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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Debate was interrupted after the amendment moved by Dr K.D. Hames had been partly considered. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The proposal is for a referendum to be held on the question of the One Vote One Value 
Bill 2005.  Prior to question time I was talking about the number of members in metropolitan Perth as compared 
with those in rural and regional Western Australia.  My final comments related to comments made by the Leader 
of the Opposition in which he said quite graphically that we would see infrastructure deteriorate, roads crumble 
etc.  In reality that might sound extreme, but in fact there are not enough people out there to represent those 
issues and the people who use those facilities.  It is what could happen.   

The reason we need a referendum is to allow all the people of Western Australia to make known to the 
government of the day their views on the proposals that are being put before the Parliament at the moment.  I put 
it to you, Mr Speaker, that very few people in Western Australia would realise that under this proposal there 
would be an extra seven Assembly seats put into the metropolitan area, an extra two Legislative Council seats 
taken out of the south west and four Assembly seats taken out of the south west and placed in the metropolitan 
area.  Could the minister tell me by way of interjection whether those two new Legislative Council seats will 
also go into the metropolitan area?   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The arrangements are that each of the three regions of the metropolitan area would have 
seven seats, and each of the three regions in the country would have five seats.  The answer to the question is 
yes.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That would mean that seven Assembly seats and four Council seats would be transferred 
into what is currently known as the metropolitan area, even though that boundary can be changed under the 
legislation.  I do not think anybody in Western Australia, particularly those who are not directly involved with 
the Parliament or the various political parties, knows what is being proposed in this legislation.  It is a very 
important question that must be asked of the people of Western Australia.  If a referendum on the question of 
trading hours can be held on the whim of the wife of the Premier of Western Australia, surely this matter 
concerning the representation of all the people of Western Australia is a more important issue and, therefore, 
warrants a referendum.   

Last evening during the second reading debate in this house, I suggested a referendum as a way in which the 
matter could be canvassed; alternatively, we could appoint a joint house select committee to consider not only 
the distribution of electoral votes but also the way in which the votes are cast.  I suggested in my speech last 
evening that the committee could examine the current exhaustive preferential voting system, the optional 
preferential voting system, which I understand operates in Queensland, and the first past the post voting system, 
which is adopted by local government in Western Australia.  These are important questions and can be 
canvassed with the general public only by way of communication with it.  I again suggest that this matter has not 
been communicated to the people of Western Australia.  This One Vote One Value Bill sets out the structures 
and parameters of the bill, but does not refer to its effect.  The people of Western Australia are entitled to know 
the effect of this legislation before it goes through the Parliament, not after it goes through the Parliament.  That 
is a fundamental aspect of this bill that the people of Western Australia expect and it is a fundamental aspect to 
which the government of Western Australia should accede; otherwise we will disfranchise people in regional 
Western Australia to the benefit of people in the city.  Why would anybody in regional Western Australia want 
to be a member of Parliament with all the workload that it entails?  It is very simple to have a career in politics in 
downtown metropolitan Perth, where members in many cases, but not all, can walk around their electorates in a 
very short time, whereas members in regional Western Australia have to either drive or fly for hours.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY: We oppose the amendment, which seeks to place in this bill a requirement for a 
referendum, for two reasons: one is that we have made it abundantly clear that we regard this amendment as a 
delaying tactic only.  We have also made it clear that we will not countenance a referendum on this issue.  
However, of greater importance is that the proposal in this amendment is unlawful and cannot be carried out.  I 
will explain to members why that is so.  I refer to section 73(2)(e) of the Constitution Act 1889, which provides 
for certain limitations on the power of the legislature and which states - 
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(2) A Bill that . . . expressly or impliedly in any way affects any of the following sections of this 
Act, namely - 

Section 2 is the relevant section - 

shall not be presented for assent by or in the name of the Queen unless - 

That is, unless there has been an absolute majority and the bill has been approved by electors at a referendum.   
The subsection continues - 

and a Bill assented to consequent upon its presentation in contravention of this subsection shall be of no 
effect as an Act. 

Section 2(3) of the Act provides - 

Every Bill, after its passage through the Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly shall, subject to 
section 73, be presented to the Governor for assent by or in the name of the Queen. 

In other words, it is a constitutional requirement that every bill must be dealt with by the Legislative Council and 
the Legislative Assembly, and - I note the word - shall be presented to the Governor for assent.  Anything that 
affects section 2 - that is, the three-step legislative process - is unlawful.  That is exactly what this amendment 
moved by the member for Dawesville seeks to achieve.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, it is not.  What it does is impose a fourth step in a three-step process outlined in the 
Constitution; that is, that the bill be submitted to a referendum, whereas the dictate of the Constitution is that this 
bill shall be presented for assent once it has been ratified by the Legislative Council and the Legislative 
Assembly.  The only exceptions to that are set out in section 73(2).  This amendment seeks to place a fetter on 
the scheme outlined in section 2.   

Point of Order 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the clock.  We do not want to listen to this for the 
next half hour. 

The SPEAKER:  No, there are two minutes remaining.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  This amendment seeks to insert into this bill the following provision - 

(2) This Act shall not come into operation unless, after the Bill for this Act is passed by both 
Houses of Parliament but before it receives Royal Assent: 

(a) the question - 

“Do you approve of the Bill entitled One Vote One Value Bill 2005?” 

is submitted to the electors in a referendum as to a Bill pursuant to the Referendums 
Act 1983 . . .  

That cannot be done.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Nonsense!  Nothing you have said actually says that you can’t do it.  You have taken as 
an assumption that the referendum is binding.  What you are stating is that it is an extra step.  No referendum 
that has been held in this state has ever been binding. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is what the amendment says, unfortunately.  The proposed amendment continues - 

(b) following that referendum, the statement referred to in section 30(3) of the Referendum Act 
. . . evidence that, as regards the whole of the State, the number of votes marked “Yes” 
exceeded the number of votes marked “No”. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  You are gagging debate on this clause.  There are members who want to say some words on 
this clause.   

Dr E. Constable:  He hasn’t gagged it yet. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  He is about to gag it now when he sits down. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Alfred Cove should not presume anything of me; she might be pleasantly 
surprised. 

I make the point that one of the unintended consequences of Sir Charles Court’s actions in 1978, by inserting 
what I regard to be essentially undemocratic fetters on the power of the legislature, was to prevent this very thing 
being done.  I say that it was an unintended consequence because I believe it was intended to place certain limits 
on the power of the legislature on conservative institutions in this state. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I rise to give the call to the minister to allow him to continue his remarks. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Therefore, reference to the legislative scheme in section 2 of the Constitution Act has 
achieved prevention of a clause requiring a referendum from ever being inserted in an act, which requires that 
particular act - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It was not an assumption that the referendum must be taken as part of the decision-
making process. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is right. 
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  That has never happened in this state. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is right but this provision seeks to do exactly that. 
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  No, it doesn’t. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  For the bill to become law, there must be a referendum. 
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It doesn’t say that the referendum is binding on the state. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It doesn’t matter.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  This doesn’t? 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  No, if we have a constitution that says that a bill must be passed by the Council and the 
Assembly and, by implication, shall be submitted without further fetter to the Governor for royal assent, a further 
step in that legislative process cannot be imposed.  A referendum could be conducted on whether a provision 
might be inserted in the general law; however, this amendment imposes a fetter on the passage of this legislation.  
My advice is that the proposal in this is unconstitutional and unlawful.  If the Leader of the National Party takes 
advice on this proposal, he will find that what I have said is correct.  There is some authority for that in the 
approach adopted by the High Court in the case of Marquet.  The question that must be posed is a very simple 
one: does this amendment, when incorporated in this bill, directly or indirectly affect section 2 of the 
Constitution?  The answer to that is undoubtedly yes, because it requires an additional step. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You talk about a fetter.  A referendum does not bind any part of the process. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  True.  What is being sought by this amendment moved by the member for Dawesville is 
that a referendum as a fourth step in the legislative process must be conducted, which is unlawful.  There might 
be other ways in which this issue could be tackled.  However, what is proposed in this amendment is unlawful.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The issue of holding a referendum on electoral matters is very interesting.  It is also 
interesting to go back one step and look at the history of referenda in this state over the 100 years since the 
beginning of responsible government.  Questions are often raised about whether there should be a referendum on 
an issue.  There have been very few referenda in the history of this state.  When the most recent referendum was 
suggested, I had a look at how many referenda there have been.  From memory, there have been three referenda 
on daylight saving, three or four on liquor laws, one on retail trading hours, and one other.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  On secession.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Yes.  I thank the member for Avon for that.  The mechanism of a referendum has been 
used very sparingly in this state.  The holding of a referendum is not something that governments have done 
lightly over the years.  In principle, I can understand why the member would want to have a referendum on 
electoral reform.  It is a fundamental issue for the community.  However, even if this proposed question were 
lawful, it is an incredibly unusual question to put to the people.  The proposed question is -  

Do you approve of the Bill entitled One Vote One Value Bill 2005? 

Would every elector do the sort of research that we are expected to do before they make up their minds?  An 
electoral reform bill might raise a lot of questions about electoral reform.  We might agree with some parts of the 
bill but not others.  If we take the bill that we are debating now, I agree with some parts of it, but I am not so 
certain about other parts of it.  How could anyone make up their mind, and how could we ever present the yes 
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and no cases?  Therefore, the proposed question is a bit silly.  That is the first thing that strikes me about it.  We 
are elected to look at bills.  It is absurd, quite frankly, to send a bill to all the voters of Western Australia.  
Therefore, I cannot possibly support this amendment.  If members are interested in taking electoral reform to the 
people, there are a couple of interesting models that they could look at.  One of them can be found in New 
Zealand.  A couple of years ago - I cannot remember exactly when, but it was certainly in the past 10 or 15 years 
- the New Zealand government set up a commission on electoral reform.  That commission, which was chaired 
by an eminent judge, went to the people with a number of questions to get an indication of what the people 
wanted.  It then, having been given an indication of the direction in which the voters wanted to go, asked the 
voters specific questions about the preferred model.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  By means of a referendum.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That is what I said.  If the member wanted to look at electoral reform and the use of a 
referendum, that is the sort of thing he could do.  It would take quite a lot of time to get there, though.  He would 
need to take a lot of submissions and hold a lot of inquiries and go out to the people in all sorts of ways over an 
extensive period.  However, to ask the question in the form that the member has proposed is absolutely absurd, 
and I could not possibly support it.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The minister has said that he has received advice that this amendment may be unlawful.  
However, we on this side of the house have no evidence before us to show that what the minister says is true.  
We have only the word from the minister that that is the case.  I am happy to look at any alternative to my 
amendment that would make it lawful, because we support the principle of going to the people to see whether 
there is support in the community for the concept of one vote, one value.  I am extremely saddened by the 
comment of the member for Churchlands that she cannot possibly support asking the people whether they 
approve of the bill entitled One Vote One Value Bill 2005.  The whole issue that we are raising is that the 
government has not gone to the people and told them exactly what it is seeking to do.  It certainly has not gone to 
the people in the regions.  It has not told the people that it is seeking to increase by two the number of members 
of the Legislative Council.  We believe the question would most definitely be opposed by the people, because 
this legislation is bad legislation.  It is contrary to the whole notion of Western Australia as it was espoused by 
our founding fathers; namely, that because Western Australia is a vast area and is sparsely populated, the people 
need adequate representation.  It is a shame that we will not have the opportunity to put that question to the 
people.   

The minister also needs to address other components of this legislation.  One issue in particular is proposed 
subclause (4) in the amendment, which refers to the resources to be provided to members of Parliament.  We 
have not heard from the minister on that matter.  The Leader of the House and the minister have been having 
conversations.  I remember having similar conversations when I was in the same chair as the minister.  I suspect 
that shortly we will see another guillotine.  Many members on this side of the house have not had the opportunity 
to speak during consideration in detail.  They were gagged from speaking in the debate on the short title.  They 
are now about to be gagged and thereby denied the opportunity to speak on the issue of a referendum.  Those 
two issues are at the heart of everything that we are presenting this afternoon.  It is obvious that in order to meet 
the government’s objective to get this legislation to the other place by 5.00 pm tomorrow, the Leader of the 
House has a timetable.  That timetable does not involve letting members on this side have a fair and adequate say 
on this legislation.   

I remember the actions of the Leader of the House when we were dealing with controversial legislation that 
affected him in particular.  That was the industrial relations legislation.  The member spoke over and over again, 
ad nauseam.  Members will notice that I have spoken on only a few occasions in this debate.  I think this is only 
the third or fourth time that I have spoken in this debate.  I will not debate the issues over and over again, as did 
the Leader of the House on the occasion to which I have referred.  Some members on this side will be greatly 
affected by this legislation.  There are new members on this side who have never seen the operations of this 
Parliament.  They were not in this Parliament when there were screaming hordes of unionists in the gallery 
trying to drown out everything that members wanted to say, and when the house had to be closed because 
members could not be heard.  They have not seen all that.  They just want to make their points on this legislation 
quietly and sincerely, without any great furore, and without any aggression.  However, they will be gagged.  
They will not be given the opportunity to do that.  During question time, the minister received advice from one 
of his advisers that suggested that this amendment is unlawful.  We do not have access to that legal advice so 
that we can make our own determination.  I would, therefore, be happy for this item to be deferred until a later 
date.   
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The record will show that in 2001 when the one vote, one value bill was put on the 
Table under a different name, I supported the bill.  I also supported a referendum on that bill.  However, I 
certainly did not support it in the way the member for Dawesville is proposing now.  The wording of the 
proposed question is very poor.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  A referendum is a referendum. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  No.  A referendum is not a referendum when it will not be binding on the state.  A 
referendum costs a lot of money.  Why take a referendum to the community if we are not willing to respond to 
the wishes of the community?  I believe in referendums, but I believe also that the government’s actions should 
be based on the outcome of that referendum.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  If you supported a referendum last time -  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Not in this form.  I supported the concept of a referendum and of taking a matter to the 
people.  However, I certainly will not vote for this proposed question, which states -  

Do you approve of the Bill entitled One Vote One Value Bill 2005? 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Did you vote for it last time? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Last time I supported a referendum but I certainly did not vote for this proposed 
question. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It was not the same question last time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The last time it did not have wording as ridiculous as this.  The discussion was on a 
referendum on one vote, one value. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  No, it does not, member for Dawesville.  The wording of this proposed question is 
ridiculous.  It is not the type of thing that can be taken to the community to explain what this all about.  This is 
about one vote, one value. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Dawesville has not done his homework on this amendment.  It is 
poorly worded.  As the Minister for Electoral Affairs has stated, its wording is not only poor, but also possibly 
unlawful. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  We can see what side you’re on. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am the on the side of my constituents. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  A true Liberal. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Yes, Minister for Electoral Affairs, I am a true Liberal.  I am accountable to the people 
and I believe in democracy, freedom of speech and integrity.  Many members of the last Parliament and certainly 
some members of the Liberal Party cannot say that that is what they believe in.  They put the party first and the 
community second.  I put the community first. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  For the edification of the member for Alfred Cove and others, I inform them 
that this is exactly the same clause that was dealt with in 2001.  As the architect of the clause, I can vouch for 
that. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  It was changed to one vote, one value. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is exactly right.  As the member for Dawesville said, it is very simple.  
All we needed to do to tidy it up was change the words “Electoral Amendment Bill 2001” to “One Vote One 
Value Bill 2005”. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  That is what is in the amendment. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Exactly.  I will deal with a couple of comments the Minister for Electoral 
Affairs made earlier.  I suspect they reveal a little of his attitude towards the notion of entrenchment.  For 
example, the minister said that Sir Charles Court amended the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 to 
impose the entrenchment of certain provisions.  There is a very strong argument that if a government wants to 
impose a referendum provision, perhaps it should do it through a referendum.  Perhaps the Parliament should not 
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impose such an extensive entrenchment without first going to the people.  However, that is an argument for 
another day. 

The way this amendment operates is very simple.  There are stages to the process, but they are all constitutional 
and they all work quite well.  An entrenchment provision in the Constitution Acts Amendment Act relates to the 
potential abolition of the office of the Governor, the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council and also 
the reduction in the number of members of either house of Parliament.  They are all subject to an entrenchment 
provision.  That entrenchment provision happens to work in exactly the same way as we have suggested in this 
amendment.  I will tell members how it would work.  If, for example, the government wanted to abolish the 
office of Governor - as a staunch republican we have no idea what the minister might want to do in that respect - 
it would need to obtain an absolute majority in the Assembly and also the upper house.  Before that legislation 
was whipped off for royal assent, a referendum would have to be held.  It can work.  The process is in place.  It 
is in black and white in our constitutional legislation.  I suspect that the government does not like the notion of 
entrenchment.  It certainly would not want the people of Western Australia to have a direct say in whether this 
so-called one vote, one value legislation should become law. 

I can understand where the member for Alfred Cove is coming from.  I encourage her to read the debates of 
2001.  We were trying to fit in with exactly what she was saying a moment ago; that is, to foster true democracy 
in one of the most important aspects of the process of democracy of Western Australia.  Putting it simply, if the 
government is to make such a fundamental and far-reaching change as this to the process of parliamentary 
procedures and democracy, it should ask the people.  The irony of this, which I mentioned at 2.30 am this 
morning, is that is exactly what the Premier said.  The Commission on Government report recommended that the 
electoral system be changed.  However, it said that that would require going to the heart of the constitution and 
changing a number of provisions.  The Commission on Government recommended introducing the process of 
one vote, one value, as the minister would call it.  It recommended that the government propose its changes, 
which should be debated at a constitutional convention.  Can members guess what the Commission on 
Government recommended should happen next?  It recommended that the proposals should be put to a 
referendum for the people to decide.  Those types of changes are so far reaching that the 91 members of both 
houses of Parliament should not have the enormous power to override all the processes of democracy.  We 
should give that power to the people.  They should have sovereign power to make changes to the electoral 
system. 

At the time this matter was last debated, the opposition had available to it some of the best constitutional legal 
advice in Western Australia.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs was defeated in the Supreme Court and the High 
Court.  It has never been suggested that we cannot constitutionally achieve what the member for Dawesville’s 
amendment provides for.  Constitutionally it can be provided for; it just needs some tidying up, as the member 
for Dawesville said earlier.  It is the right thing to do because it would foster democracy and give people a say.  
Unfortunately, the minister knows that if that were to happen, he would never get his legislation passed. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  As a relatively new member in this house, I have undergone a massive learning curve over 
the past couple of days regarding the processes of government.  In the early hours of this morning the member 
for Bassendean said that I would sell out my electorate if I voted for this amendment.  When driving back home 
to my electorate, I wondered how I would sell out my electorate by voting for it.  All members have been elected 
into this job.  Members must hang on and work hard for their constituents to ensure future employment.  As I 
was driving home this morning I was thinking about the so-called six or so seats that would be abolished from 
the country and the new seats that would be created in the city.  My electorate is quite large; it is 1 350 square 
kilometres.  I worked out that one of those new seats would probably be formed in my electorate.  How safe my 
seat would remain would depend on how the boundary was drawn.  When I vote on this bill, I am probably 
looking after my skin to a certain degree. 

On the other side of the coin, as a young child I grew up in Wyndham and later moved to Broome and Marble 
Bar.  During the time I lived in Broome with my mum, dad and siblings, I lived in Lombadina mission for 12 
months in 1976.  My mother was a community welfare worker and a kindergarten teacher and my father was a 
baker.  We worked there as missionaries for a year.  While I was there, I attended the local school, in which I 
was the only white child among 35 Aboriginal children.  It was a great learning curve and a great part of my life.  
More than any other place in which I have lived, that is where I learnt about isolation.  We had to generate our 
own power and collect our own water.  There was no provision of government services whatsoever.  More than 
any other member in this house, I can understand the need for people to have representation regarding all aspects 
of their electorate. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 6 April 2005] 

 p401b-418a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Jim McGinty; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr 

Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Kim Hames; Deputy Speaker; Mr Murray 
Cowper; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Grant Woodhams; Mr Matt Birney; Acting Speaker 

 [7] 

Today’s debate is about holding a referendum.  A referendum is a clear statement from the people, as was 
demonstrated recently when a referendum was held on retail shopping hours.  The people spoke.  The 
referendum was important, and its outcome has been put into effect.  The referendum was the final decision on 
the matter.  I could not ask more of the people than to vote in that way.  The member for Churchlands briefly 
touched on past referenda.  Three referenda have been held on the issue of daylight saving.  The first was held in 
1975, the second in 1984 and the third in 1992.  A referendum was held in 1950 regarding prohibition and in 
1933 a referendum was held regarding the granting of more liquor licences and so forth.  Referenda were held 
also in 1900, 1911 and 1921.  That proves that referendums work well with voting; that is, the way in which we 
elect members and make decisions.  Therefore, I would certainly push for the government to consider having a 
referendum, because it is a way of making people speak.   

Having grown up in the country, I cannot stress enough how imperative it is that we get even representation in 
the electorates, and I heard this many times in this chamber last night and in the early hours of this morning.  To 
make the electorate of Murchison-Eyre, which currently has an area of 1.2 million square kilometres, even 
bigger is just beyond belief, and will not provide fair representation for the common people.  I agree that the One 
Vote One Value Bill has merit to a certain degree, but unless we address the issues in the country it will not have 
a place in our society.  Although seven country seats will be moved into the metropolitan area, there will be a 
massive fight to see where those seats go and how the distribution works out.  As a new kid on the block, I am 
already looking over my shoulder to see what will happen to my seat.  I do not look forward to seeing the bill 
supported.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There are three issues associated with the amendment moved by the member for 
Dawesville, one of which is the requirement for a referendum.  I have already made two comments on that; first, 
I think it is unlawful and, secondly, and very much for the reasons given by the member for Churchlands, it is a 
delaying tactic and a frustrating mechanism rather than a true attempt to deal with the issue.   
Subclause (3) of the amendment states the current law; that is, that this bill requires an absolute majority at the 
second and third reading stages of this legislation in both this house and the Legislative Council.  That is 
currently what is required, and that is certainly what we will be seeking to comply with in the passage of this 
legislation.  That is my understanding of the law, so I do not think that provision adds anything to it.  This bill 
will fail if it does not achieve an absolute majority, which, in the case of the Legislative Council, is 18 votes.   
Subclause (4) of the amendment relates to resourcing of members, and I presume that this is directed at those 
people who will have large country electorates as a result of this legislation.  It is, as I indicated in my reply last 
night to close the second reading debate, something that we are committed to address and will occur in any 
event.  I do not think it is necessary to have a requirement provision, because it could easily be seen as a 
delaying tactic.  For example, the act would not come into operation until such time as we had been given a 
report.  If this legislation is passed, we will be reporting to the Parliament on new resourcing arrangements to 
meet the needs of particularly the rural and remote electorates.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  In previous debates in this place, the now retired member for Pilbara made a few 
comments on this last election, which I decided to check.  If members recall his speeches, and probably very few 
members do, he made the point that in the five seats that were protected at the last election, there were in fact not 
the number of voters on the roll that the Electoral Commission said there were.  In the last election, in the 
electorate of Central Kimberley-Pilbara, 9 174 people voted; in Kalgoorlie, 10 947 people voted; in Kimberley, 
9 261 people voted; in Murchison-Eyre, 10 495 people voted; and in North West Coastal, 11 635 people voted.  
Those electorate numbers are significantly less than those numbers listed on their rolls.  In fact, those voting 
numbers are about 70 per cent of the numbers in the South West and Agricultural Regions.  Although this bill 
will protect five seats in the north west, it will protect less than half the number of voters found in your seat, 
Madam Deputy Chair, in which I imagine 26 000 people voted.  This bill will protect 9 000 voters rather than 
26 000 voters.  That is a significant difference.  How many people in Western Australia know that 9 174 people 
voted in the seat of Central Kimberley-Pilbara, even though the electoral roll says there are 13 380 people in that 
electorate?  The retired member for Pilbara always argued that those people did not exist; they were not actually 
there.  A good sign that they do not exist is that they did not turn up to vote.  If the government wants to argue on 
the basis that 90 per cent of people turn out to vote, which is the normal figure, and that increases the figure of 
9 174 voters to 10 200, it is still significantly less than 13 340.  Those people do not exist; they are not actually 
there.  I say to the Electoral Commissioner that that is a fact.  I do not think they are there.   

Under this legislation, the people of Western Australia will not know what is happening.  We are not establishing 
seats in the north west of roughly the same size as the Agricultural and South West Regions.  There are only 
10 000 voters in those seats, and that has been the case for some time.  The member for Pilbara argued that case 
every time he was in this chamber.  It was only from my memory of listening to those debates that I was 
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prompted to look at those figures to see what is the case.  It is extremely unlikely that 4 000 people did not 
bother to vote in the Central Kimberley-Pilbara electorate.  They do not exist; they are not there!  This bill will 
entrench a direct advantage for the Australian Labor Party; it is really a gerrymander.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  If they did not vote, obviously they would have been prosecuted, and there would be some 
evidence of the fines being received by the government as a result.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  According to previous debates in this place, there have been some guesstimations of 
who lives in some of these inland communities.   

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right, but this minister is talking about equal votes.  We cannot run an 
electoral system on a guesstimation of who might live in certain communities.  We are talking about fairness, 
which will not happen under this legislation.  Unless we put some of these ideas to the people of Western 
Australia, they will not understand that this is a gerrymander.  The only way we can do that is to put it to the 
public so that they can realise that -  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Is the member in favour of less than 50 per cent of the people in her seat -   

Question to be Put 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 

That the question be now put.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -   

Ayes (29) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  

 

Noes (25) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas  
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron  

Question thus passed.   

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Clause put and a division taken with the following result -   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 6 April 2005] 

 p401b-418a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Jim McGinty; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr 

Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Kim Hames; Deputy Speaker; Mr Murray 
Cowper; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Grant Woodhams; Mr Matt Birney; Acting Speaker 

 [9] 

Ayes (31) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  

 

Noes (23) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

Clause thus passed.   

Clause 3:  The Act amended - 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I seek your guidance on the issues that we wish to debate, and I ask 
for the minister’s attention for a moment.  A request will be made to divide clause 4, which comes under part 2 
of the bill.  I do not have anything to say about clause 3, as the opposition will obviously support it.  I have 
probably jumped in too soon, as the opposition wishes to speak on proposed section 16B(5) under clause 4.  We 
will pass clause 3 and I will then seek to speak on clause 4 and the proposed sections.  We need to work out what 
to do about the different proposed sections as we work through the bill.   
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 4:  Part IIA inserted - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the minister noticed how rapidly clause 3 was passed, I hope that a little 
goodwill will now have developed between us.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I wouldn’t bank on it.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  A tiny morsel, maybe.  I earlier suggested that clause 4 be divided so that a 
separate question can be put for each of the proposed sections contained within this clause.  The reason for doing 
this is to make things easier for both sides. The clause consists of 11 pages of proposed new sections, numbered 
16A to 16N.  They are all distinctive new sections, and a lot of them are very complex, dealing with very distinct 
matters.  All that is being suggested is that, for the sake of clarification and to assist the house in dealing with 
this legislation properly and in a concise way, we deal with each component separately, beginning with proposed 
section 16A.  If the Minister is worried about this slowing down the process, I point out that we can still speak at 
length on each proposed section whether or not we split the clause.  The only difference would be whether we 
voted separately on each one. Essentially, this clause is the guts of the bill. We genuinely would like to deal with 
the proposed sections separately, and to handle this clause in a proper way. I am prepared to say that the 
opposition will not be calling divisions except in relation to three of these components.  For example, the 
Minister need not expect the opposition to be calling a division on proposed section 16A, “Terms to be used in 
this Part”.  However, some of the later proposed sections, which change the composition of the upper house and 
so on, need to be looked at in some detail.  In good faith, I suggest that we split the clause, and the opposition 
would be prepared to manage it accordingly.  
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As I am assisting the minister with the bill, looking after some of the procedural matters, 
I will respond to the request or suggestion by the member for Leschenault that the various proposed sections in 
clause 4 be dealt with as separate questions.  The government will not agree to the proposal.  We are providing 
quite ample time for debate on this bill.  Some 10 hours were devoted to the second reading debate yesterday.  
We still have about two hours and 20 minutes before the dinner break.  We will resume at 7.00 pm and continue 
until about 10.00 pm.  I do not anticipate that the house will sit later than that, but it provides a huge amount of 
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time for members to ask questions and make points on specific aspects of the bill.  If we had a series of different 
questions to be put within clause 4, while the Liberal Party is quite united on this matter, the National Party may 
take a different point of view on some issues, and there are two Independents in the house who are clearly 
engaged in the debate.  It may mean that, when we have to simply move on and have a question put, members 
who wanted to ask something right at the end may have their opportunity to ask questions or raise matters later 
in the clause denied to them.  In the interests of fairness, the government will not accept the proposal.  However, 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs has indicated that, simply as a management issue, if we move through in a 
reasonable way, it is up to the house to deal with proposed section 16A without putting a question, and then 
move on to proposed section 16B and the subsequent proposed sections.  This does not preclude members 
moving backwards and forwards through all of the proposed sections in clause 4, but it does mean that everyone 
will have an opportunity to speak on any part of the clause.  For those management reasons, and also being 
aware that the opposition has indicated that it intends to filibuster here, we can try to satisfy the interests of the 
government and the interests of non-government members who wish to make a considered and proper 
contribution to the debate, by taking the whole of clause 4 as one question.  Therefore the government will not 
be accepting the suggestion being made by the member.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The comments of the Leader of the House are very disappointing, not just 
insofar as he is indicating that the Labor Party will not be prepared to split this clause to enable the house to 
handle it in a more concise and proper manner, but also because he has indicated that he wants to speed up the 
process of this legislation this week.  In other words, he wants to begin ramming it through the Parliament.  It 
was my understanding that today would be dedicated to consideration in detail.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I point out to the member that there is no motion before the Chair at the moment 
other than that clause 4 be agreed to.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I move - 

That the question that clause 4 be agreed to be divided so that a separate question is proposed for each 
of the proposed new sections contained within that clause.  

We are dealing here with a piece of legislation that alters the whole process of democracy in this state.  It goes to 
the heart of aspects of our constitutional legislation.  It will amend parts of our constitution.  That is what this 
legislation is about.  It amends our process of democracy, amends the state’s constitution and provides in some 
way for very important principles to be either set aside or enacted.  It is a very far-reaching piece of legislation.  
We are now dealing with the consideration in detail stage, which used to be the committee stage.  This is the nuts 
and bolts stage of the process of scrutiny of the legislation.  That is what this Parliament is about.  We have a 
Parliament whose job is to scrutinise legislation, and the opposition performs the role of the official watchdog 
within the Westminster processes, in scrutinising legislation.  It is what we are here for, and what the process is 
all about.  The consideration in detail stage is of paramount importance as part of the whole parliamentary 
process.  If a piece of legislation is very lengthy, or if the opposition has been holding out for several days, I 
would start listening to some arguments that we should be speeding things up a little.  However, we have only 
been dealing with this bill for the brief period of time the house has been sitting today, apart from question time.  
We have not even been dealing with this legislation for four hours yet.  The house sat at 12 noon, and it is now 
almost 4.00 pm.  This bill contains only 10 clauses, although clause 4 is a very detailed and complex clause.  
Anyone would have thought that, with legislation of such importance, the house would be spending more than 
just one day on the consideration in detail stage.  Now we find that we will not even have the whole of today.  
We will be heading into the third reading stage later on today, and we will probably be here till 10.00 pm or 
11.00 pm, or whatever it might be, hacking through the third reading speeches.  To reach that stage, we will 
probably see more guillotining and gagging of debate at the consideration in detail stage.  I will not continue any 
more.  I have made the point that this legislation is crucially important, and this is the do-or-die clause.  It 
contains complex and very distinct components that deserve to be scrutinised individually, and I would have 
thought the government might have agreed to this proposal. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I support this motion.  It is a bit churlish of the Leader of the House to give the response 
that he has given.  Agreeing to this motion would give structure to the debate, and the house would probably 
save time.  However, the government is leading us into a dog’s breakfast of a debate that will be all over the 
place and will take a lot longer.  Of course, we will have the Leader of the House gagging the debate as we go 
along, on the grounds he has just given us - that we have already had plenty of time.  Legislation does not get 
much more important for the people of Western Australia than this electoral reform bill.  This bill is about 
electoral distribution reform, and the Leader of the House is asking us to hurry it along.  We were all prepared to 
stay here until the early hours of this morning, and I suspect we would all be prepared to do the same thing later 
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today, but the Leader of the House is messing us around by refusing to agree to this motion.  Instead of providing 
a structure for the debate, it will be all over the place.  That is a great shame, because each one of the issues in 
the proposed sections should be debated in its own right.  I have commented occasionally that this Parliament is 
made up of people who are politicians and those who are parliamentarians.  Some members are both, and some 
are just politicians.  The Leader of the House is not a parliamentarian.  He does not really believe in this place, 
when he tells me that this bill must be hurried along and that we have had enough time already.  The debate will 
not have structure.  With a complex and important bill like this one, he is doing the people of Western Australia 
a great disservice by going this way.  On those grounds I support the motion put by the member for Leschenault 
and I condemn the Leader of the House for the attitude he has taken. 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I support the motion moved by my colleague the member for Leschenault.  I think this 
matter is important.  It is the most important piece of legislation I have seen in this house since I have been here - 
it is the only piece of legislation, I might add; however, as has been rightly pointed out, this is probably the most 
important piece of legislation that has come before the house in recent times.  Therefore, it deserves and requires 
close and open scrutiny.  This house is required to do just that; this is the proper place for that to occur.  I support 
the motion. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I also lend my support to this motion.  I come from a local government background, 
which some may think is a benefit and others may not, but the one thing I learnt during my time in local 
government is that good outcomes are delivered by good process.  Earlier this week our parliamentary leader 
suggested that we take the time, as new members of Parliament, to read the acts to which the proposed 
government legislative changes refer.  I have taken some time to peruse both those acts and they are complex.  
They have caused me much consternation as I have tried to grasp their level of complexity.  It concerns me 
immensely that clause 4 of the One Vote One Value Bill contributes some 10 and a half to 11 pages of the detail 
in that bill, and I would like the opportunity to make sure that I am delivering a good outcome for my electors 
and be able to work through each of the clauses.  I understand the reluctance of the Leader of the House to 
enable us to do that, but it is very important at a technical level that we are given an opportunity to peruse each 
of the elements in the bill.  This is a most complex piece of legislation.  The member for Leschenault pointed out 
that this is the nuts and bolts clause - the heart and soul of this very significant legislation - and to not be able to 
assess and analyse this clause in a structured way would be a great shame.  This is not necessarily a matter of 
politics; this is a matter for good decision making and of being good legislators.  If we are to say in all honesty 
that we have given these bills due and proper consideration, we should have the opportunity to do that in a 
structured way without the government cutting us short as we attempt to make good the debate and understand 
the intricacies of this legislation. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I also support the motion of the member for Leschenault to have this clause debated 
item by item.  I agree with many of the proposed sections in this clause, but there are some that I disagree with, 
particularly the one referring to the differences in the Mining and Pastoral Region in proposed new section 
16H(3).  There are different ways of doing this.  If the Leader of the House is concerned about filibustering 
throughout this debate, I urge him to reconsider and give the house a certain amount of time to debate each part.  
In that way members opposite will know that they have maybe 10 minutes or whatever for each of the proposed 
new sections and they can then take a vote.  It will then be up to opposition members to make their points clearly 
and concisely.  The member for Leschenault said the opposition would call only three or four divisions.  Why 
not take him at his word and give opposition members a certain amount of time for each proposed section so that 
members will have the opportunity to vote on those few proposed sections that they feel are very important? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I will answer by way of interjection.  The procedural approach the member is suggesting 
with time management is open to us, but not at this stage, because we would have to go back and put that in 
place.  I think the member will find that my suggestion will work and that we can have a very profitable and 
worthwhile debate on the whole of clause 4 without the need for this motion. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  That means that members will be unable to vote on those few provisions when they 
would like to do so.  The Leader of the House knows that I support one vote, one value, but I do not support 
what he plans to do in the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  At the end of the day we have to get a total package through. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Surely at the end of the day the Leader of the House wants to hear proper debate.  He 
does not want the community to think that this legislation was just rammed through Parliament without the 
opposition being given the opportunity to speak and vote on the different clauses.  I urge the Leader of the House 
to reconsider, because I think what he is doing is just the same as gagging the debate; he is not giving members 
an opportunity to really focus on those proposed sections. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  In the real world, whether we debate clause 4 section by section it will take the same 
amount of time.  That is a logical outcome.  The Leader of the House does not want to split the bill into separate 
sections and do what this house is required to do, and that is examine this bill clause by clause - not necessarily 
vote on it clause by clause, because rarely do we vote on every clause of every bill that comes before the house.  
During the committee stage we are required to examine bills clause by clause.  The only reason the Leader of the 
House does not want to deal with the proposed new sections individually is that he wants to gag this clause; he 
does not want to provide the full amount of time that would normally be allowed.  The Leader of the House is 
saying that even though it is only four o’clock in the afternoon and we normally go until seven o’ clock, he is not 
prepared to give members of the opposition the time to debate the heart of this bill. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am very disappointed in the outcome of the discussion, but the Leader of the House has 
been quite clever in doing this.  In effect he is saying that we will deal with the whole of this clause that contains 
many parts and much detail and put the requirement back on the opposition to do its own time management.  He 
is saying that we should work out our own times for debates and do what we like, but if we take a long time on 
the early clauses we will miss out on the end ones.  I understand that tactic.  I have seen it work from the other 
side. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Self-discipline is a great master. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It does work.  The problem is that many new members want to raise issues along the way.  
We do not have just one opposition; we have a combined opposition of Nationals, Liberals and Independents, 
who all have different issues that are important to them.  They may wish to speak at length and in detail on one 
part of the bill at the start, but we do not want to spend a lot of time talking about it.  That will then reduce the 
opportunity for others who want to talk later on other detailed parts of the legislation.  It will also remove any 
chance we will have of supporting different parts of this bill.  As we go through this bill, we will want to support 
parts of it that contain things that we agree with; for example, we support the conducting of reviews every four 
years, and we would like the opportunity to vote in favour of that, but we will not be able to.  It will all form part 
of one clause and it will be decided at the end; we will not have the chance to vote for those things that we agree 
with.  The Mining and Pastoral Region provision is a case in point.  We do not support consideration being given 
to the Mining and Pastoral Region on its own, because we think it should apply across the whole of regional 
Western Australia.  That embraces the concepts we have been talking about for the past day and a half.  The 
opposition supports what it will achieve.  Clause 4 definitely should be split to give the opposition the 
opportunity to debate the points it wishes to raise.   

Madam Deputy Chairman, I cannot believe I have 18 minutes left to speak.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Members are debating a motion. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I do not wish to speak for 18 minutes on this motion, because there are issues in the 
legislation that I would rather debate and questions I want to ask.  The opposition must have the opportunity to 
do that.   

Currently, the Clerk of this chamber is assisting the opposition to prepare an amendment that would provide an 
opportunity to delete a clause from the bill.  I am afraid I will have to remain on my feet until that amendment is 
available.   

It would have been very easy for the government to give the opposition the chance to split this bill.  The 
opposition agrees to the terms outlined in proposed section 16A of clause 4 - “average district enrolment”, 
“Commissioners”, and “Government Statistician”.   

The opposition also supports proposed section 16B (1), (2), (3) and (4).  I intend to move an amendment to 
proposed subsection (5).  While the chamber is waiting for the opposition’s amendments I will outline my 
concerns. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Is that the clause you want to take a separate vote on?   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The opposition wants to take a separate vote on proposed section 16H, which relates to the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  I have issues with that section, particularly with regard to what the Electoral 
Commission intends to do with boundaries.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am happy to agree to a compromise where there are two votes - that is, proposed section 
16H - if that can be arranged. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The opposition would like that.  I will take an interjection from the member for Leschenault 
to see whether that can be arranged. 
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Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The chamber should wait until the amendment arrives because it might put the 
opposition’s case more precisely and have the same effect.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am willing to take on board two votes for clause 4. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  I will work on that.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It will have the same effect as the government agreeing to the opposition introducing an 
amendment. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It will have to be done within the timeframe.  That is the only way I will agree.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  In that case I will continue to refer to issues I intend to raise.   

Proposed section 16B(5) refers to seeking the written views of the parliamentary leader and representative of 
each party and Independent members in the Parliament.  I am pleased with this change because the previous 
legislation referred to only the opposition.  The members who are not in the chamber will be pleased to note the 
change in this bill.  My concern is that one of the persons appointed to undertake that task may be absent for 
whatever reasons and clause 4 allows for the Premier to appoint a suitable person to act in his or her place, but he 
must consult with and obtain the written views of the opposition.  The Premier could choose someone who has 
blatant political bias to take up that position, and even though the opposition might advise in writing that it does 
not agree with the appointment, it will count for absolutely nothing.  The Premier can appoint a retired Labor 
member of Parliament to that position.   

I will later ask for clarification of proposed section 16F, which states -  

(1) The Governor may, by proclamation, direct that the State be divided into districts and regions 
in accordance with this Part as soon as practicable after the day of the issue of the 
proclamation. 

(2) A proclamation shall be made under subsection (1) if both Houses of Parliament pass a 
resolution to that effect. 

I seek some clarification from the minister on another matter.  The minister made the point that voting on this 
clause as a whole would enable the opposition to move to any proposed section within this clause and, in fact, 
move backwards to sections it might wish to re-examine.  We have been given advice that that is not the case.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are confusing moving amendments without speaking to the clause.  Members cannot go 
back and move an amendment, but they can still speak to the whole clause.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is the point.  I am speaking to a motion that enables me to raise these issues.  I indicate 
to the minister that in the case of written consent, the opposition will move an amendment.   

I ask the minister to explain the reason for including proposed section 16F in the bill.  It was in the previous 
legislation, but what is the purpose of it and how will it be used?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I wish to comply with the standing order, which I can do by interjection if the member 
accepts.  The matter before the Chair is a procedural matter and not a clause of the bill.  To get into those details 
would not be in keeping with the standing order.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I reiterate my point that it could have been easier for all concerned.  The government has 
time management in place.  The opposition does not know when the time will expire.  The minister says a vote 
will be taken at 10.00 pm.  Is that on the clauses?  Does the government intend to deal with the third reading 
debate today as well?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It will be on completion of consideration in detail in full.  There may be some third reading 
speeches.  It depends on how quickly the chamber proceeds.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The opposition can organise for its members to speak, given the government will deal with 
the entire consideration in detail stage, bar perhaps this one issue, and will monitor its time with a view to 
completing debate on clauses by 10.00 pm.  If the government is not going to guillotine the opposition - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The chamber will complete debate on the 10 clauses in consideration in detail and we are on 
clause 4.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I accept that advice because it gives the opposition some time management structure.  

Mr G. WOODHAMS:  I wish to refer to the process currently being witnessed in this Parliament.  It disappoints 
me that government members, whose government has introduced this legislation and is so passionate about its 
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principles of one vote, one value, are rarely present in numbers in this chamber.  It disappoints me even more 
greatly that it is also very rare to find in this chamber Labor Party members representing country seats.  This is a 
very important piece of legislation.  It is fundamentally one of the most important pieces of legislation to come 
before government in Western Australia since 1890.  It is a major shift proposed by this government that will 
impact on all Western Australians.  It will impact on many Western Australians unfairly.  It surprises me to some 
extent, but it disappoints me even more greatly, that the majority of government members, who I presume are in 
agreement with what is proposed, are not bothered or interested in the process of government or representing 
their case and electorates.  The majority of the argument for this bill has been put to us by either the Leader of 
the House or the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  I appreciate that under the process of government they are the 
leaders, in a sense, of the proposition that is before us.  As such, they represent the government.  In the espousal 
of one vote, one value by this government I would be overwhelmingly delighted to hear from other government 
members who could represent their points of view and show their understanding of the bill.  Fellow members of 
the opposition and I would like to know if other members of government, besides the Leader of the House and 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs, understand the bill. 

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  They are all gagged. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  That is perhaps true.  I would like to know if they understand what the proposal is 
about and the ramifications of what is before us.  I would like to know why they are not interested in being here.  
If this is fundamentally such an important piece of legislation and if it is about one vote, one value, why are they 
not giving value to their electorates by being in this house to listen to what the Minister for Electoral Affairs and 
the Leader of the House have to say?  They should listen to what members on this side of the house have to say 
in this democratic institution.  We have a right of reply to the Leader of the House or even the member for Perth, 
on occasion. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Don’t you appreciate that if you have a philosophical and fundamental view against what has 
been a long held, 100-year-old, well-debated view, listening to the rhetorical argument that has been filling our 
time for two days is a waste of time? 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I am happy to listen to the member for Perth.  I appreciate what he says and I do not 
disbelieve that the Labor Party and previous members of the Labor Party have held the principle for the past 100 
years.  That is not in dispute.  What is in dispute is what sits before us at the moment.  This is the process of 
government.  This is what we must be allowed.  It is our right to have our say in this house.  I am not asking for 
that right, because I have it; I am able to speak.  That is why I chose to stand as an endorsed candidate in 
Greenough.  I am blessed to be here.  I appreciate my opportunity to speak in this house.  I do not mind 
interjections.  I also do not mind the support of government members occasionally. 

I refer once again to the proposal before us.  Is it a tired piece of legislation?  Is it such a worn out old piece of 
legislation?  Is it something without substance?  Is it so shallow?  Does it possess any soul or body that members 
on the other side, apart from the Leader of the House and the Minister for Electoral Affairs, are interested in 
discussing?  Are there any other government members who are prepared to talk on behalf of what sits on the 
Table at the moment?  I do not hear them. 

Question put and negatived. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I move - 

Page 3, after line 10 - To insert - 

16A. In any division of the State into districts, the commissioners shall ensure that the 
region currently known as the Mining and Pastoral Region will continue to have the 
same boundaries and consist of 5 complete and contiguous districts. 

I seek your advice Mr Acting Speaker (Mr J.R. Quigley) to see whether the amendment is in order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Yes, it is in order. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  My amendment has effectively been proposed by the government.  I expect the 
government’s support for the amendment.  If this amendment is passed here and now, we will ensure 
forevermore that the Mining and Pastoral Region continues to consist of five lower house seats.  That was the 
promise that Premier Gallop made to the people of the Mining and Pastoral Region prior to the last election.  We 
suspect he did that for his own political reasons.  However, the Liberal Party is very pleased to support the 
concept of continuing with five lower house seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  I am pleased to say that 
the government put this provision in the bill; however, it incorporated it in the principle of one vote, one value.  
To make it easier for members of the house, the opposition wishes to include the amendment as a separate and 
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unique proposed section that can be voted on separately.  Given that the government has promised the people of 
the Mining and Pastoral Region that it will keep five seats in the region, we expect its support.  I particularly 
expect the support of the member for Murchison-Eyre, given that the Mining and Pastoral Region takes up the 
majority of his electorate.  I welcome the support of members.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would like some guidance on where we are going with this amendment.  On page 
9 of the bill is the minister’s provision to protect seats.  I am worried that our voting on this clause now may 
preclude us from dealing with that provision later.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  It will not.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not want to be disruptive. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I have sought advice from the Clerk.  The amendment is entirely in order and will enshrine the 
principle of five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Members will still get the opportunity to deal with the 
issue if need be.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The difficulty is that the National Party has amendments on the supplementary 
notice paper to include the Agricultural and South West Regions, as has the Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  This will not interfere with your ability to move those amendments.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  However, if that is not successful, we will oppose the amendment to protect the five 
seats in the north west.  That brings us to the dilemma of what we will do on the whole clause.  I do not want to 
disrupt the opposition’s process, and it is very important that we do not do that, but I want to make it clear that if 
our amendment to protect seats in the Agricultural and South West Regions is unsuccessful, we will not support 
the provision to protect the five seats in the north west.  We do not want to have a process that precludes us from 
being in that position.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Perhaps we should listen to whether the minister is inclined to support the 
amendment.  That might resolve your dilemma.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Mr Acting Speaker, by your admission this amendment is in order, and I am very pleased 
that you have made that ruling.  The amendment will ensure that the government’s promise to the Mining and 
Pastoral Region prior to the last election is kept.  It will ensure that five seats remain in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  As I have said, this is a very straightforward amendment.  It will effectively remove part of the clause 
and put it aside separately for the consideration of members.  Those members who are supportive of the concept 
of quarantining the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region will get an opportunity to show that support by 
voting for it.  If they are opposed to the idea of quarantining five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, they 
will get an opportunity to vote against it.  However, I remind members of the Labor Party that this is a core 
election promise put forward by the Premier prior to the last election.  In fact, I believe that it was reported on 
the front page of the Kalgoorlie Miner.  With great fanfare, the Premier announced that under any Labor one 
vote, one value proposal, five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region would always be quarantined.  We are 
simply seeking to move this part of the clause to the very top because we believe it is important, and we will give 
members an opportunity to put their support or otherwise on the record.  I certainly expect the member for 
Murchison-Eyre to vote for this amendment, given that he is one of those lower house members in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region.  I understand that he was instrumental in securing the promise from the government to 
quarantine the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  It would be particularly disingenuous of not only 
the member for Murchison-Eyre, but also Labor members to vote against this amendment, which of course is in 
order.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  What is the difference between what we have proposed in proposed section 16H(3), which is 
our protection provision for the seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, and what you have proposed?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We are saying that the concept of quarantining the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region is so important that it should not be buried in another section.  Clause 4, which is where the provision is 
currently, is absolutely chock-a-block full of other things that some members might want to support but others 
might not want to support.  However, members will get only one vote on clause 4.  In voting for or against clause 
4, members will effectively indicate their support or otherwise for a series of provisions that the minister has 
managed to stuff into clause 4.  His election promise to quarantine the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region is supported by the Liberal Party, although most of the other provisions in clause 4 are not.  We believe 
the provision to be so important that we want to put it at the beginning of the clause.  We want to give members 
a chance to indicate their support or otherwise for the pre-election promise made by Premier Gallop.   
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I have read the amendment as the Leader of the Opposition has drafted it, and I understand 
that the Liberal Party supports the Mining and Pastoral Region protection announced by the Premier.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  We do not support one vote, one value at all.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In other words, the Liberal Party will support the status quo in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  And we would like to extend it to other regions.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Sure, but at least that.  I understand that the Leader of the Opposition wants to give 
members the opportunity to vote differently, but I am trying to see whether there is any difference between his 
proposal -  

Mr M.J. Birney:  No, there is nothing tricky about it.  It will simply provide members with an opportunity to 
place on the record their support for the quarantining of the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Given the position of the Leader of the National Party, as I understand it, if it is a 
protection of only Mining and Pastoral Region seats, he intends to vote against the amendment.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  He will have the opportunity to move an amendment to protect seats in the Agricultural 
Region during debate on the clause proper.  We are saying that we believe the quarantining of the five seats in 
the Mining and Pastoral Region is so important that we want to pull it out and have a separate vote, which we are 
about to do.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  The Leader of the National Party is saying that we will vote on this amendment now and then 
we will deal with the rest of the clause, but if we have to consider the whole of clause 4 at once, we will vote 
against it.  Therefore, we will be seen to do one thing earlier and another thing later.  The difficulty with not 
removing that part of the clause is that we will be left in that situation.  I do not think it is a problem.  First, we 
will still have the opportunity to debate that section of the clause when we get to it, and we have amendments to 
move.  Secondly, we will make it quite clear in our speeches that the only reason we are voting against clause 4 
is that you would not let us take it out.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  On the basis that the government’s proposal for the Mining and Pastoral Region is 
identical to that of the Leader of the Opposition, we will oppose the amendment moved by the Leader of the 
Opposition.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  I can see it on the front page of the Kalgoorlie Miner tomorrow.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That the Leader of the Opposition’s provision is the same as ours and that he will support 
the government’s legislation to protect the Mining and Pastoral Region? 

Mr M.J. Birney:  No, that you are voting against the quarantining of five seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Leader of the Opposition is a bit too tricky by half.  Our provision will guarantee five 
seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  How will the member for Murchison-Eyre vote?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  He will vote for proposed section 16H(3), which will protect the five seats in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region in accordance with the election promise.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister has just admitted that the government intends to depart from the election 
promise it made prior to the last election.  I am presenting an opportunity for the Labor Party to support, as a 
matter of principle, the quarantining of five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Yet the minister is telling 
us that the member for Murchison-Eyre intends to vote against that very promise that probably got him elected.  
Let us see how he votes. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (18) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  

 

Noes (36) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.K. Waldron 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr D.T. Redman Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move - 

Page 4, line 30 - To delete “views” and substitute “support”. 

I move this amendment because I am concerned that under proposed section 16B the Premier could put 
somebody in the place of the person who normally organises electoral redistributions if that person is unavailable 
for any reason.  The proposed section states - 

. . . the Premier shall consult with, and seek the written views of, the parliamentary leader or 
representative of each party and Independent members in the Parliament. 

I made the point earlier that it was a good thing to have that provision in the bill.  However, there is nothing in 
the proposed section to prevent the Premier from appointing to that role someone with blatant political views.  
We all know that the word “consult” can be used in a variety of ways.  The Premier might make a commitment 
to consult with someone and that person might strongly oppose the appointment; however, that is regarded as 
consultation.  The Premier might seek the written views of people and they might reply that they are totally 
opposed to the appointment, for example, of a retired member of Parliament.  According to this legislation, the 
Premier could say that he had consulted with and sought the written views of the relevant parties, but he will 
appoint that member. 

The opposition believes that the recommendation for the appointment of a suitable person must involve written 
support.  If someone is to be appointed as an Electoral Distribution Commissioner, that person must be 
acceptable to members on all sides of this chamber.  That person must be somebody who is regarded by all 
members as neutral, unbiased and totally above reproach.  Only by seeking the written support of members of 
Parliament on all sides of the house can the Premier be guaranteed support for that person.  We therefore seek 
the minister’s response to the amendment. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The amendment moved by the member for Dawesville seeks to replace the word “views” 
with the word “support” in proposed section 16B(5) so that it would read - 

Before making a recommendation under subsection (4) the Premier shall consult with, and seek the 
written support of, the parliamentary leader or representative of each party and Independent members in 
the Parliament. 

This proposed section relates to a contingency in the event that the office of the Government Statistician 
becomes vacant and there is a need for the appointment of an appropriate person to act in that capacity.  The 
relevant equivalent provision for the appointment of the Electoral Commissioner is to be found in section 5B(3) 
of the Electoral Act 1907, which reads - 

Before making a recommendation under subsection (2) the Premier shall consult with the Parliamentary 
leader of each party in the Parliament. 
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The bill seeks to build on and strengthen that provision in two ways: firstly, by saying that the Premier shall seek 
the written views of the relevant people and, secondly, to extend the range of people who are consulted, beyond 
the parliamentary leader of each party in the Parliament, to include the Independent members of Parliament.  
Therefore, we have sought to strengthen and build on the existing provision as it applies; that is, the provision for 
appointment of the Electoral Commissioner, which I would have thought was more important.   

Secondly, the existing provision for the appointment of the Government Statistician is to be found in section 2(5) 
of the Electoral Distribution Act, which reads - 

Before making an appointment under subsection (4) the Premier shall consult with the Parliamentary 
leader of each party in the Parliament. 

It is the same provision.  It is appropriate that we have sought to strengthen this provision in the two areas.  As I 
remember, it follows a debate similar to that on the Corruption and Crime Commission bill and the consultations 
that are necessary as a prelude to the appointment of the commissioner and, if my memory serves me correctly, 
the parliamentary inspector of that commission, which is where these concepts came from.  We do not go quite 
as far as the Corruption and Crime Commission legislation, but nonetheless the amendments are worthy and 
would strengthen this legislation.   

I am not sure that the amendment proposed by the member for Dawesville will achieve his stated objective.  If 
the Premier seeks the written support of the parliamentary leader or representatives of each party and the 
Independent members, the act would be signed off on if that written support was not forthcoming.  In my view, 
the Premier would have satisfied the requirements in seeking the agreement.  If, for instance, the Leader of the 
Opposition or the member for Churchlands said, “No, I don’t agree with that”, the requirements of the legislation 
would have been satisfied in that the Premier would have sought their agreement.  That is the problem with the 
way in which the member’s amendment is drafted; it will not quite achieve what the member is saying -  

Dr E. Constable interjected.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  To seek the written view does away with a situation that could occur, an example of which 
was quoted - again if my memory serves me correctly - by a member of the opposition in the last Parliament 
when he referred to an instance in the 1980s in which the Premier rocked into the Parliament, had a few words 
with the Leader of the Opposition and stated that that was the consultation.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The Premier, Peter Dowding, called across to Barry MacKinnon, who was the Leader of 
the Opposition, asking, “Do you agree with the appointment?”  He said no and then asked, “What about the 
consultation?” and the Premier replied, “It’s just occurred.”  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is obviously not acceptable.  That is why, to strengthen it, we have said that a written 
view must be sought, which means that the process would be more deliberative than what occurred in the 
example just mentioned, which everyone would agree was an abuse of process.   

Again, I do not know that the member for Dawesville has achieved quite what he wanted to achieve with this 
amendment.  If the word “views” remains, it will have the same legal and practical effect.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I appreciate the minister’s explanation about the two changes and what he sees as 
improvements to the procedure for the appointment of the Electoral Distribution Commissioners.  Are there any 
other aspects that are different from the current procedure?  Is everything else the same as occurs in the current 
procedure for the appointment of the commissioners? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes.  Only the two matters to which I just referred will change.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I agree with the minister that that is an improvement.  However, I wonder whether 
anything else has been left out.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  There are no other changes insofar as this particular appointment is concerned.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I accept what the minister said about this being an improvement.  In fact, during his absence 
I made that comment.  I have read the previous legislation and I support the changes.  They do not do the 
opposition any good, but they certainly strengthen the consultation process.  However, there is nothing in the 
legislation to prevent the Premier from appointing Brian Burke as the Electoral Commissioner even though he 
has extreme political views.  I accept that my amendment does not do what it should.  I will seek advice as to 
how I can change the wording of my amendment from seeking written support to obtaining written support, 
because anyone can seek support and not obtain it.  The Premier might put forward whomever he wants and seek 
support from the Leader of the Opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition might say no, but the Premier might 
say, “Too bad; I’ve sought his support.”  The minister’s point is valid.  I hope to have the opportunity to amend 
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my amendment so that it will read “obtain the written support of”.  Whether the minister will support my 
amendment is a different matter.  However, it would achieve the opposition’s objective.  It is beholden on the 
minister to provide for fairness, because one day he will again be on this side of the house.  Cycles move in that 
way.   No matter how long Labor Party members are on the government benches, one day they will be on this 
side of the house and a Premier from our party may want to appoint a retired Liberal as the third member.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is what Arthur Caldwell used to say to Bob Menzies year after year after year.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  My political experience is obviously relatively short, but even in the minister’s more 
extended political experience he has been on both sides of this chamber.  It is my fervent hope that he will 
experience both sides of the chamber in the future.  If the minister does not again sit on this side of the house, I 
expect that other members of his party will.  I think they would like the minister, while he has the opportunity, to 
put something in place that allows both sides to have a say and to be a part of the decision-making process in the 
appointment of a third member.  That issue will seldom arise.  We have absolute confidence in the independence 
of the three Electoral Distribution Commissioners as nominated - we always have.  However, we do not have 
confidence in a Premier of either side making a decision to replace an Electoral Distribution Commissioner in an 
entirely bipartisan manner.  In the past, people of certain political backgrounds have been appointed in areas in 
which politics should not be involved.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I refer to the prospect of Brian Burke becoming the Electoral Commissioner, a situation 
which is prevented by section 5B(10) of the Electoral Act.  Anyone who has been a member of Parliament is 
prevented from becoming the Electoral Commissioner.  However, that does not prevent Brian Burke from 
becoming the Government Statistician.  The key idea is to exclude former politicians from those positions.  That 
is appropriate.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have received advice about my amendment.  The person who has provided this advice must 
be a doctor because the writing is not legible.  I understand that I cannot change the wording of my amendment.  
I can either recommit the bill at the end of debate or get the minister’s views.  I will sit down and get the 
minister’s views.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Given that this is a subsidiary position of the three Electoral Distribution Commissioners - 
the other two being statutory office holders - I would prefer the same rule to apply to each.  We have made some 
improvements in the appointment process and would prefer to leave it at that for now.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I realise for all intents and purposes that this amendment is floundering, due more to a 
technicality than anything else.  I lend my support to the technical argument raised by the member for 
Dawesville, because the process of seeking the views of the parliamentary leader or representative of each party 
as contained in proposed section 16B(5) reflects the process used in the appointment of the Electoral 
Commissioner under section 5B(3) of the Electoral Act.  A valid point has been made about the Premier 
effectively being able to appoint that person, not with the approval of the Leader of the Opposition but rather 
having consulted the Leader of the Opposition.  To ensure that the integrity of the process is maintained forever, 
it should be reflected in section 5B of the Electoral Act and proposed section 16B of the bill that the approval, as 
opposed to the views, of the Leader of the Opposition and other people must be obtained.  That would fix the 
problem.  I realise that that will probably not happen in the context of this amendment, but it is a point that is 
well worth making and may perhaps be taken on board.   

Amendment put and negatived. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I move -   

Page 5, line 18 - To delete “Central” and substitute “East”.   

The opposition has found absolutely nothing in anything that the minister has said up to this point that explains 
why he wants to change the long tradition of having the North Metropolitan, East Metropolitan and South 
Metropolitan Regions.  I could find nothing in his second reading speech on this issue.  There is nothing logical 
about the change.  Given the location of the City of Perth, there have always been the North, South and East 
Metropolitan Regions, because no people live to the west of the city.  Why change that situation?  There are 
some people who live east of Perth; I do not want to denigrate any member’s electorate.  However, the areas 
north and south of the river and the general region to the east of the city have always been regarded as the three 
metropolitan electoral regions.  Why does the minister want to change that situation and to do something 
radically different?  The proposed change will affect the configuration of those regions.  We have no idea how 
they will end up.  Why has this been suggested?   
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We have been told that seven country seats will be transferred to the metropolitan area, to provide 41 seats in the 
metropolitan region.  How many Legislative Assembly seats will go into each of the three metropolitan regions, 
given that there is normally a fairly even distribution of voters?  The dividing line will go through somebody’s 
electorate.  The electorates will not be divided along the normal line, unless they are split in such a way that 
there will be an unequal number of voters in each district.  There will be 14 districts in each of two of those 
electoral regions and 13 districts in the third.  I do not see the reason for this change.  Why do we need to create 
a Central Metropolitan Region?  How will that region be divided by the Electoral Commission?  What advice 
does this legislation provide to the Electoral Distribution Commissioners on how to divide the regions, why they 
should divide them and the criteria they should use to determine where to put the dividing lines?  They could just 
draw a wiggly line along the bottom of 14 districts, another wiggly line along the bottom of another 14 districts, 
and provide 13 districts in the other region.  Those Legislative Assembly districts will not necessarily follow any 
definitive boundaries.  At the moment there are quite clearly defined boundaries.  The Electoral Distribution 
Commissioners will have to put new boundaries in place for the three regions.   

To be honest, we are not sure whether this change will do any harm.  We do not know what it will do.  The 
opposition wishes to retain the status quo.  The minister should have made the situation clear in his second 
reading speech.  I understand that when staff from the Electoral Commission were asked why this was being 
done, they said that they did not know; the minister had not told them why to do it, just to do it.  The opposition 
suggests that we should maintain the status quo with the existing metropolitan regions.   

[Continued on page 428.] 
 


