Australia are unique and different from those anywhere else in the world.  
The demographic of the metropolitan area of Perth is more centralised than any other place in the world.  There 
is no logical reason for Western Australia not having a system that makes some allowances for the areas outside 
that capital city.  My colleagues on this side of the house will support this amendment.   

I am looking forward to the contributions of Hon Adele Farina, who represents the south west, and Hon 
Christine Sharp, who has done the south west a massive disservice in her last few days as a member representing 
that region.  Hon Christine Sharp will disappear into the sunset in a couple of weeks.  The bulk of the south west 
will say good riddance to her, because in her last couple of weeks in this Parliament she has sold out the area that 
she has purported to represent over the past eight or 12 years, whatever it has been.  That will be a lasting 
negative legacy for Hon Christine Sharp.   

We have tried to work out the proposed consequences.  It probably would not even help a person to work out 
these consequences if he were a Philadelphia lawyer, because we are not sure of the proposal that we are 
debating.  The proposition seems to be that the number of seats in the South West Region will reduce from 11 to 
eight in the lower house and from seven to six in the upper house.  The South West Region will be the biggest 
loser in this whole equation, which is what I have said all along.  The South West Region is being done over in 
the biggest way.  We will lose representation and a significant voice in this Parliament to present all the complex 
issues that arise from an area that is large, diverse and difficult to represent.  I refer to some figures that appear 
on a sheet of paper that came from somewhere.   

I concede that a case could be mounted for the metropolitan areas of Bunbury and Mandurah to be included on 
the same sort of basis as the metropolitan area of Perth.  The seat of Mandurah will cover 35 square kilometres, 
and the seat of Bunbury will cover 92 square kilometres.  The remainder of the proposed eight lower house seats 
in the South West Region will cover well over 1 800 square kilometres.  In those terms, there is a very large 
discrepancy between the two major metropolitan areas - Mandurah and Bunbury - and the other parts of the 
South West Region, which are the areas that are the most difficult to represent.  I have spoken many times in this 
place about the difficulties faced by members in representing an area that does not have regular airline services; 
does not have good public transport; does not have a mobile phone service that works everywhere; has 
communities which are distinct, individual, unique and which contain a huge diversity of people, issues, 
businesses and interests; and covers large distances, which is a feature common to other areas of Western 
Australia.   

The Labor Party and the Greens (WA) want a Parliament that is driven completely by ideology.  They want 
members to be selected for their political ideologies and not as regional representatives in any way, shape or 
form.  They want members to be centrally selected by their political parties.  They do not care whether those 
people live in the regions.  They have demonstrated that approach in the selection of their candidates, 
particularly the Labor Party.  Hon Christine Sharp at least lives in the south west.  That makes her betrayal even 
harder to swallow.  The Labor Party’s members do not live in the south west.  I give credit to Hon Adele Farina 
because she was transplanted from the City of Bayswater to represent the South West Region.  I acknowledge 
that she has worked very hard and has done a good job.  She has taken the time and made the effort to be a part 
of the community that she represents, and to provide a regional perspective to the issues.  I do not know the two 
new Labor Party members for the South West Region who have been elected to take their places in this chamber 
in the next couple of weeks.  I believe they are centrally based people.   

Hon Kate Doust:  That is incorrect.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Is it?  I will take the member’s word for that, because I do not know them.  I will 
reserve my judgment.  I hope that they will be regional representatives who will have a solid grounding in the 
South West Region.  I hope they will come into this place with the attitude that they are here to represent their 
regional interests and not just their political ideologies.  Otherwise, we may as well have a distribution of seats in 
this house based on some sort of notional vote.  The upper house would not even have to go to an election; the 
figures could be taken from a Legislative Assembly election.  The Electoral Commission could do it on a 
proportional representation basis; the Labor Party would get so many seats, the Liberal Party would get so many 
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seats, and our central offices would appoint the people from downtown Perth.  That would be a complete sham 
and nonsense.  However, that is the sort of system that we are heading towards.   

I have mentioned the consequences.  By the look of it, we will lose four members from the South West Region; 
three from the lower house and one from the upper house.  The final member to be elected to represent the South 
West Region in the recent upper house election was the Greens member.  If he were to miss out on a seat in the 
future as a result of this change, it would not upset me too much.  I suspect that probably will not occur because 
of the sole motivation of the Greens in driving this lopsided outcome so hard and forcing the Labor Party into it.  
Forcing is probably the wrong word; the Labor Party has been dragged by the nose to this terrible outcome.  

Hon Christine Sharp:  What’s the motivation?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The motivation is pretty obvious; it is to retain the balance of power in this house.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  Tell us how we can do that.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The Greens hold the balance of power with their five members. 

Hon Christine Sharp:  Now put some proof of these allegations on the table.  Table some figures in here.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It really does not matter whether the Greens have five members in here or two.   

Hon Christine Sharp:  You can’t do it, can you?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I am doing it for the member, if she would like to sit and listen.  The Greens currently 
have five members in this house and they hold the balance of power.   

Hon Christine Sharp interjected. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Hon Christine Sharp, please come to order!  Hon Barry House has been here for 
some time, so he does not require the protection of the Chair.  However, I will not allow a yelling match to 
ensue.  Hon Barry House has the call and he is entitled to put his position on this amendment.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  It is pretty simple arithmetic.  The Greens currently have five members and hold the 
balance of power.  The result for the Greens at the recent election was abysmal in the overall scheme of things; 
its representation was reduced to two members of Parliament.  However, hey presto, those two members will still 
hold the balance of power in this house after 21 May.  Effectively, it does not really matter whether the Greens 
have two, three, five or six members from the different regions.  That is their sole motivation for supporting this 
very lopsided, unfair proposal that will have a big impact on the South West Region.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I very much support Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment.  Hon Norman Moore said that 
the next state election might well cause country people to realise what has happened.  I very much subscribe to 
that idea.  I was approached on this issue by many more people from the South West Region than from the 
Agricultural Region, of course.  I will not dwell on the previous amendment, but I found it interesting that the 
people who approached me from the South West Region came with quite a different problem.  It rather surprised 
me.  Many in the South West Region misunderstood what the so-called one vote, one value legislation was all 
about.  Most people who contacted me thought that it was to get rid of preferential voting.  Of course, they 
thought that it would be a good idea to get rid of preferential voting because that is when a person does have 
more than one vote, particularly if he or she supports a minor party.  They thought that was great.  Everybody 
would have one vote.  Hon Derrick Tomlinson spoke on that at some length during the second reading debate.  
Although I could have responded over the telephone, lots of people wrote to me.  When I explained that the 
proposed one vote, one value legislation would not get rid of preferential voting - 

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes.  When I explained that the proposed one vote, one value legislation, as it was 
called then, would not get rid of preferential voting, they decided they did not want it.  Once I explained the 
situation, not one single elector from the south west who contacted me wanted it.  Some of them said that they 
had always been Labor voters, so it was not as though only conservative people telephoned me - far from it.  Not 
one of them wanted the proposed changes.  I believe that this will prove Hon Norman Moore to be correct.  
People in the south west will learn what this proposed legislation is about over the next four years.  I believe Hon 
Norman Moore is 100 per cent correct when he says that we will see that in the voting results next time.  The 
problem, of course, is that when the stable door is opened and the horse has bolted, it is very hard, when that 
horse is recaptured, to get it back into the same condition that it was in before it bolted. 
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Hon BILL STRETCH:  I support Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment.  I believe it has been brought forward in 
recognition of the realities in the south west.  The National Party has had members in the south west for most of 
the time that I have been in Parliament.  I believe it is a fair call and a fair clause, and it should go into the 
legislation.  As my colleagues have pointed out, the south west is a rapidly growing area.  It is growing not only 
in population but also in importance.  It is the heavy rainfall area of the state that will lead horticultural and 
agricultural production.  It has a rapidly expanding mining industry.  Hopefully, it will have a recovering timber 
industry, despite the efforts of the Greens during the time I have been in the Parliament.  The damage they have 
done to the forestry industry is untold.  It will be measured probably in only 50 or 100 years.  That is one other 
reason that they must hang their heads in shame. 

I go back to the early days of the abolition of the Donnybrook sunklands planting of pines, which was designed 
to fill the anticipated shortage of hardwood timbers.  It was sabotaged because certain people said, “No; pine 
trees are weeds.  We don’t want pine trees growing in our native forests.”  It was all right to continue to grow the 
scraggy, scruffy, degraded jarrah in the sunklands, but it was not right to plant a useable timber plantation, which 
would have forestalled most of the grief that we went through in the south west. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Look at all the forests that the Greens saved in Tasmania.  They are all full of dieback 
now.  The old forests are just withering away now. 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  Mr Whip is quite correct.  Unfortunately, the Chairman is about to say that this is not 
apposite to the debate, but in actual fact it is. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Just mention the South West Region. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  Don’t help him! 

Hon BILL STRETCH:  Yes, I have mentioned its increasing importance to the state, as well as the forestry 
industry and the damage that has been done by unbalanced political representation in the South West Region 
over the period of my representation of it in the Parliament. 

This clause more than any other epitomises the political cynicism of the Australian Labor Party on the question 
of electoral matters.  I hasten to say that when we get into an electoral reform debate, there is probably no such 
thing as purity of motive on any side.  I believe most people would accept that.  There will be a jostling for 
positions and a jostling for advantage.  We have seen that happen.  Unlike a football match in which this sort of 
jostling takes place, there is no central umpire.  Here we are our own umpires, and we must judge the fairness of 
what is put in front of us.  The quotation I gave of Lord Acton in my second reading contribution made the point 
that no particular side can be trusted to adjudicate and manage a debate such as this.  It comes down to a question 
of commonsense, decency and an acknowledgment of fairness on all sides.  I do not believe we have had that, 
and I do not believe we have it in this legislation.   

Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment attempts to restore some respectability to this unbridled grab for power.  The 
amendment recognises the size of the region, the difficulties of the region, the growing potential of the region 
and all those other factors that have been mentioned before.  The overview that Labor took many years ago was 
the old strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats theory.  The strengths and weaknesses were looked at, 
and the south west was a weakness for the Labor Party.  An analysis of the figures over the years shows that 
Labor’s influence in that area has dropped away.  It has been losing seats in that area.  The Labor Party will look 
at where its strengths are, and its strengths are in the metropolitan area, where it is easier to manage an electorate 
and the modern political propaganda and media saturation that swing votes in modern elections.  That is 
regrettable.  I thought it was interesting that in a discussion on this bill on radio this morning, Professor Greg 
Craven mentioned the undue influence of media exposure on the goings-on of Parliaments and the election and 
operation of Parliaments.  Members must consider very carefully in the future - my future in this place has only 
about two and a bit weeks to run - whether our system is keeping up with the threats of the modern media on 
modern democracy.   

These sorts of bills undermine the stability of the system.  We must admit that the system has been stable, and 
we have mostly had a reasonably democratic representation of government over the years, with a few seats either 
way.  That is acceptable.  Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment is trying to redress the undue swing of the 
pendulum against commonsense and fairness in this bill.  I do not think we can continue to govern in a modern 
democratic system when the minor parties’ proportion of vote is not reflected in their membership of the house.  
I think all parties would accept that.  A system that delivers that sort of result is not fair, and that must be 
addressed in the future. 
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If Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment is accepted by the house, it will at least buy a bit of time to come up with 
better legislation that will put some fairness back into the system.  I therefore believe that this amendment should 
be carried.  It is one thing that we can salvage from the wreckage of the bill.  It will restore some fairness and 
credibility to what we are doing today.  In the future when people look back, history will show this to be a very 
black day for the Western Australian Parliament.  The way in which the last three motions have been dealt with 
will be judged very harshly by history.  I repeat that this is at least one opportunity to redress this vicious attack 
on fair, democratic representation.  I urge the house to support the amendment.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Greens (WA) do not support Hon Murray Criddle’s amendment.  As one of 
the seven members in this house representing the South West Region, my view is that our beautiful South West 
Region, as Hon Robyn McSweeney has very rightly called it, does not face any disproportionate disadvantage in 
comparison with other areas of the state.  I accept that the region has some pressing needs.  One that comes 
immediately to my mind is one that Hon Barry House has raised many times in this house; that is, the shocking 
overcrowding of high schools in Busselton.   

Some profound issues also surround the funding and administration of health services in the South West Region.  
Of course, aspects of policy and resourcing are inadequate for our region, but that is the case for all regions.  
Cases of the need for additional schools, clinics or whatever or inadequate roads can be found anywhere in the 
city.  It is a statewide phenomenon, because there is never enough money to service everything that everybody 
would like.  That is a fact of life.  However, I do not see that the South West Region faces any particularly 
disproportionate difficulties in comparison with elsewhere in the state.  The fact is that unlike those who have 
made the presentations we have just heard, as a member representing the south west, I have tried to think on 
behalf of the whole state.  I have tried to come up with something that is not sectional in its approach but is 
based on clear and fair principles that apply to everybody in Western Australia and not just to my patch. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  Sanctimonious poppycock!  You have let down your region. 

Hon Barry House:  You have sold out the south west.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It is very easy in politics and in life generally to talk about acting from principle.  
It is much harder and much more testing of one’s principles when they involve some sacrifice.  It is very easy to 
have principles when all one has is to gain; it is harder to have principles when one stands to lose.   

A couple of members have pointed out that I will be standing down very shortly and I will be replaced in this 
seat by Paul Llewellyn, who will represent the Greens in the south west.  It is important to realise that the 
legislation before us, particularly as we are amending it, is virtually identical to the legislation that passed 
through both houses of Parliament in 2001-02.  At the last state election the electors of the south west were, I 
believe, adequately notified of the Greens’ position on electoral reform.  We have certainly done everything we 
can to make our position as widely understood as possible.   

I have had much contact with electors over this issue.  Very few of them have been from the South West Region, 
but many have been from the Agricultural Region.  Many of the electors who have come from the South West 
Region have urged the Greens to support the principle of one vote, one value because they subscribe to the 
principle of vote equality and agree that it is indefensible that electors in, say, Leschenault and the suburbs of 
Bunbury should enjoy a vote that is worth two and a half times the weight of an equivalent vote in the city.  
There is no justification for that.  Many people understand that and support the principle of vote equality, even 
though, as I have just said, it means that the number of representatives in our region will fall. 

Of course, at the next election voters will be very aware of the impact of all of this and the reality of these 
changes, particularly as they find themselves in new districts.  There will be some fallout, some of which will be 
detrimental to the Greens.  We are aware of that and we are also aware from the modelling we have had done 
that the position we are taking is not to our advantage.  It will obviously be harder for the Greens to keep a seat 
representing the south west after the provisions of this bill are in place.  I find to be absolutely extraordinary for 
the mob over there to turn around and question our motives, particularly considering their motives and their total 
hypocrisy throughout this debate. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I indicated when we were debating the last amendment that the government would not 
support the amendment, and the arguments are similar.  The question comes down to the balance between the 
numerical value, as it were, of each elector’s vote on the one hand against the practical capacity to provide 
representation on the other.  We have already canvassed the arguments on that.  The second reason is the same as 
that which I indicated during the debate on the last amendment; that is, the technical question that I spelt out in 
some detail when I responded to the last amendment.  For those reasons we will oppose the amendment. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I hope Hon Chrissy Sharp feels better now that she has been able to throw some 
invective across this side of the chamber.  She and the Labor Party are responsible for four seats coming out of 
her region.  That is what she is leaving to her constituency as she leaves this Parliament, and long may she 
remember it.   
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (15) 

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

Noes (17) 

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

Amendment thus negatived. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Before I give the call to Hon Peter Foss, does the Leader of the Opposition propose to move 
the amendment standing in his name?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  There is nothing that is new in this bill that my proposed amendment relates to.  
Although, if we were to go back in time and start at the beginning of the bill, we might get to the stage at which 
that would be an appropriate amendment.  In view of the last two votes, I will not proceed with this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I will raise a procedural issue.  It is true that the amendment in its present form would be 
inconsistent with an amendment that was already passed.  However, I note that, having deleted the intention to 
have the Mining and Pastoral Region comprise five complete and contiguous districts, the parliamentary 
secretary may wish to consider that issue during the break.  It would have been possible to put the proposed 
amendment of the Leader of the Opposition into a particular form that would have recognised that aspect.  It is 
up to the parliamentary secretary to consider that issue.  The question is that proposed subsection 16H, as 
amended, be agreed to.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I hope the adviser who could have discussed laa laas with me has not left the precinct 
because I wish to take up a matter I raised last night with the parliamentary secretary; that is, what is Western 
Australia?  It has been quite fascinating.  Although I referred to the offshore minerals case as a possibility when 
canvassing the various possibilities that might apply, I had not actually gone back to the case.  Now that we have 
settled on that case as the basis for the definition of laa laas, I thought I had better go back and have a look at it.  
That case is probably the appropriate case to look at to determine where is Western Australia, not because I think 
it in any way restricts the capacity of Western Australia to define an area.  It would be quite open to the 
legislative capacity of the state of Western Australia to say that the seats in the northern part of the state should 
be calculated by reference to the area of various components of the former Soviet Union, if that is what we 
wanted to do.  All it is is a means of calculation and it is no more than that.  It is not a correct statement so far as 
the legislative competence of the state of Western Australia is concerned.  It is purely to answer a question that is 
not answered in the bill itself.  It is probably a mistake not to have it answered in the bill.  This case is not the 
answer, except to the extent that, if we are left with no other answer, we might have to go back to it.   

The case is quite interesting and is to be found in volume 135 of the Commonwealth Law Reports.  I will refer to 
the headnote before I speak about the case.  Essentially, most of the court upheld the jurisdiction of the 
commonwealth Parliament to make this law under the first finding, which was, of course, the whole court.  It 
said the provisions of the act relating to the continental shelf were within the legislative power of the 
commonwealth under section 51(xxix) of the Constitution.  Everyone agreed on that.  Then we get into a 
decision that had a dissent in it. 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
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Hon PETER FOSS:  I will make a small, historical digression.  While I was waiting for the house to resume, I 
flicked to the front of volume 135 of the Commonwealth Law Reports and I noticed there were three Attorneys 
General during that period.  The first was Hon Keppel Enderby, QC, in 1975.  On 11 November 1975, he was 
succeeded by Senator Hon Ivor John Greenwood, QC.  I think we all know the reason why that change took 
place.  He was succeeded on 22 December in the same year by Hon Bob Ellicott, which was due to the fact that 
Senator Greenwood, if I recall correctly, dropped dead without warning.  There is quite a bit of history in the 
front page of this edition. 

I had been reading from the headnote of this report, because we were told to look at this to find out where 
Western Australia is.  The second finding, which was by a majority of five to two, again does not tell us where 
Western Australia is.  It just states - 

. . . that the provisions of the Act relating to matters other than the continental shelf were within the 
legislative power of the Commonwealth under s. 51 (xxix.), on the ground that they gave effect to the 
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone; 

Barwick CJ, Mason and Jacobs JJ said - 

. . .  on the further ground that the external affairs power of the Commonwealth Parliament was not 
limited to authorizing laws with respect to Australia’s relationships with foreign countries, but extended 
to any matter or thing external to or situated outside Australia, . . .  

At this stage there is nothing in those findings to tell us where Western Australia is.  The next decision is 
interesting.  The court is now down one judge and this decision is four to two: for were Barwick C.J., 
McTiernan, Mason and Jacobs J.J., and against were Gibbs and Stephen J.J..  It states - 

The boundaries of the former Australian colonies ended at low-water mark and they had no sovereign 
or proprietary rights in respect of the territorial sea or the subjacent soil or superjacent airspace. 

That probably is not quite accurate, but I can see why they fudged it a little, because when one reads the 
judgments it is a little less clear what the ratio was between the judges.  In the decisions one finds a brilliant 
dissenting decision by Justice Stephen and a totally incomprehensible decision by Justice McTiernan, who, 
interestingly enough, was in his nineties.  I am not sure how far he was into his nineties, but he also retired that 
year on 12 September 1976.  The final decision was handed down after he retired.  He was not writing the best of 
decisions towards the end of his judicial career.  In fact, that was one of the reasons a referendum was introduced 
for a compulsory retirement age of 70 years. 

I will move on to the decisions.  In Barwick’s decision he refers, as justification for much of what he says about 
what is Western Australia, to what is now overruled by the High Court in Mabo No 2 - terra nullius.  In fact, the 
other majority of judges used similar logic, because they said that one of the clear things about Australia was that 
these were colonies in the true sense.  It was not as though there was an existing country to be conquered or a 
law to be taken over.  It is interesting.  It may be that today this case would be decided differently, possibly due 
to the rights of Aboriginal people offshore.  It has never been litigated.  Quite a lot of things were left hanging in 
all of this and it has never been clarified by litigation.  That is not unusual.  Anybody who remembers the 
succession of cases since Mabo No 2 knows that each one heard before the High Court might sketch in a little 
more detail, but it still does not say, after the number of years this has been going, what the decision really is.  
This has not been litigated since, because shortly afterwards the states and the commonwealth reached a 
settlement.  From then on, it was no longer a matter of contention between the states and the commonwealth, but 
it has been governed by that settlement. 

I draw attention to the question I asked yesterday about the land intra fauces terrae.  I asked that question 
because I wanted to know from the parliamentary secretary whether they were caught or not.  There are some 
problems with that - the act itself specifically recognises it - but, strangely enough, there were two sections in 
sections 10 and 14.  It states - 

Section 10 declares that sovereignty in respect of the internal waters of Australia (that is to say, any 
waters of the sea on the landward side of the baseline of the territorial sea) so far as they extend from 
time to time, and in respect of the airspace over those waters and in respect of the seabed and subsoil 
beneath those waters, is vested in and exercisable by the Crown in right of the Commonwealth. 

Section 14 then states that it does not apply to the historical inland waters of the state.  That is a decision by 
Justice Mason at page 476.  Justice Jacobs, at page 486, again is much clearer.  He said - 

Within England the King was sovereign under the common law.  England for this purpose was that land 
and those waters intra fauces terrae within the counties of England.  It thus included inland waters, even 
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though the principles for determining what were inland waters were not conclusively settled.  It 
included the foreshore (down to low-water mark) of counties which had a seaboard.  It included 
accretions to the foreshores or seashores by slow and imperceptible change.   

The foreshore between high and low water and the beds of all waters intra fauces terrae over which tidal 
waters flowed were vested in the King as part of England, but significantly were so vested under the 
common law and subject thereto.  Therefore they could be held under rights springing from the 
common law.  They could be parts of manors or honours, and could therefore be the subject of tenures 
and estates under the English law of real property.  Rights in respect of them could rise by prescription 
as well as by proved grant.  Those rights could exist in individuals or corporations or in communities or 
free inhabitants.   

The sea beyond was not within the counties and was not part of England under the common law, “. . .  
for as to the right of the lord extending three miles beyond low-water, it is quite extravagant as a 
jurisdiction belonging to any manor.  As between nation and nation, the territorial right may, by a sort 
of tacit understanding, be extended to three miles, but that rests upon different principles . . .” 

What Jacob is saying is that although, as he found, they belong to the king, they were part of England.  The 
lands, intra fauces terrae, although belonging to the king, were so under the right of common law and not the 
right of kingship.  I was rather curious about the suggestion that all tidal waters were not part of Western 
Australia.  What about when the Dawesville cut was made?  As I understood the parliamentary secretary 
yesterday, the instant effect of that was to change Peel Inlet from being part of Western Australia to not being 
part of Western Australia so far as the low water mark is concerned.  The interesting question is: where is intra 
fauces terrae?  Anyone who has sailed into Wyndham on a ship will know that, despite the water shown on 
maps, it has a continuous series of islands.  Any maps showing largish islands will show lumps of land stretching 
across the mouth of the Cambridge Gulf, which I would say are well in excess of the sort of distance that would 
make it intra fauces terrae.  Members can see why I am asking the question.  It is one of the reasons the High 
Court did not bother to make a decision.  It is rather difficult.  I did some calculations on what the areas of some 
of these places are.  The Cambridge Gulf is approximately 2 118 square kilometres in size.  Shark Bay is 25 870 
square kilometres.  The area off Derby is 28 482 square kilometres.  We are now dealing with very significant 
areas of land, all of which are apparently subject to an argument about whether they are inside Western Australia 
or outside.  In view of the fact that the government has the capacity to define precisely what it means and has not 
done so, it seems to me that it is setting us up for some sort of dispute about whether the calculation has been 
correctly made.  That is especially so as some significant areas of land are in the area that looks like benefiting 
from it.  People may be somewhat disappointed if they are told, in answer to that question, to read this case.  The 
most lucid argument, as would be expected in a matter dealing with maritime law, came from one of the 
minority, Justice Stephen.  He was a leading light in the Maritime Law Association of Australia and New 
Zealand in the move towards a new Admiralty law.  I knew that because I was one of the foundation members of 
that association; I wrote the basic paper that led ultimately to the introduction of commonwealth Admiralty law.  
I know the part that was played by Sir Ninian Stephen.  He was not only a leading light in that area, he was a 
lawyer of enormous eminence.  His views should be respected.  His historical summary in this case is something 
I recommend to anyone with an academic interest as an interesting thing to read.  I thank the parliamentary 
secretary for causing me to return to the case and read it.  If a person misses out on reading Stephen’s judgment 
in this case, he is missing out on one of the best summaries of this area of Admiralty law or historical law a 
person could come across. 
In view of the fact that this may be subject to legal dispute, and that the case referred to has now had some of its 
fundamental tenets upset by Mabo 2 - which itself has not been questioned because of the settlement between the 
states and the commonwealth - will the government contemplate putting in this legislation something about what 
the area of the state is?  The government might like to define some lines and say what the area is so we have 
some idea of the basis.  My second question is whether I can have a guarantee from the government.  Hon Robin 
Chapple said he worked from the map given by the Electoral Commission to see whether the formula of 1.5 per 
cent delivered the correct result so far as the Mining and Pastoral Region is concerned.  The maps given to us 
unfortunately have an overlay of local government boundaries that stretch out to sea.  Can we have the 
government’s assurance about exactly how the Electoral Commission calculated the area?  Did it include any 
areas of sea in its calculations?  If so, what areas of sea?  Was any area that is regarded as being “out there” 
included in the calculations?  If so, how does the government know?  The parliamentary secretary told me that 
the lines on the map were purely local government boundaries.  If seeing is believing, one would take it on that 
basis that it was taken into account.  If it was not taken into account, what was the basis?  Were any waters intra 
fauces terrae taken into account?  If not, why not, given the decision that the parliamentary secretary quoted?  If 
they were, which ones were taken into account? 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am interested in knowing the answer to that question before we proceed to the 
next clause.  We will await the response of the parliamentary secretary.  If necessary, we will talk at the time.   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I was reiterating what I said last night; namely, there is a clear difference.  This bill 
considers the geographic territory of a state, and that is what the Electoral Distribution Commissioners will 
consider when they draw the final maps.  The maps circulating in the chamber today are no more than indicative 
documents and may well have no bearing on what the commissioners finally decide.  There is a difference 
between the geographic territory of a state and a state Parliament’s extraterritorial legislative competence.  This 
bill is about the first territory.  
I also indicated last night that when we are talking about the definition of a state for the purposes of this bill - 
that is, for the geographic territory of a state - we are talking about the low-water mark and about whatever falls 
behind the water mark.  Propositions about whether the Swan River suddenly is no longer part of Western 
Australia are silly nonsense; that is not what I was indicating last night.  The proposition for the purposes of this 
bill and what the commissioners will take into account for the purposes of this bill is the geographic territory of 
the state.  The definition that will apply then is the low-water mark and whatever falls behind it.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  That is an interesting concept.  We now have a new thing called the geographic area.  

Hon Sue Ellery:  It is not new; I said it last night.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  The parliamentary secretary then referred me to this case as though it were my answer.  I 
researched the case to find my answer.  On the basis of the parliamentary secretary’s last answer, it is quite 
extraordinary that inland from the Causeway the Swan River is within the geographic area of the state.  Why?  It 
is no longer titled.  On the basis of that very brilliant answer from the parliamentary secretary, the situation is 
that an area of the state that is under water is part of the geographic area of Western Australia because it is not 
titled, and another area of the state is not part of the geographic area because it is titled; therefore, from the 
Causeway downward, it does not count.  If that is logical, I will eat my hat.  If that is obvious from this 
legislation I will, likewise, eat my hat.  Similarly, some rivers that do not have tidal ingress and that flow out to 
the ocean will be part of the geographic area of Western Australia, and other rivers that have an estuary and that 
flow out to sea will not be part of the geographic area; for instance, Oyster Harbour will not be part of Western 
Australia, but the Kalgan River will be.  Princess Royal Harbour will not be part of Western Australia.  That is 
interesting.  On the other hand, mere inundation with water is not enough.  Lake Cowan is part of Western 
Australia, but any form of lake that is formed by the sea is not.  There is a very interesting place in Western 
Australia called the Horizontal Waterfall, just north of Derby.  It is an entirely landlocked ravine.  The tide 
movements in that area are huge.  One of the ravines is open to the sea and the other is not; they are joined by a 
ledge.  When the tide comes in, it flows over the ledge into the other ravine, creating a waterfall from the sea into 
the ravine.  When the tide goes out, the water in the ravine cannot escape quickly so it escapes slowly, as a 
waterfall over the ravine.  Is the ravine through which the water flows out not part of Western Australia?  
Perhaps neither ravine is part of Western Australia because they are subject to tides.  The area is entirely 
landlocked.   
The parliamentary secretary said it was a stupid question.  However, it is a question of definition and I think that 
the parliamentary secretary is wrong.  I would be very surprised if Princess Royal Harbour is not part of Western 
Australia.  A person with a strong arm could throw something from one side of the strait to Camp Quaranup.  A 
cannon would not be needed.  
Hon Christine Sharp interjected.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  I confess that I could not do it.  However, we certainly would not need a cannon; it could 
be done with a slingshot.  I am sure that a pelota player could get the ball across.  Aboriginals standing on either 
side of the ravine could reach people in the middle with a woomera, an Aboriginal spear.  Supposedly that is not 
part of Western Australia.  
The parliamentary secretary was brave when she thought she was on a good thing by telling me that the 
geographic area could be found merely by reading this case.  I took the member’s invitation and read this case 
and she wants me to believe that this was thought of when the indication was given to the Greens.  She should 
not forget that that was the other question I asked: what did she tell the Greens?  Hon Robin Chapple told us that 
the figure of 1.5 per cent was calculated quite sensibly by him.  He arrived at a figure that he considered would 
retain the Kimberley as a discrete area.  I do not think I am misrepresenting him.  He said that that was perfectly 
fair and it would be adjusted on the maps.  He thought he had it right and that, with variations, it would continue 
to be okay.  That was used in reverse to arrive at the formula we are now discussing.  This formula was arrived at 
on the basis of what the parliamentary secretary calls nothing but a mere representation.  It is a mere 
representation that is supposed to be at least possibly correct.  The parliamentary secretary does not even know, 
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as far as I can tell - or she is stubbornly refusing to tell me - whether lands were included that were intra fauces 
terrae.  Surely she could have said either yes or no.  If she cannot say yes or no it is because she does not know.  
The parliamentary secretary is trying to get this chamber to believe that this legislation is competent when she 
does not even know the basis herself.  We are talking about quite significant areas of land.  I do not know the 
answer to whether those gulfs are intra fauces terrae; it is a complicated question.  There may even be some 
argument about what the High Court decided.  I think that particular part of it is quite clear.  Historically, that 
part has been considered under common law as part of, in this case, Western Australia.  It is not part of the sea.  
Whether the tide rises and falls there is irrelevant.  If it is within the arms of the land, it is part of it.  I think an 
honest answer might be, “I don’t know; I never thought of it, I am totally surprised by this question.”  The 
parliamentary secretary could be right.  That will have to be decided by the Electoral Commission.   
The chairman of commissioners can at least explain the legal position.  He will be able to say that he has read 
this case and the land intra fauces terrae is part of Western Australia.  Chief Justice David Malcolm would not 
take too long to come to a different conclusion from that of the parliamentary secretary.  Then, of course, he has 
a problem concerning the facts.  It could be a very long division as the commissioners fly around Western 
Australia peering at bays trying to find out whether they meet the definition of “enclosed land”.  It could be 
funny, especially when they get to the very curved sections at the Mitchell estuary.  The Mitchell estuary is huge.  
Obviously I would have thought it was intra fauces terrae.  I have not had the privilege to go there.  In fact, I 
might apply for a job with the Electoral Commission to help with its survey of the coast.   
Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Don’t go for a job, go for a consultancy; it pays more.   
Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.  In fact, Hon Chrissy Sharp could possibly find some scientific basis for being 
involved in this as well.  It could be a benefit for retired members to go on trips around the north west to find out 
what land is and is not part of Western Australia.  I am sure somebody has gone around and done that.  Generally 
speaking, most of the measuring of the territory of Australia is done for the purpose of territorial waters and does 
not worry too much about whether it is a part of Western Australia or Australia.  The rule is quite clear for the 
commonwealth.  It does not have to worry about this bit; it just adds it all on.  Cambridge Gulf is definitely part 
of Australia; there is no doubt about that whatsoever.  The commonwealth does not have any problem 
whatsoever in drawing a line around the whole of Australia.  However, when we get to the tricky point of what is 
the commonwealth’s and what is the state’s, the commonwealth act steered clear of it.  Even the commonwealth 
draftspeople did not want to touch it.  They got to section 14 and said, “Oh dear!  We don’t want anything to do 
with that.”  What did the High Court do?  It did not try to solve it either.  Why should it?  That was a factual 
inquiry, while it was deciding the law.  We know what the law is; we just do not know the facts.   

One of the facts that we do not know is what the Electoral Commission does.  From where does it get its figures?  
Does nobody know?  Does the parliamentary secretary know?  How about the parliamentary secretary being a bit 
honest about whether she knows?  Blindly referring to the geographic area of Australia means nothing.  As she 
said, the geographic area will be determined probably in accordance with this case.  This case is clear.  
Interestingly, the groyne at Fremantle is an artificial construct.  So was the removal of the bar.  That is 
interesting.  It is not very satisfactory to just say it is clear, when the parliamentary secretary does not know.  Is 
there nobody present from the Electoral Commission who was involved in the calculations that were given to the 
Greens and who can tell us what area they were given?  I am sure even the Greens would be interested to know if 
there are several thousand square kilometres that should or should not have been included.  It is not an 
unreasonable question to ask.  What have we all been worrying about?  Have we been fed dud numbers?  If so, it 
might have an impact in the end.  I would have thought that is not an unreasonable question to ask.  Are the 
figures right?  Sure, we keep being told that they are indicative and that is not how it will be divided.  However, 
what we have been told is that that is what will be divided.  We have not been told that nobody has bothered to 
measure it yet, and that they think this is what Western Australia may or may not be according to the law.  The 
parliamentary secretary should tell us what was done.  Does anybody know what the Western Australian 
Electoral Commission did?  If someone does know, he or she should tell us.  That would at least give us a 
starting point.  Whether it is right is something that could be argued in court.  This is obviously a good career for 
somebody in the future.  However, let us at least find out what was done.  If the parliamentary secretary does not 
know what was done, she should say so.  If she does know, she should tell us.  It is that simple.  Does the 
parliamentary secretary know what was done?  If so, will she tell us?  If not, why not?  If she does not know 
what was done, will she find out so that the rest of us can find out what actually happened?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I again rise in the expectation of hearing from the parliamentary secretary in 
response to a very important question asked by Hon Peter Foss.  The number of square kilometres in an 
electorate will determine how many Clayton’s voters it will get.  We need to know that this has been done 
properly.  We need to know the basis upon which the areas have been calculated.  Hon Peter Foss asked the 
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parliamentary secretary an appropriate question.  We are entitled to an answer.  Either she does know and is not 
telling us, or she does not know and is not prepared to admit it.  It is one or the other.  If she does know and she 
can tell us, will she please do so?   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  When members are considering a bill, it is important that they know what will be done 
under the bill.  I have answered that question.  I will not be drawn into a debate on some hypothetical indicative 
maps.  Members should be able to know what will apply under the bill.  I have answered that question.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have never known a government that has carried out discussions with a party, provided it 
with information upon which it has reasonably drawn conclusions, and then refused to say how those 
calculations were made when the question is raised.  I have raised the issue of 55 000 square kilometres of land 
that may or may not be included.  That is more than halfway towards being entitled to the laa laas.  If 1.5 per 
cent were applied to that land area, it would amount to quite a few voters.  The parliamentary secretary said that 
she refused to be drawn on a hypothetical case.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Then you need to go back to the other hypothetical, which said, “Well, shall we apply 
two per cent?  No, that does not work.  Shall we apply 0.5 per cent?  That does not work.  Let us go for 1.5 per 
cent because that appears to do it.”   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.  An area of 55 0000 square kilometres may need to be added or removed.  That 
figure may not be correct; it is the figure I came up with from looking at the map.  I did not take into account all 
the bumps and inlets around that area.  I did not take into account the Mitchell River.   

Hon John Fischer interjected.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.  I will tell members the answer: the parliamentary secretary does not know.  
However, the parliamentary secretary is not prepared to stand up and say so, because she knows that it will end 
up as a headline - “I don’t know, says parliamentary secretary, whether or not 55 000 square kilometres of 
Western Australia is part of Western Australia for the purposes of the act.”   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You mean she doesn’t know what Western Australia is?   

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, but last night she did.  She said that she meant the geographic area.  She told me to 
look at this case and I would find out for myself.  I took up her invitation to find out.  She does not like my 
interpretation of the case.  I thought I might have some law quoted back to me to indicate that I had read it 
wrongly.  I have not heard a single bit of law quoted to indicate that I have read it wrongly.  I confined myself to 
the majority.  It gets worse if one looks at the minority decision!  Keep in mind that the majority relied on a 
principle that was overturned in Mabo.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Did the minority?   

Hon PETER FOSS:  Not really, no, because they approached it slightly differently.  I know why the 
parliamentary secretary is not prepared to tell us about this hypothetical case on which we have all relied and 
which the Greens in particular have used for their calculations; it is because she does not know.  In fact, I do not 
think she knows even how the Electoral Commission will make up its mind.  I do not think she knows how the 
Electoral Commission will solve the practical problem of finding out what is in those historical waters, because 
it is an area that the commonwealth did not want to go anywhere near.   

An interesting statement was made by Sir Ninian Stephen that relates to another area.  One never knows; Sir 
Ninian Stephen’s judgment might become relevant.  He started to look at a series of historical documents that are 
rather along the lines of the Queen Victoria’s picture frame argument - although it was not Queen Victoria, 
because he was looking at Tasmania, and the particular document he was looking at was from 1804.  That was 
the commission to Lieutenant Colonel Collins to take possession of Tasmania.  The original letters patent for 
Tasmania cannot be found.  Therefore, Sir Ninian Stephen had to rely upon the commission.  However, he drew 
some strength from the fact that Lieutenant Colonel Collins was sent off to diligently search for and find all the 
islands off the south coast of New South Wales “to the northward of Basses Streights and on King’s Island, or 
any other Island within the said Streights”.  Off he went, and he took control of the whole lot.  The interesting 
thing about it is that Sir Ninian Stephen believed that certain parts of the offshore waters from Tasmania out to 
those offshore islands were parts of Tasmania as a result of the commission that was given to Collins.  The 
majority did not agree with that, but that is possibly under some doubt because of their reliance on the 
discredited terra nullius notion.  In Western Australia, the commission to Captain Stirling to go and set up the 
colony, which was given to him on 30 December 1828, the Western Australia Act of 1829 - the proclamation by 
Stirling in 1829 is not much good to anybody - the 1831 royal commission to Governor Stirling and the 1890 
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letters patent contain similar wording to that which Sir Ninian Stephen found to be important.  However, as I 
said, I have not relied upon Sir Ninian Stephen’s judgment because he was in the minority on that point.   

It seems to me quite disgusting that the parliamentary secretary was all words last night when I asked whether it 
was clear what Western Australia was.  She said that it was perfectly clear; it was clear that she meant the 
geographical area of Western Australia.  She said I should go and look at the appropriate authority and the 
offshore minerals case.  Sure, it is clear.  The law is clear, but the facts are not.  Therefore, the question must 
come back to: what are the historical seas within Western Australia?  We know that the parliamentary secretary 
has not even included Perth water and Melville water and anything up to the Causeway.  They are plainly inside.  
However, the question is: how much further does it go?  We must then ask what the Electoral Commission did.  
Did it know what it was doing?  I think the answer is that the parliamentary secretary does not know and the 
Electoral Commission did not know.  The Greens relied upon that and came up with a formula.  However, we 
have no idea whether it is the right one or the wrong one.  It could be 100 000 square kilometres out either way 
for all we know.  That is an awful lot of voters, at 1.5 per cent.  We have been told that the parliamentary 
secretary does not engage in hypotheticals.  However, her government is prepared to engage in hypotheticals to 
persuade the Greens about the formula.  The parliamentary secretary was very willing to discuss it then, was she 
not?  She was very willing to give it to us so that we could see our fate.  However, when it comes to telling 
people what she did, the parliamentary secretary thinks she can sit there and get away with it.  I suppose she will, 
because her side has the numbers.  It does not really matter whether she knows what she is doing and whether 
she has deceived the Greens; it does not really matter whether the Electoral Commission will be able to work it 
out just like that, or whether it will have to engage in a fairly complicated discussion; and it does not really 
matter whether the offshore minerals case was correctly decided.  None of those things matters, as long as the 
government has the numbers.  The good thing about this legislation is that it will ensure that the government will 
probably continue to have the numbers, and that will suit it.  The government will not even have to worry about 
the fact that the majority of people in Western Australia might not like it; it has probably given itself a fairly 
good chance of staying in power.   

I congratulate the government on its total lack of accountability.  I do not believe that a Labor government ever 
understands what accountability is.  I do not even think that the public expects Labor to be accountable.  The 
public seems to have a different standard of judging Labor people and Liberal people.  Liberal people apply a 
standard of accountability.  Labor people do not even understand it.  The Premier has talked about 
accountability.  This is another example of it.  When the parliamentary secretary is asked a question that she does 
not want to answer, she does not answer it; she just sits there.  She will not be accountable.  She does not want to 
tell us anything because she does not know.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  It does not surprise us, though. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  No, it does not surprise me.  I do not know whether anyone else has found out what the 
Auditor General’s report was about.  Every government department and the government have been fudging the 
consultants’ figures.  They are openly accounting for their consultants, but in fact they have been fudging the 
figures.  The departments have been fudging the figures they show to the government, and the government has 
been fudging the figures it shows to the public - every single one.  The Auditor General carried out an audit, and 
every one he examined was fudged.  Is it any wonder that the parliamentary secretary thinks she can get away 
with it?  She has gotten away with it for four years!  The government got away with suppressing information 
before the election, but it all suddenly came out afterwards.  There is the $45 million rail overrun, which is not 
an overrun; it is an extension of costs for contingencies.  The government probably will get away with it while it 
has the numbers.  I think it is disgusting.  It is typical of this government.  It is totally and absolutely 
unaccountable, and the parliamentary secretary is epitomising that.  She should go far.  One of the main things 
that people seem to need in this government is absolutely no conscience whatsoever about deceiving the people 
of Western Australia. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Peter Foss has raised a fascinating issue.  I think he said that 50 000 square 
kilometres may not have been taken into account. 

Hon Peter Foss:  At least. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I just did a quick calculation based on 55 000 square kilometres at 1.5 per cent, and 
the result is 8 250 dummy voters who may not have been calculated in determining the number of voters in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, for example.   

Hon Peter Foss:  And they may have been. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  They may have been.  I do not know.  However, we are being told that this formula 
that has been created by the Greens and the government will create five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  
Members might have noticed that I have just circulated an amendment to proposed section 16I that puts five 
Assembly seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, because the Greens’ amendments so far have actually taken 
out any reference to five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Without my amendment, there will be no 
requirement in the act for there to be five Assembly seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I raise this issue 
because I suspect the government will say when we deal with my amendment that the formula will give us five 
seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It may not if 8 000 dummy voters have not been accounted for.   

Hon Peter Foss:  She still won’t even tell me whether those local government areas that are shown on the map 
have been added into the calculation.  She won’t even tell us that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The point I am trying to make is that this could be very significant for the 
commitment made by the government relating to the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Eight thousand is quite a 
significant number of dummy voters - that is 8 000 compared with something like 33 000 who have already been 
taken into account - and that could have quite a significant impact on the location of the boundaries.  It may be 
that we will finish up with four or six seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  No, that figure is wrong.  It is 800.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The parliamentary secretary is right.  It is 825.  I am sorry; the parliamentary 
secretary is right.  I put the decimal point in the wrong place.  It is still a thousand, the same as in Roe and in 
Moore.  It could make a difference of some significance.  That is based on Hon Peter Foss’s first calculation.  He 
said it might be 100 000.  Let us double it or triple it.  We do not know.  I am not trying to retreat from my 
mathematical miscalculation.  However, whatever the number is, and taking into account the government’s 
decision to not include five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region in the bill, I would like to know the 
parliamentary secretary’s answers to the questions asked by Hon Peter Foss.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I have been in this place for 12 years.  Over the past four years, when ministers 
and parliamentary secretaries have not been able to give an answer, they have at least paid us the courtesy of 
setting aside the clause or subclause until the information has become available.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I think she knows the answer but will not give it.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am at the moment giving the parliamentary secretary the benefit of the doubt.  
She is either completely uninformed and has no idea or what Hon Peter Foss is saying is absolutely correct.  For 
the parliamentary secretary to sit silently in her chair is a contempt of this chamber.  Members may make no 
mistake about that.  She should not shake her head, because it is contempt of this place.  Other ministers and 
parliamentary secretaries in this place have had the decency to answer.  I believe the standards of this place 
require somebody sitting in that chair to reply.   

Hon Sue Ellery:  Just because you are not getting the answer you want does not mean that I have not responded. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The parliamentary secretary has not given any answer at all.   

Hon Sue Ellery:  You do not like what I have said, but I have responded.  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The parliamentary secretary has been asked the question and Hon Norman 
Moore has raised other points.  The parliamentary secretary has not had the courage to stand and demonstrate 
why - 

Hon Kim Chance:  The answer has been provided twice.   

Hon Peter Foss:  She is not going to give an answer to the question. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Quite frankly, I am absolutely disgusted.  As I said earlier, it does not surprise 
me.  This legislation has been a farce from day one.  The other place is debating another bill from this package 
while we are debating an incomplete bill.  It reminds me of the financial institutions bill that was supposedly 
rushed through this house when the bill was not even in the house. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not think that you could call this rushing.  That might be extending the truth a fraction.   

Hon Norman Moore:  You have a very short memory. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I make the point that in the 12 years I have been here I have not witnessed such 
a performance with a bill.  Quite frankly, it is pitiful.   
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Proposed section put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (17) 

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

 

Noes (16) 

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

Proposed section thus passed. 

Postponed proposed section 16D:  Electoral regions and representation - 
The proposed section was postponed on 3 May after it had been partly considered. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I suspect that this is the proposed section that affects members of this chamber most 
directly because it provides the way in which the Legislative Council is structured in Western Australia.  At the 
moment all members know the Legislative Council structure: it comprises two regions with seven members and 
four regions with five members, with 17 members representing country regions and 17 members representing 
metropolitan regions.  The system has been in place since 1989.  The government’s proposal is contained in 
proposed section 16D of this bill.  We know it will be changed because of the government’s deal with the 
Greens.  However, the proposed section is to be considered up-front.  It is important that we discuss what the 
government had in mind before we discuss what the Greens have in mind, so we can discuss the variations that 
are available to us.  
The government’s proposition is that we still have six electoral regions, but that there be three metropolitan 
regions of seven members and three non-metropolitan regions of five members, increasing the Legislative 
Council by two members and changing the balance from 17 members in the metropolitan area and 17 in the 
country to a situation in which there are 21 members in the city and 15 in the country.  I suspect the reason the 
government has put forward this proposition is that it goes some way towards having a better balance, in its 
terms at least, of the notion of one vote, one value, because there are clearly more voters in the metropolitan area 
than in the country.  It fits in with the government’s philosophy that more members should be representing the 
city than are representing the country.   
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1215.] 
 


