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CONSTITUTION AND ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.  

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.36 pm]:  Before question 
time I was commenting about how this legislation had been very fluid over the past few days and weeks.  
Following on from the comments of the member for Roe about access for the community, it is not just a question 
of the access of the member of Parliament, whomever that may be, but of the ability of constituents to access the 
member.  It is fundamental that people in an electorate that covers a very large area and contains a large number 
of towns and schools should have access to their member of Parliament.  On the basis of a pure one vote, one 
value system, the people of rural and regional Western Australia will not have the same access to their member 
of Parliament as will the constituents of metropolitan seats.  That is the nub of the whole question.  This 
legislation started off as being about one vote, one value, and it has now changed to what is contained in the 
Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill.  The One Vote One Value Bill itself should be named the Electoral 
Amendment and Repeal Act, which is a more appropriate title.  The title “one vote, one value” was purely 
political in its nature, because the government knew that the bill contained a clause applying to the Mining and 
Pastoral Region that was not one vote, one value.  The proposal for the boundaries of the Legislative Council 
regions also bore no resemblance to one vote, one value at all.  At least we now have a name for this legislation 
that is at least reasonable. 

I refer for one moment to my own electorate, and the boundaries suggested in the map sent around by the Labor 
Party, which had obviously been drafted by the Western Australian Electoral Commission.  There was a bit of 
mischief afoot, in that those maps show that the seats of the Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition, the leader of opposition business and a former minister in the previous government will be 
abolished.  We know that that will not be the case when the final maps are drawn in 2007.  The Electoral 
Commission will refer to communities of interest, and take into account the spread of the population, the major 
arterial routes and so on.  I am not overly concerned about those maps; however, I am concerned that regardless 
of where those lines are drawn, a gerrymander can be created by loading electorates with people who vote a 
particular way and by weakening other seats so that they become winnable by a different party.  Gerrymanders 
of all kinds can be created.  If this gerrymander were to be done inadvertently, I could understand it, but the 
government would deserve censure if it were done deliberately.  The opposition tried to suspend standing orders 
last week to censure the minister for not dealing with this bill appropriately in this place. 

The bill was introduced under one name, and it now bears another name and no resemblance to the situation in 
the past.  During the second and third reading debates, Assembly and Council members have spoken about the 
amount of time members of Parliament spend travelling.  It does not matter who the member is.  As one member 
stated, if the workload is too great and the member is uncomfortable, maybe that member should seek another 
career.  Nevertheless, the fact is that a member of Parliament representing a rural constituency will spend the 
equivalent of about one month a year in a vehicle.  If that is related to a working day, it represents about 100 
eight-hour days.  For almost a third of a working year, that member is not accessible to his or her constituents.  
As the member for Roe stated, if people want to see their doctor, they do not want to see the nurse or the 
receptionist - the same applies with people who want to see their member of Parliament.   

Many electorates in this state are large.  If the proposed boundaries are correct, the new seat of Warren would 
contain 13 municipalities, 40 schools, all the little health institutions, and P&Cs and parents and friend 
organisations to which local members normally have access.  Applying a pure one vote, one value to areas 
outside the Mining and Pastoral Region means rural people will not get access to their members to the same 
extent.  People cannot use a telephone in many regional areas and certainly cannot e-mail their local members 
while in their cars.  The large electorates pose a distinct disadvantage to their members.  No allowance has been 
made in the legislation for that disability of not only members not getting to their constituents, but, more 
importantly, of constituents not accessing their members of Parliament. 

The government’s proposition is flawed.  It will deliberately advantage the Labor Party.  The people of Western 
Australia will realise this is the case.  Many people think the legislation has gone through, but it is still in process 
in the Legislative Council.  The amazing thing is that the Legislative Council is today debating a bill called the 
Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005, which provides for 57 Assembly seats, and, on the same day, the 
Legislative Assembly is debating the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005, which states that the 
Assembly will contain 59 seats.  This is a deception by the government.  In reality, if the concept of one vote, 
one value or electoral reform or whatever members want to call it had been handled correctly, the bill should 
have been introduced into Parliament containing all its detail.  Ideally, the measure should have gone out to the 
community in the form of a green bill for public comment.  Clause 4 of the original bill contained 16 proposed 
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sections.  Clause 4 contained the concept of one vote, one value, yet also entrenched five Mining and Pastoral 
Region seats.  If in favour of retaining the mining and pastoral section of that clause, one would have had to vote 
for the concept of one vote, one value.  Members know that it is impossible to support both concepts.  The 
opposition tried to change that by introducing an amendment.  However, the very members who represent the 
Mining and Pastoral Region voted against that amendment.  It is the nature of the legislation.  The government’s 
attitude was that it would not split the bill.  Conversely, the Legislative Council has split clause 4 into its 16 
proposed sections to be dealt with separately, albeit that the government can pass the provisions with the aid of 
the Greens.  It will be interesting to see the final complexion of this bill.  Members on this side of the house, the 
Leader of the Opposition in particular, strongly oppose the legislation.  We believe that the people of Western 
Australia have been sold a pup; they have been conned by the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  People will make a 
judgment in three and a half years whether the government has dealt with the electorate in a fair and appropriate 
manner. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [2.46 pm]:  It feels like groundhog day, as we go over the same 
things again.  I have joined this debate many times.  It is sad that many hours have been spent on Labor’s so-
called one vote, one value legislation, and it is sad that not one person in my electorate or one other taxpayer will 
benefit from this debate. 

Let us not beat around the bush: we are here today to deal with the bill because of Labor’s gerrymander under 
so-called one vote, one value.  This bill has been rushed through this house to ensure that it is dealt with ahead of 
the new upper house forming on 22 May.  A package of legislation that is supposed to be about democracy is 
being rushed through Parliament to avoid democratic scrutiny. 

I spoke in one of my earlier speeches about the benefit of a referendum.  I went through the six referendums the 
state has held and the matters they dealt with.  The recent referendum held at the time of the state election on 
retail trading shopping hours indicated that the people of Western Australia are willing to support issues and take 
them to heart if they are explained to them properly.  People still do not understand this one vote, one value 
measure.  Much has been written about it in the newspaper, but people still do not understand what is meant by 
one vote, one value.   
I do not know how this bill will affect the shape of my electorate and others that may contain 2 000 fewer voters.  
In fact, I do not know whether my electorate will exist in 2009.  Country electorates will be most affected by this 
bill, as country areas will not be provided with sufficient representation.  This bill will not help Western 
Australians who live outside cities.  My opposition to one vote, one value is a result of the difficult task I face 
trying to cover my electorate.  Reducing the number of voters will not make the electorate any smaller.  I cannot 
image what it must be like for members representing larger electorates, like my colleague the member for Roe.  
The new boundaries indicated a helluva large electorate of Roe.  I would not like to represent such an electorate.  
I condemn this bill, as it was introduced to sweeten the deal for those who support Labor’s gerrymander.  I 
would hate to add up the number of hours we have spent debating one vote, one value.  I feel sad that the 
opposition’s arguments will not be heard by the right people.  The vote will be taken, and we know how the 
numbers will fall and what the outcome will be.  The way the bill has been handled has been frustrating. 

In summing up, as a country boy who grew up in the country, I understand how country people feel.  I 
understand the need for local representation on issues such as police, health and education.  A member of 
Parliament, who is a key part of the local community, must travel further in regional areas than metropolitan 
members must travel.  I am very saddened that they will have to represent areas that are twice or even three 
times bigger than their current electorates.  Country people are a special breed of people.  They take everything 
to their heart.  They make a place what it is.  Anyone who has lived in a country town knows the feeling of being 
proud to live in the country.  That is one of the main reasons why I moved to Byford 10 years ago.  I felt it was a 
proud town to live in.  Everyone cares about what everyone else does; they look after people and care about each 
other.  I know every second person I see when I walk down the street, which is a great feeling.  I am getting off 
the track, but they are the heart of soul of the reasons why we have debated this bill.  When one says one vote, 
one value, it does not mean anything.  However, it will have quite a big impact.  The One Vote One Value Bill is 
not what it means. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [2.50 pm]:  I put on record my thanks to the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs for the opportunity to attend Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen’s funeral yesterday, which 
was attended by about 5 000 people.  I was probably the only Western Australian there.  It was a substantial 
funeral for a very prominent Australian.  What impressed me most about it is that it was a large family funeral.  
Obviously it is a very strong family.  There was something special about it.  I thank the minister for not debating 
the bill yesterday and giving me the opportunity to attend the funeral.  The minister understands how important it 
was for a member of the National Party here to attend the funeral. 
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The National Party opposes the Gallop government’s One Vote One Value Bill, just as it opposed the 
government’s similar legislation in 2001 and 2002.  We also oppose the Constitution and Electoral Amendment 
Bill 2005.  Our position has been clear and consistent all along.  We support a weighted voting system.  I must 
admit that I thought of the Minister for Electoral Affairs as I listened to the eulogies yesterday.  A few comments 
were made about gerrymanders and other political matters throughout the day.  There may be a day when the 
minister is known as Sir Jim.  It just might happen. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Don’t you worry about that. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Minister for Sport and Recreation can laugh, but they were the last words Joh 
Bjelke-Petersen’s son John said in his eulogy.  Believe it or not, it is a passage from the Bible.  I am getting off 
the track.  On the way to town I read a sign at Joh Bjelke-Petersen’s local church with words to the effect: “You 
may have lost an ex-Premier and a member of Parliament, but we have lost a Sunday school teacher of 50 years 
standing.”  That is what the day was about.  It was not so much about the man’s politics.  He was obviously very 
well respected in that community.  There was a massive turnout. 

The National Party supports a vote weighting system and it will go down fighting for it.  I read the contribution 
made by the Minister for Electoral Affairs during the second reading debate.  This will bring a smile to his face - 
he is smiling already.  During the second reading debate the minister offered the National Party an opportunity to 
become involved in the consultation.  However, I noticed that the minister used the word “publicly”.  If the 
minister searches his records, he will find that he never sent me a letter or even rang to ask me whether I wanted 
to be part of the process.  The minister said during the second reading debate that that offer was made publicly.  
The minister did make that offer, but he never made that offer to any of my colleagues or me directly; he did not 
write to us on this issue.  I am not having a go at the minister, because I would not have expected him to do so.  I 
have been involved in this debate for some time.  However, the minister’s comment creates an illusion that the 
National Party was given an invitation to be part of the process, when it was not.  We are holding the line that we 
have held throughout the process. 

I have been trying to return a telephone call from the media today.  Apparently Professor Craven is giving a 
lecture tonight at Curtin University of Technology. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  He is. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Okay.  We will be here rather than there and will not be able to listen to it.  
Apparently his talk is related to this issue.  As time goes by, given all the variables, it is likely that the minister 
will succeed in getting this legislation passed this time, and he will get a great deal of credit for being the 
minister who carried it off.  However, there should be no credit at all in that.  The minister has done the political 
thing but he has not done the correct thing by Western Australians.  Electoral reform is an important process. 

One thing for which the National Party cannot be criticised is its lack of desire to be involved in the process.  In 
1986 the National Party and the Labor Party in the upper house agreed on a process of electoral reform.  It is not 
as though throughout its history the National Party has not been prepared to be involved in electoral reform.  The 
minister is throwing out an illusion that it has been a 50-year, long-held desire of the Labor Party to introduce 
this type of legislation.  A.R.G. Hawke, one of four Premiers from Northam, strongly opposed it.  The Hansard 
of 1954 records his strong opposition to the Electoral Districts and Provinces Adjustment Bill.  It has not been a 
principle of the ALP for 100 years.  It is a great piece of rhetoric, but it is not true.  As have most members in 
this chamber, I assume, I have been watching the British election campaign with fascination to see what will 
happen to Tony Blair’s majority.  It is interesting that Western Australia’s electoral reform is getting a run on the 
margins in that election too.  The British Labour Party opposes this government’s position.  This government has 
taken the American position whereas we in the National Party are trying to defend the system that evolved from 
the Westminster system. 

We oppose this legislation.  We will not even consider the merit of increasing the number of Legislative 
Assembly members from 57 to 59, because we oppose the process full stop.  There has been no public 
consultation process.  If it were such a good measure - the minister said in his second reading speech that it 
would do great things for country people - why was it not included in the first bill?  It is because the scheme was 
cooked up in the courtyard of Parliament House after 7 April. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Actually, it was in the Greens (WA) office downstairs. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I like the sound of my version better.  It is my gilding the lily.  I like the idea of it 
happening in the courtyard, even though I know it did not happen there.  Nevertheless, it adds a dimension to the 
debate that I like.  The minister is correct.  This deal was a result of a meeting with the Greens.  Where is the 
public process?  As a country member - a lot of country members are here - I cannot walk down the main street 
without people stopping me and talking to me, thank God.  A few weeks ago in my home town I asked people in 
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the main street whether they realised the Parliament was to get some additional members.  Not one person said 
yes.  Even now, despite the matter being reported in The West Australian and on the television, it still has not 
dawned on people that this bill will create extra members of Parliament.  In the minister’s second reading speech 
is an amazing dissertation about the 50 members in - was it 1900? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  1901  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister darn well knows that the reason there were just 50 members in 1901 is 
that a Parliament cannot be started with any fewer members.  The Inuit Parliament and a few others have as few 
as 20-odd members, but they do not run a Parliament so much as a large committee.  How can a Parliament of 
fewer than 50 members operate once the ministry and so forth has been established?  It is not physically 
possible.  A Greens paper, of which the minister must be aware, says the Greens want to get rid of the state 
government.  The Greens want the state to be governed under the federal jurisdiction and a large local 
government jurisdiction.  Let us be honest about it.  There are two million people in this state.  The minister said 
in his second reading speech that the population of this state is 1.97 million.  I think it was announced last year 
that the population has now gone past two million.  We will not argue about whether there are an extra 3 000 
people.  This state already has three levels of government, and it has been argued that there will be a fourth if we 
become a republic, because there would be the direct election of a president.  I am a republican, but I am not in 
favour of a direct election process for the position of president, because there would then be four levels of 
government, in a state with only two million people.   

There is no demand from the public for the four extra members of Parliament that the minister and the Greens 
have come up with.  The minister and the Greens have proposed that purely because it suits them and gets them 
to where they want to be.  It is a bit like a rugby match.  Over the past decade the minister has lost a fair bit of 
skin, had a few bruises and had a hole burnt in his pocket.  Electoral reform is a passion of the minister’s.  I 
concede that.  I do not accuse the minister of this lightly, but he is failing to take account of the fact that he is a 
member of Parliament and must follow a certain process.  We do not like the minister’s process.  We have not 
supported it from day one, and we will not support it today.  It could be argued, as the minister said in his second 
reading speech, that an extra seat will help country people.  However, that is not what the Parliament is all about.  
The minister has not followed the correct process.  The minister is taking advantage of an opportunity that exists 
because we have a correctly elected government, an upper house that was elected four years ago, and a Liberal 
Party member who failed to win re-endorsement.  The minister is an opportunist.  This legislation is going 
through because the minister has seen an opportunity and is seeking to take advantage of it.  However, the 
minister is not taking Western Australia along with him.  The minister is certainly not taking the National Party 
along with him, because we will be opposing him.  What is proposed in this bill is a gerrymander.  It does not 
matter how we throw the balls in the air.  The minister basically admitted that himself when he said during 
consideration in detail of the previous bill that he was not happy about quarantining five seats in the north west.  
The minister cannot be happy with that position and at the same time hold the position that he has held for the 
past decade.  The minister has taken his position to the High Court on two occasions.  In this bill the minister is 
in fact competing with his own beliefs.  The minister is nodding his head.  It is true.  The minister accepts that.  
The minister is saying, in Graham Richardson style - I do not really want to liken the minister to Graham 
Richardson, but it is the Graham Richardson style - that if it will get him one step closer to where he needs to be, 
he will go down that road.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Whatever the cost. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  That is where we are.  I do not want to pick on Professor Craven in particular, 
because he is not the issue, but I am amazed that the academics have been absolutely silent about this process.  I 
can understand that the range of academics out there, who have been commenting on these matters for 10 years 
and have been supporting the minister’s arguments, are somewhat happy with what they believe the One Vote 
One Value Bill will do.  However, we are not getting one vote, one value.  We are getting a Labor Party bill that 
will dramatically improve the Labor Party’s chances at the next election.  It will also give the minister the chance 
to boast to the public that he achieved one vote, one value for Western Australia.  When people give the 
minister’s eulogy - Joh’s was on 4 May; I hope the minister’s is a long way away - they will be saying the same 
things about the minister.  However, it does not make the process right.  The fight does not make the process 
right either.  I am sure that when the minister goes to bed at night and thinks about what is happening with these 
bills, he will get a great deal of satisfaction about the fact that after 10 hard years of fighting, he has won the case 
and has justified his position.  However, the minister has not justified his position, in reality, because this 
argument will not go away.   

The electoral system will not be substantially altered by this legislation.  There will be two new members in the 
upper house, for what purpose I have yet to determine.  I do not think the Greens’ proposal will be of much 
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benefit to anyone at all.  If this bill is passed, there will be 59 members in the Legislative Assembly.  Five of 
those members will be locked into seats in the north west.  The maps that the Electoral Commission has drawn 
up for the minister’s indicative proposal indicate that the seat of Eyre will have less than 9 000 voters.  That will 
be opposite a seat that will have 23 000 voters.  That is based on the same argument that the minister ranted and 
raved against for well over a decade.  The minister has said a number of times that the electoral process for the 
seats of Burrup and Wanneroo is totally unjustifiable.  However, the minister is now proposing to cement that in 
place in not only the seat of Eyre but a range of seats.  The only seat that has any prospect of having more than 
11 000 or 12 000 voters is the seat of Kimberley.  I am not sure whether the member for Kimberley knows this, 
but at the last election the National Party batted very strongly for the seat of Kimberley.  The Electoral 
Commission actually gave us some merit for that argument.  We argued that there was merit in keeping the 
Kimberley as it is and not changing the boundaries, because it is an entity with community of interest and 
geographic sameness.  I would hate the Kimberley to come down from 13 500 voters, or whatever it is now, to 
9 000 or 10 000 voters.-  

Mrs C.A. Martin:  It is about 14 000. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will be interested also to see whether those voters actually exist, because the 
figures that I saw at the last state election, and I think also the member for Kimberley’s own figures, were down 
by about 3 000 voters.   

Mrs C.A. Martin:  The other part of the argument that must be taken into account in preparing the boundaries is 
that there is a low voter turnout in the Kimberley. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is an important issue.  These issues will not go away.  It is not as though, with 
the passage of these two bills, the minister will be able to stop this debate.  One of the things I was thinking 
about on the flight back from Queensland is that Queensland does not have an upper house.  That is also an 
argument that can be put in this debate, because there are currently three levels of government and two chambers 
of Parliament in Western Australia, for two million voters.  That is a pretty amazing statistic.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.]  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  There should not be any change to the electoral system that does not bring the 
people along with it.  The One Vote One Value Bill is a clear example.  When that bill passed through this 
house, after considerable debate, it was totally changed in nature.  We are now debating another bill, because a 
handful of people - not this Parliament, not the Legislative Assembly and not the Legislative Council, but six or 
seven people - are seeking to change the electoral boundaries of the state.  In anyone’s language, that is a 
disgrace.  The political commentators in Western Australia should be up in arms about that.  However, where are 
they?  Other than members from our side, both in this chamber and in the other chamber, there has been little 
commentary from those people who have doctorates and an interest in electoral reform.  That leaves me 
somewhat cold, to say the least.  The bottom line for the National Party is that this bill, and the previous bill, will 
not improve the electoral position of all Western Australians - not just the people whom we represent, but the 
people in the metropolitan area, and the people who are represented by members in the upper house.  We will 
oppose the bill.  The National Party believes that, to change any electoral system, the relevant bill must take the 
people with it.  I have said three times already that this bill does not take the people with it.  The people will 
have no ownership of this new process in the bill.   

The last time I spoke I was asked about the word “gerrymander”.  The definition I found was that it is a district 
or configuration of districts differing widely in size or population because of gerrymandering.  That is the 
modern definition of gerrymander, as against the drawing of a boundary that resembled a salamander in 
whichever southern state of the United States when the word originated 100 years ago or whenever it was; it was 
a long time ago.  Therefore, gerrymandering is now about passing electoral acts that give a political party an 
advantage, which is what this bill does. 

A few minutes ago I heard the member for Warren-Blackwood talk about driving.  I do a lot of driving.  The last 
time I checked my on-board computer - it always amuses me - I noted that I spend between 70 and 80 hours a 
month driving.  That is a lot of driving.  However, another thing that amazes me is that I apparently drive at 
62 kilometres an hour.  I have only six points left on my driver’s licence, so I will send that information into the 
Police Force to let them know that I drive at only 62 kilometres an hour.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  I don’t think they’ll believe you. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, I do not think they will.  However, interestingly enough I usually get pinged in 
the metropolitan area, not in the country. 



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

 p1256c-1267a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Gary Snook; Mr Dan Barron-

Sullivan 

 [6] 

Not one scream has come from the metropolitan area for an extra seven or eight members of Parliament.  People 
have not even thought through that process.  In fact, members of Parliament are hardly held in high standing out 
in the community.  Yet again, just before Christmas I saw the published list of professions that people trust and 
those they do not trust.  There we were, not last or second last, but third last.  I wonder why.  It is because in this 
chamber we do not take too much notice of what the people of Western Australia really want.   

I will not repeat what has been said a thousand times before about the difficulty of representing country areas.  
Interestingly enough, no comment has come back to me from anyone I know about that issue.  I have read the 
submission of the Australian Labor Party backbench that went to the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal.  There is 
no mechanism that will compensate country people for a lack of representation.  The argument is that 
representation for them will go and they will have to muddle through the best they can.  I have been asked about 
having two electorate offices in my electorate.  I have enough trouble turning up at one, let alone at two.  How 
could I turn up two electorate officers?  It is a nonsense.  I suppose the argument would be that people would 
turn up and the electorate secretary or electorate officer would be the actual member of Parliament.  However, 
members find that only a comparatively small number of people want to speak to a subordinate as opposed to 
their elected representative. 

What does this bill do?  It is an important process.  It simply increases from 57 to 59 the number of members of 
the Legislative Assembly.  It will have virtually no impact on the representation of the community.  As I said a 
few minutes ago, if the minister really believed that these issues were important, they would have been included 
in the One Vote One Value Bill.  In fact, the only reason they are in this bill is the minister cannot afford to have 
the upper house mess up the process by sending a message back to this place with amendments to the bill and not 
getting it sent back to the upper house before 21 May.  That is the only reason we are debating this bill; 
otherwise if we were not operating under these circumstances, the upper house would be allowed to go through 
the process that it is going through now, and the amended bill would come back to this chamber and we would 
amend it again and send it back to the Legislative Council.  However, the minister does not have time to do that.  
The next Parliament after 21 May will not agree to this bill.  Is that called democracy?  It is called a joke.   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  You have to wait until the new members come to find out whether they will or not.  You 
can’t say what another Parliament is going to do from there.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have been speaking for about 24 minutes and I have just said the only reason the 
minister has brought this bill into the Parliament is that he does know what the other house will do.  The member 
for Mindarie has contradicted me, but I think I am right.  I think the minister does know what the other chamber 
will do, but it will be interesting to see how that process works out.   

There has been a lot of argument on this issue and I could go through the arguments for and against vote 
weighting.  The Commission on Government report did a considerable amount of work on this issue, which I 
could read into Hansard.  However, I want to talk about a couple of points relating to a vote-weighting 
allowance and greater constituency representation for groups that genuinely need it.  It is difficult for members 
of Parliament to service large remote areas and so on right the way through that process.  However, those same 
words have also been said by High Court judges.  The one vote, one value legislation has been dealt with on 
three occasions by the High Court.   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  No. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, it has. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  The process by which it got there was rejected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, I am not arguing about the decision.  The decision by the members of the High 
Court who opposed this process stated that vote weighting was a proper part of the Australian electoral process, 
even though - 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  The new system for the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, the new system for gerrymandering.  It is nothing else but a straight 
gerrymander.  Government members are hoping that it will give them five seats in the north west instead of the 
previous four seats.  The Leader of the Opposition’s seat may or may not go.  I am not competent to say what 
cutting out the seat of Kalgoorlie will do to those five upper house seats.  However, I gather from the dust that 
has been flying about that it will do a fair bit.  As part of the process, therefore, the minister, in getting out his 
pencil and getting a few of his supporters to get out their pencils, has worked out that there is a significant 
electoral benefit in this bill. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  For the people of Western Australia. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, for the Labor Party. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  For the people of Western Australia to get an equitable voting regime. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Where is the equity?  The member for Murchison-Eyre will have 9 000 voters and 
the member for whatever the seat will be called that pulls in Roe and Merredin will have 23 000 voters straight 
across the line.  Is that equity?  It is called a gerrymander.  That is what it is.  It is nothing more and nothing less 
than a gerrymander.   

National Party members will not even try to deliberate the question of 57 as against 59 members.  If the issue 
that there should be 59 members of this Parliament is so important, it would have been in the first bill.  If it had 
been in the first bill we might have debated it.  However, the legislation has come into this place to increase the 
size of this Parliament because it suits the ALP and the Greens.  For that purpose, as there is no system in this 
bill, the National Party will be voting against this bill. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [3.18 pm]:  I will restate the National Party’s position.  The Nationals oppose 
the Gallop government’s One Vote One Value Bill 2005, as we did the Gallop government’s bills of 2001 and 
2002 on the same issue.  I feel as though I have been through this legislation many times.  I guess one thing is 
clear: whatever happens we will all have “one vote, one value” indelibly printed on our brains until that date 
comes that the Leader of the National Party talked about.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Absolutely! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  As I said, it is a long way away for the Minister for Electoral Affairs and I hope it is a 
long way away for me, too; however, I guess somebody else will decide that.   

The Nationals will oppose this bill.  Our position has been clear and consistent.  We have said throughout the 
debate that we support the current vote-weighting system in Western Australia because it ensures that people 
living in country areas are adequately represented in both houses of state Parliament and it is a better model than 
the model that is being forced on us by this Labor government.  If a major revamp to our electoral system is 
warranted - I have said before that changes are needed; indeed, we are not stupid - the proper process should be 
followed, in which there is discussion and the development of a range of models for consideration by the people 
of this state, rather than a process that has been arranged to suit one political party, which is what is happening.  
We support the principle that any fundamental change to the electoral system such as the removal of vote 
weighting - in this case the transfer to vote weighting - should go to a referendum.  I have said many times when 
talking about one vote, one value that a referendum is the fairest process of all.  We will consistently oppose the 
One Vote One Value Bill 2005 and the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005 because they will not 
improve the Western Australian electoral system.  Should the Labor government succeed in passing this bill - it 
appears that it will despite long and strong opposition from the National Party - there is no doubt that the effect 
of this legislation will mean that people in southern country areas will suffer a great injustice.  The situation in 
the Mining and Pastoral Region will not change because vote weighting will be applied in that area even though 
for the past four years that had not been intended.  I will not go through the points I argued before.  The Labor 
government does not want this issue decided by a referendum because it knows that the voters of this state do not 
want to change the system.  They do not want seven or eight more politicians in Perth.  That is the reality.  It is 
fair to say - I have highlighted this point in every debate on the subject - that many people in Perth have a 
reasonable understanding of country issues.  Some people do not have a great deal of understanding, but 
generally they appreciate that we live in a massive state.  Sometimes city people appreciate that more because 
they do not visit the country often; and, when they do visit it, they notice how big this state of ours is.  I think 
voters would understand why we have the current system, and that would be reflected in the outcome of a 
referendum.  When I explain this situation to people they are sympathetic and know what it means. I  do not 
think the people of Perth begrudge the current system.   

This bill is about getting the government’s so-called One Vote One Value Bill passed.  The One Vote One Value 
Bill will no longer have that title following an amendment in the other place last night.  This is about the Labor 
government opportunistically ramming through its legislation before the numbers change in the upper house.  
There is no doubt about that, otherwise there would be no rush.  We talked about that earlier today and on 
previous occasions.  The government is relying on the votes of one Independent and five Greens (WA) members 
to get this bill passed.  Of those six members only one will return to Parliament after 21 May.  The other five 
members either did not stand at the last election, or they stood and did not win back their seats.  If this bill is 
passed, the Labor Party will endure a backlash from country voters at the next election.  There is nothing surer 
than that.   

Let us have a brief look at what this bill is about.  The Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005 forms 
part of the Labor government’s one vote, one value agenda.  If it were not for the One Vote One Value Bill, we 
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would not be debating the bill that is now before the house.  The Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 
2005 increases the number of members in the Legislative Assembly by two from 57 to 59.  The purpose of this 
bill is to ensure the Labor government’s One Vote One Value Bill gains the support of the Greens and a member 
for the North Metropolitan Region in the Legislative Council.  That is the real purpose of this bill.  The other 
purpose of this bill is to fulfil a commitment that the Premier gave to retain the five seats - most of them held by 
Labor - in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The combined impact of this bill - it is a combined impact; that is 
why the National Party has remained consistent on this issue - and the One Vote One Value Bill will be to reduce 
by six from 23 to 17 the number of country seats in the Legislative Assembly.  It will increase by eight from 34 
to 42 the number of metropolitan seats in the Legislative Assembly.  That is the result of what we are now 
debating.  This bill will protect the five Assembly seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, four of which are 
held by Labor.  There is no doubt that country constituents in the Agricultural Region will feel the impact when 
the number of seats drops from seven to four.  Seats in the South West Region will be reduced from 11 to eight.  
That is the real situation.  I make that clear because although this bill refers to two extra seats in the Legislative 
Assembly, the real result is much greater than that.  Members must understand that when they debate this bill.  
The One Vote One Value Bill will not give every Western Australian citizen the same voting power - even the 
Greens have acknowledged that.  In the past five years, the Gallop government has shown it is prepared to 
compromise its so-called electoral equality principles to entrench one vote, one value and, hence, future Labor 
power.  I have referred to that in the different speeches I have given in this chamber over the past month or two.  
The whole bill has changed.   

I will go through the situation briefly.  In 2001, the Labor Party capitulated to the demands of the Greens to 
increase the number of members of Parliament in the Legislative Council.  It is interesting that at that time the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs called the Greens’ tactics unprincipled.  However, he quickly accepted that 
unprincipled proposition to push through his electoral reform.  The Greens’ tactics were unprincipled at first; 
however, when they became an opportunity to get through the legislation, they all of a sudden became 
principled.  Members on this side of the house understand that.  I think members on the other side of the house 
understand that too, but they will not admit it.  On 11 February 2005, Dr Gallop announced that the government 
would legislate to retain vote weighting for the five Legislative Assembly seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  Once again, the government bowed to pressure from Labor MPs in remote regions, and on the eve of 
the last election it guaranteed to protect seats in an area in which Labor held four of the five seats.  Labor saw fit 
to accept the arguments of distance and isolation when it suited it to do so.  When the minister was asked during 
the consideration in detail stage of the One Vote One Value Bill why there would be a difference between the 
Mining and Pastoral Region and the Agricultural Region, he outlined a heap of reasons.  I agreed with the 
minister on that occasion, because most of the reasons he gave were practical and sound.  There are differences 
between those regions.  Exactly the same arguments apply to differences between the Agricultural Region and 
the metropolitan area.  However, vote weighting will not be applied in the metropolitan region.  That is not 
principled.  I find it hard to comprehend that the Western Australian Parliament is about to do what we are 
doing.  If we stood back from the situation and considered the prospect with no outside influences, this would 
never be done.  All members need to understand that. 

To add to the inconsistencies, the Premier was quoted in the Kalgoorlie Miner on Thursday, 17 February 2005 - 
that is a good date because it is my birthday - as saying that Labor would guarantee the retention of five seats to 
prevent a leaching of representation to the south west area of the state where the population is growing rapidly.  
Those comments are inconsistent with Labor’s One Vote One Value Bill because the bill entrenches the leaching 
effect of representation from country to metropolitan areas.  It is a complete contradiction.  I find that hard to 
comprehend.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What did Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich have to say?  She said it was off the agenda.  

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  There we go; things change very quickly.   

I will not again argue the case for a referendum.  I have referred to it briefly.  A referendum is probably the 
fairest way to go.  I want to touch on technology because that issue is raised whenever this matter is debated.  
The creation of two new seats, which is what this bill is about, and two new members of Parliament means that 
technology and its use will be debated again.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs summed up his view of the 
world in a letter to The West Australian stating that maybe there was some justification for electoral 
malapportionment 100 years ago in the day of the horse and buggy, but today, with modern transport, 
communications and the Internet, we should embrace a clear principle in our electoral laws - the principle of 
equality.  They are fine words.  On 8 March 2002 Labor’s Minister for State Development issued a media 
statement decrying the state of telecommunications and, in particular, the Internet, in regional WA.  That is 
something that all members know about.  It is all right to talk about technology, but that technology must be 
reliable; otherwise it is of no use.  Country members understand that.  On 8 March 2002 Labor’s Minister for 
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State Development said that regional WA is the powerhouse of the Australian economy and that this state has 
only 10 per cent of the country’s population, yet contributes 26 per cent of the total value of Australian exports, 
most of it originating from our farms and mines.  He went on to say that despite this, much of regional WA is 
operating without the communication facilities enjoyed by those living in the large population centres.  That was 
a Labor minister from the previous government stating the obvious.  It has been said in this place time and again 
that technology will fix everything.  The member for Avon referred to more resources, two offices etc, but there 
is still only one member, and that is the reality of the matter.   

There is no doubt in my mind that the Greens (WA) have sold out country voters.  Three of the five current 
Greens members of the Parliament purport to represent country electorates, but they have certainly sold out their 
electorates to the Labor Party.  Their position on this bill is astounding.  In their position paper on Western 
Australian electoral reform, which I saw this week, they argue for support for the introduction of one vote, one 
value.  They say that it is imperative that the government conduct a review of the impact of one vote, one value 
on participatory democracy, and that all Western Australians should enjoy equity of access to political 
representatives and equity of vote, regardless of their proximity to the population centres.  If the Greens do not 
know the answer to the question, they should not support the bill.  I think they have answered the question in that 
statement.  They are trying to have a couple of bob each way.  They do not support one vote, one value in the 
Council, yet they are happy to see it in the lower house and particularly in the agricultural and south west areas.  
Again, that is complete hypocrisy.  They are doing it only for their own ends, which members are probably sick 
of hearing - I will probably get sick of talking about this bill.   

I will conclude with just a few more comments because I think I have made my points over and again.  The One 
Vote One Value Bill and the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill will have the combined effect of 
reducing country representation in the Parliament by six members and increasing the number of Perth-based 
politicians by eight.  The bills have to go together, because we would not be debating this bill if it were not for 
the previous bill.  The Agricultural and South West Regions will be the worst hit.  The number of members in 
the Legislative Assembly will decrease from 18 to just 12, a loss of six members.  The number of Assembly 
seats in the metropolitan area will increase by eight, from 34 to 42.  The key issue of concern to the National 
Party is that the bills do not take into proper account the vast differences between metropolitan communities and 
country communities; they take into account only one part.  I do not have a problem with the bills taking into 
account that one part, but the bill should be based on principle, and I think that was the original intention.  
However, that has all gone out the window.  This legislation will not provide any voter equality or fairness.  The 
bill adds nothing to that.  The only reason we are debating this bill is the introduction of the previous bill.  If we 
look at the two bills together, the point is clear.  We oppose the bill.   

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [3.34 pm]:  In March nine new members from the Liberal Party joined this 
Parliament.  We, along with the new members from the National Party, came here with high expectations of 
being involved in a democratic process.  Democracy cast its vote and the house is as it is.  I accept that; that 
democratic principle prevailed.  However, today I want to speak on the democratic process by which legislation 
is drafted, voted on and finalised in this Parliament.  There is a line in a song that refers to the day the music 
died.  I put it to members that the democratic process for handling this legislation has died.  This bill is, without 
parallel, the most dramatic, important and changing legislation to have come before this house in a number of 
years.  The shopping hours issue was of such importance that the Premier and the government of the day thought 
that it needed to go to a referendum to let the people decide what they wanted.  That was the process chosen by 
the government of the day, and the people spoke.  I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker: is electoral reform and the 
change to representation in this Parliament not of equal importance to the shopping hours issue?  This will 
change probably a 100-year-old format.   

Reluctantly, I am drawn to support the bill, which I believe goes only about one-fifth of the way towards 
rectifying the lack of fairness in this process.  People in country areas will get one more representative, if they 
are lucky.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Nothing in the Agricultural Region.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  Probably not.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Not probably not; definitely not.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  The member for Merredin could well be right, but people in the country will be lucky to get 
one more representative.  Time will tell.  Both the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs told us 
vehemently about the principles and merits of one vote, one value, and how it was democracy in action and how 
it would be.  That was a couple of weeks ago in this place.  Now we are faced with a bill that has been diluted 
and changed.  There are more changes in this bill than there is wind in a willy-willy.  It just goes round and 
round and something else pops out the other side.  What will happen next?  It is all to do with political 
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convenience, political posturing and backroom deals.  New members have come to this Parliament with the 
expectation that they will take part in the democratic process.  I say that dealing with this legislation has been an 
absolute farce.   

I spent 23 years in local government.  Local governments are often berated by the state government and other 
organisations for not following due process.  If they do not follow due process, they get a smack around the ears 
from the department, the minister or a review committee and they are pulled into gear.  This is what we have 
seen evolving out of the progress of this bill, and there needs to be a smack around the ears for people saying that 
this is the way it is to be done.  Welcome to the Parliament, new members; this is the democratic process for 
dealing with pieces of legislation.  If members believe that is right, they should stand and say so.  If they cannot 
do that, they should say why they cannot.  We are talking about the process.  I have never been afraid of change.  
In my career in local government I have proposed many changes and been a party to implementing changes to 
100 years of tradition.  I have no fear of attempting to change things.  We are not arguing about whether there 
should or should not be electoral reform.  I am arguing about the process for handling it.  This is an issue of such 
vital importance that it will dramatically change the representation and make-up of this Parliament - this house 
and the other place.  It should go through a well-publicised, well-announced, and well-explained process for the 
people of Western Australia.  

I challenge members to walk down the street, wherever they live - whether in the rural areas or the city - and ask 
the shopkeeper, the barber or anyone else what this one vote, one value issue means.  In the past week I have 
asked five different people in five different businesses.  They are well-educated people who run businesses - 
drycleaners, butchers, bakers and others.  I asked them what they thought of the one vote, one value issue that is 
presently before the Parliament.  To a person, their answers were identical.  They said they had heard of the issue 
and knew that there had been a bit of a to-do about it in the Parliament.  They had read about it in the newspaper.  
I asked them what they thought about it, and what it meant to them.  Every one of them said to me that they 
thought it was a good thing because it meant that they could vote for a candidate without having to number all 
the squares on the ballot paper.  I told them it did not mean that at all, but that is what they believed it was all 
about - getting rid of preferential voting.  We all know that the legislation does not do away with preferential 
voting, but that is another argument.  Maybe, as part of this democratic process, the debate being held in this 
house should have been held out in the community. Maybe first-past-the-post voting should have been discussed, 
along with a raft of other reforms.  They could have been considered in the democratic process that should have 
happened.  It has not happened, and the process by which this legislation is being enacted is a shame on this 
Parliament.  The process put forward by the Labor government is wrong and unfair to the people of Western 
Australia.  The answers given by those five people can be duplicated around the whole of the metropolitan area.  
I asked them if they would like more parliamentarians.  I concede that people are cynical towards politicians, 
which is sad, but they all said that there are already too many of them and that we would be better off if we got 
rid of half of them.  People out there think that this electoral reform - the title of the One Vote One Value Bill 
has now been changed to reflect what it is really about, which is electoral reform of some degree - is about 
getting rid of preferential voting.  Those people out there would support first-past-the-post voting, as that is what 
one vote, one value means to them. 

Like members who spoke before me, I looked at this indicative draft map distributed last week in Parliament.  I 
draw the attention of members to the size proposed for my electorate.  Currently, the electorate of Moore 
contains 26 000 square kilometres.  Under the new proposal, according to this map, if it is anywhere near 
accurate, the electorate of Moore will grow to about 106 000 square kilometres.  I have heard the member for  
Roe say that his electorate is one-third the size of Victoria.  I have not challenged him on that, but it must be 
more than 100 000 square kilometres.  The electorate of Moore will grow from 26 000 square kilometres to 
106 000 square kilometres.  The number of shires within its boundary will increase from eight to 26.  The 
number of schools in the electorate will increase from 23 to 82.  Somebody said that electorates larger than a 
certain size will get more resources.  I will put in a bid in anticipation.  I will need an aeroplane, a pilot, a water 
boy and four electorate offices.  Landing strips will be required in every second town.  

Upper house member Hon Alan Cadby went for a tour to the wheatbelt.  He said to the press that as a young 
person he had spent some time in the rural areas of the eastern states, so he had some experience.  I think he said 
that he had lived there for seven years.  That is fine, but the National Party representatives took him for a tour of 
the seat of Merredin to enlighten him about what it is like in the bush in Western Australia.  There was a running 
commentary of the visit in the press.  It was a great idea, and Hon Alan Cadby came back with the idea that there 
needed to be more representation.  I feel that that is where we are now.  There is an acknowledgement that that 
need exists.  He would have seen for himself, travelling around with the member for Merredin, how distant the 
area is, and how difficult it would be if he were a member representing a large rural seat.  Try replicating that 
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experience in electorates the size of some of these proposed electorates.  It would be almost impossible to get 
around to see every school.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Are you moving your electorate office to your electorate? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Since I have been here, the members for Bassendean and Murchison-Eyre have asked that 
question, and I will answer them.  If we continued debating this legislation, I would be forever changing the 
location of my electorate office because under the Labor Party scheme the lines and the boundaries would keep 
changing.  It does not matter. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Where are you moving your electorate office to? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is none of the member’s business.  My electors voted for me and it is not the business of the 
member for Swan Hills.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Order!   

Mr G. SNOOK:  It is a nonsense to bring up this furphy as though it will upset me.  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  It is not a furphy; a furphy is a lie.  It is a question. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I do not know what the member’s two-party-preferred result is, but when he has 17.5 per cent, 
I will come and see him and seek his personal counsel about what I should do.  In the meantime, it will be for the 
judgment of not the member for Swan Hills, but the people of Moore - they will decide what I do.  I am 
answerable to them, not to members opposite. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Is there any gripe water in the water at the back of the chamber?  There is a bit of bellyaching 
opposite; we are hearing the same thing over and over again. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Are you moving your electorate office into your electorate? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I am not interested in where the member’s electorate office is located.  I do not care; I will 
never question it.  I do not know why he is interested in what I do.  The member’s point is as old as the last two 
members for Moore.  The last two members for Moore had their electorate offices in the same spot; the seat has 
not changed from being a Liberal seat for 30 years. 

Why is the bill under consideration not as important as shopping hours legislation, for which it was deemed that 
we needed to go to a referendum and seek the people’s advice?  This bill and proposal is of greater significance 
than retail trading hours because it will change the democratic process and representation. 

In conclusion, this legislation is not about fairness and equity of representation or one vote, one value.  It has 
been diluted - it is not what it was.  It is a joke that we should debate this measure in the short time afforded it.  
The process is flawed and undemocratic; it is not a fair go, minister.  We could have reformed the electoral 
process by a different means.  Sadly, the democratic process has suffered as a consequence.  Reluctantly, I 
support this bill. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [3.52 pm]:  I have come across something very interesting.  I 
had a little look at the Minister for Electoral Affairs’ second reading speech on this matter.  It is a very brief 
second reading speech, despite the importance of this legislation.  He devoted almost half of his second reading 
speech to justifying introducing this legislation on the basis that the population of Western Australia has grown 
over the years, so we need more members of Parliament.  He pointed out that in 1981, when the state had a 
population of 1.3 million people, the number of members in this chamber was increased to 57.  He stated - 

 The number of members in the Legislative Assembly has remained at 57 for over 20 years. 

He stated that the balloon is getting bigger and it will burst shortly unless we have extra members of Parliament.  
I did a simple calculation.  I looked at the number of members in 1983, the 57, and divided that into the total 
population of 1.3 million people.  That provided an average of 22 807 population per member.  Therefore, every 
member of the Legislative Assembly represented slightly under 23 000 people in Western Australia.  When the 
population of around two million people in 2005 is divided by the 57 members, the average population per 
member is 35 087.  I thought, hang on, the government will increase the number of members by two: what 
average would that present?  The average number of Western Australians per member of the Legislative 
Assembly would be nearly 33 900.  In no way does this legislation provide the same extent of representation as 
Western Australians enjoyed in 1983.  Extrapolating the minister’s argument one step further: how many 
members of Parliament would be needed in the Legislative Assembly to give the same ratio of representation 
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that we had in 1983?  Guess what?  We would need 87 members of the Assembly.  Therefore, 30 additional 
members of the Legislative Assembly are needed if we want the same ratio of population to members that we 
had in 1983.  If the minister wants to use this as justification for providing two extra members, he needs to 
explain why he is not providing 30 additional members.  I am not advocating 30 extra members for one minute; I 
even have some difficulties with contemplating the concept of two extra members.  However, I am prepared to 
support the legislation on the simple basis that at least it does something for country people to militate against 
the negative effects of the electoral legislation the government is ramming through the Parliament as we speak.  
Although the Liberal Party will continue to oppose the government’s so-called one vote, one value electoral 
changes, this bill, by increasing the number of members of the Legislative Assembly by two, will reduce the 
negative impact on country communities at least to some extent. 

Of course, this is part of a package that represents a grubby deal with the Greens.  The rest of the package is not 
built into this legislation.  Members are in an invidious situation of dealing with legislation that confirms one 
component of a package while the rest of the package is being dealt with in another place.  It illustrates again the 
fact that the government is not prepared to tackle the issue of electoral reform in a comprehensive manner, as the 
member for Moore alluded to earlier.  The government is making changes on the run to suit its own political 
agenda.   

To say that this process is rushed would be an understatement.  I have some words of support, I suppose, for Hon 
Alan Cadby in that at least he has been able to initiate some changes of some beneficial consequence for country 
areas.  The government then rushed downstairs to a meeting in one of the Greens’ offices and struck a deal to get 
a package of changes through that enabled it to bring in an electoral gerrymander in this house, to make other 
significant changes to the upper house, and, arguably most importantly, to do away with the notion of 
entrenchment in our electoral legislation.   

As other members have pointed out, it is true that we were provided with a copy of the bill on Monday, which 
gave a grand total of two days to prepare for the debate, but it is not possible to judge legislation until it is 
presented in the chamber; that is, members never know whether the legislation will be changed in some way.  
We found that the legislation was changed out of necessity; namely, clause 2, which relates to the One Vote One 
Value Bill that passed through this chamber, has been amended to reflect the title change of the One Vote One 
Value Bill 2005 to become the Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005.  That change to the short title was 
made in the upper house, and is probably the only change that will affect Labor’s plans for electoral change in 
this state. 

The fact that the legislation was so rushed flies in the face of its significance.  This legislation, of course, deals 
with a very significant change to the state’s constitutional legislation - in other words, the legislation that 
underpins our democratic processes and the processes of government.  I remind members that some time ago the 
then Leader of the Opposition, the current Premier, indicated that we should do these things only by referring 
them to the people at a referendum.  The Premier said that changes should be made to the constitutional 
legislation but that once we had decided what they should be, we should hold a referendum and let the people 
decide whether they wanted those changes made.  The question must be asked: what has changed?  If we are to 
change the Constitution in this way, why should we not take it to the people and ask them to decide?  Why 
should the member for Bassendean or any other member opposite arrogantly decide to make such major changes 
to our electoral system, rather than allow the people to have a direct say on the matter or allow the people to go 
to a referendum and indicate their point of view on a subject of such importance?  Of course, if the Attorney 
General were to introduce legislation to increase the number of members by 30 to equal the same ratio of 
members to population that existed in 1983, there would be absolute outrage in the community.  Members who 
canvass people about an increase of two members of Parliament would discover that many people would 
question the merits of increasing the number of members of Parliament.  If the people were told it was being 
done simply as part of the Labor Party’s plan to gerrymander the state’s electoral boundaries in its favour, there 
is no doubt that this measure would not receive any support whatsoever. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 1283.] 
 


