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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the 
Chair; Hon N.D. Griffiths (Minister for Racing and Gaming) in charge of the Bill. 

Clause 4:  Part IIA inserted - 

Proposed section 16C:  Electoral districts and representation - 

Consideration of the amendment moved by Hon M.J. Criddle resumed. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I thank the Committee for enabling me to seek advice.  The Attorney General’s advice 
is that neither Bill will fall foul of the manner and form provisions.  The strong advice given to the Attorney 
General was that there was no way the repeal Bill would stand up to the manner and form arguments if the 
amendment Bill would not stand up.  If the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 falls over, it is anticipated that the 
Clerk of the Parliaments, rather than present the repeal Bill - that is the hypothetical scenario - would 
communicate with the Presiding Officers and seek their advice on whether the repeal Bill should be presented; 
or, were the Houses to adjourn, they should be recalled immediately to deal with the matter.  Alternatively, the 
Clerk could seek directions from the court.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  The minister has not dealt with the specific point that I raised - it may be that the minister is 
not able to deal with it; namely, that when dealing with the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill, we are dealing 
with the law as contained in the Electoral Distribution Act; and the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill is not the 
law.  Was that point put to and considered by the minister’s legal advisers?   

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I understand that point, and that was a point that I put.  The advice I have been given is 
the advice that I have referred to.   

Hon Peter Foss:  That is not quite what I am asking. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  I understand what the member is saying.  It is a very specific point.  As I have said to 
the committee, the strong advice is that if this Bill does not stand up, then it follows that the other Bill will not 
stand up.  If the member wants to pursue that further, I am happy to raise that again with the Attorney so that in 
the event that we get to the repeal Bill, I will be able to give whatever other information he is able to provide me 
with; and I think I have made it clear that I intend to do that.  I have nothing to hide.  I think we should proceed.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I would be grateful if the minister would put that specific question, because the words that 
he used did not answer that question.  I would like that question to be put, because I believe it is possible to give 
that advice - not thinking of a scenario that has been put - and come to a conclusion; but when someone presents 
a different argument there is a different point of view.  I believe that had that view been considered, the minister 
would not have split the two Bills.  However, I am happy to leave that question for the time being, so long as the 
minister will let us know by the time we get to the repeal Bill whether the argument that I have raised was 
considered and was dismissed.  It may not have been considered, because, as the minister and I both know, we 
can give our opinions and go into court and suddenly hear another opinion.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I have said what I will do, and I think that will answer the member’s concerns.  I do not 
break my word. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am pleased the minister was able to take that advice, because I believe that 
notwithstanding the answer - which in my view was vague and general and designed to protect the Government’s 
position for the time being - it will at least enable us to move forward.  I reiterate my earlier position that there is 
no question in my mind that the way in which the Government has presented the Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 
and the Electoral Distribution Repeal Bill 2001 falls into the category of a contrived scheme to avoid the manner 
and form provisions of the Electoral Distribution Act 1947.   

In respect of the amendment moved by Hon Murray Criddle, it is clear, as I mentioned some hours ago, that it is 
a critical part of this Bill, because it destroys the current city-country divide.  There is no need for me to go into 
the numerous issues that were raised during the second reading debate or the short title debate.  The Chamber is 
clear that the Liberal Party totally opposes proposed section 16C; accordingly, we will vote against that proposed 
section and vote for the amendment moved by Hon Murray Criddle.   
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Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (13) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon John Fischer Hon N.F. Moore Hon B.K. Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon M.J. Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon B.M. Scott  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon W. N. Stretch  

Noes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon J.A. Scott Hon Kate Doust (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Frank Hough Hon E.R.J. Dermer 
 Hon Derrick Tomlinson Hon Tom Stephens 
 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Jon Ford 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  In the past couple of hours, we have had a lot of debate about this matter and a lot of legal 
issues have been discussed, and the attention of the Chamber has been concentrated on those matters.  I want to 
focus members’ attention on the fact that the fundamental issue is that this Bill is all about disadvantaging 
country citizens by transferring eight country members of Parliament to the city, thereby creating huge 
unmanageable country electorates.  It is an absolute disgrace that the Labor Party is going down this path, 
bearing in mind that it has changed its mind countless times on one vote, one value over the past 100 years.  It is 
a disgrace that the Greens have hopped into bed with Labor, if I can use that expression without upsetting one of 
the Greens.  If she is upset, I will say something else.  It is a disgrace that the Greens have gone along with the 
Labor Party on this Bill when at least three of the members of the Greens represent country electorates.  It should 
be made very clear to the public of Western Australia that this Government aims to disadvantage the interests of 
country Western Australians.  It is as simple as that, and it wants to do so for one simple reason - blatant political 
advantage.  The Government’s idea is that it will take away eight country members, provide two and a half 
ministers to represent the regions, and that should be enough.  Let us not forget today what this proposed section 
is all about.  If passed, it will provide 57 electoral districts, with no distinction between the city and the country.  
This is the crux of the legislation.   

I hope the people of Western Australia make the Labor Party pay at the next election, which I am sure they will.  
That is the message the Government was given in Merredin.  The Labor Party is the party of nine per cent.  That 
is what country people think about the Labor Party and this legislation.  In the next election, the people will 
make sure that nine per cent is a good result for the Labor Party in country seats.  The Leader of the House 
should have a good, hard look at how well the Labor Party did in the federal election in country Western 
Australia.  The figures I have seen indicate that the Labor Party would retain only two of its country seats, based 
on the figures in the federal election.   

Hon W.N. Stretch interjected. 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  That is the reason they are shifting them all.  The idea is to get the seats out of the country 
before country people can knock Labor members off at the next election.  That is what this legislation is all 
about.  It will provide straight-out party political advantage for the Labor Party.  The Labor Party could not care 
less about the interests of country Western Australians, particularly those of the most disadvantaged country 
Western Australians, who happen to reside in the electorate of the member for Pilbara.  I thought the Greens 
would pick up on the point the member for Pilbara has argued on many occasions that the most disadvantaged 
people in Western Australia will be further disadvantaged as a result of this legislation.  Let us not forget what 
this proposed section is about.  The legal arguments should be put aside; that is a story for another day.  The 
Labor Party wants to take away things from the country to satisfy its own base political purposes. 

Proposed section put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (14) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon J.A. Scott Hon Kate Doust (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers  
 

Noes (13) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon John Fischer Hon N.F. Moore Hon B.K. Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon M.J. Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon B.M. Scott  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon W.N. Stretch  

            

Pairs 

 Hon E.R.J. Dermer Hon Frank Hough 
 Hon Tom Stephens Hon Robyn McSweeney 
 Hon Jon Ford Hon Derrick Tomlinson 

Proposed section thus passed. 

Proposed section 16D:  Electoral regions and representation - 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  In view of the seriousness of the previous proposed section, I would like to move 
the amendment standing in my name to proposed section 16D.  As was discussed earlier, a series of amendments 
will be moved.  I move -  

Page 4, line 11 - To insert before “and” - 

, the Agricultural Region, and Mining and Pastoral Region 

I will not speak at any length on this amendment because I spoke at length during debate on the short title about 
the reason the Greens (WA) were very keen to consolidate the role of the Legislative Council to protect the 
interests of regional Western Australia.  I also explained that this amendment was part of a series of 
amendments.  Our understanding is that the Government will complete those amendments in the Legislative 
Assembly.  We are now dealing with the first of those. 

Points of Order 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is this an amendment just to clause 4 or are there a series of amendments? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  There are a number of amendments, but the only one for 
consideration before us at this point is amendment 5/4. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  This amendment was formally moved yesterday, so I do not want it to be moved again.  
Members can check page 47 of the uncorrected proof of yesterday’s Hansard.  The reason we did not continue to 
discuss this amendment yesterday was that it was made clear that if we proceeded to discuss proposed section 
16D, we would not have an opportunity or the opportunity might be limited to discuss proposed sections 16B 
and 16C.  The Committee therefore agreed to discuss the other two proposed sections, which have since been 
passed.  I made some comments yesterday along the lines that proposed section 16C was the proposition being 
advanced by the Labor Party; that is, that the State be divided into 57 electoral districts.  For that proposition to 
be accepted, the Labor Party clearly needed to do a deal with someone in this Chamber.  It elected to do a deal 
with the Greens, and this is the quid pro quo for Labor having succeeded with proposed section 16C.  This is the 
Green proposition, which, if agreed to, will provide for six regions with six members.  This is the first of the 
preliminary stages in that exercise.  I said yesterday that I had had some negotiations with Hon Christine Sharp 
about whether this Bill should go to a committee, and the discussions at that stage were amiable and pleasant, but 
that does not prevent me from saying that I believe a deal was done.  The Greens (WA) can say what they like in 
their defence, as was pointed out yesterday.  The Greens said so many times that there was not a deal, then all of 
a sudden Shakespeare and others were brought into it to suggest that perhaps one of the Greens members was 
protesting too much. 
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Hon Peter Foss:  The minister thinks there was a deal. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Quite so.  This is a quid pro quo for proposed section 16C having been agreed to.  This 
is now the Greens’ amendment.  We in the Liberal Party do not agree with it.  I say that for all the reasons that 
have been stated previously.  I need say no more. 

Committee Resumed 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I hope I will not be ruled out of order if I briefly comment in response to Hon 
George Cash’s comments.  The previous amendment and the proposed section we were dealing with, 16C, 
represent the Greens (WA) position, not just that of the Government. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  This is an opportunity for the Greens to explain exactly how this amendment will protect 
the regions.  That is what Hon Christine Sharp said it would do when she introduced this amendment.  The 
National Party is opposed to any changes in the upper House, but the people in country areas deserve an 
explanation as to how this amendment and further amendments will do exactly what Hon Christine Sharp is 
saying. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  The Greens are of the opinion that if the changes we are debating do pass this and 
subsequent hurdles, and become enacted and then receive royal assent, in the future following the next general 
election the relationship between the two Houses is likely to alter, in the sense that the role of the Legislative 
Council in having vote-weighting in favour of non-metropolitan regions will mean that in the Council there will 
be far more country members relatively than there will be in the other House.  On certain issues that will mean 
there will be more tension between the views of the two Houses.  This House will then have the opportunity to 
assert its powers in this bicameral system of Parliament, at any stage that the House so determines, and to make 
decisions that reflect the constitution of the House; that is, its very strong regional component.  I assume that in 
the future, as all of this is played out, we will see that happen more and more. 

I understand that the National Party, in particular, has been very critical and has said that the upper House could 
not perform a significant role in protecting regional interests.  Whenever members of the National Party have 
raised that point I have admitted that the upper House does not enjoy certain powers that the Assembly does, and 
clearly the Assembly is the House where government is determined.  We the Greens totally accept that.  
However, having accepted that, the Legislative Council also has its own very important powers, which it is 
exercising at this moment.  In the future, under the system we are proposing, those powers will be even more 
significant.  We feel that the real role of this place, which for some time has effectively been a regional House, 
has not been clearly defined; nor has it really come into play.  The vote-weighting in the upper House will gather 
significant momentum, particularly in a future Parliament.  As I pointed out to members in a speech I gave 
yesterday when I referred to modelling, if these proposals were played out for the votes cast on 10 February, we 
would have a conservative balance of power in this House.  We feel that is an extremely significant opportunity 
for conservative members of this House.  They have not once admitted or bothered to acknowledge this, because 
it is not in their interests to do so, but it is a very important power shift, one which they notice with great relish in 
private.  However, in our view, it does not really matter which way the power shifts.  We are saying that this 
House has a very important role to play, whether the majority is on the conservative side or the progressive side.  
Indeed, at other times in this place we have argued that the party complexion almost goes around in a circle, and 
the idea that there are two sides is perhaps a paradigm which in itself has become outdated.  If members are 
arguing that what we are about to vote on, right now, is important, then by the same token that shows the 
importance this House can play in protecting the regional voice of Western Australia in the future. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will anticipate a couple of other parts of this clause, because this is all part and parcel 
of the same matter.  The amendment we are considering is to include the Agricultural Region and the Mining 
and Pastoral Region with the North Metropolitan and the South West Region.  As a group those four regions will 
have a particular number of representatives returned, which will be the same for each - and we will deal with that 
number in a subsequent amendment - leaving the South Metropolitan Region and the East Metropolitan Region 
to be represented by a different number, which will be prescribed in proposed subsection (3).  Some other 
amendments are about to be proposed to consolidate that, but that is the way things are moving.  It can probably 
be anticipated that there will be six members from each of the first four regions, to give 24, and five from the 
two metropolitan regions - the South Metropolitan Region and the East Metropolitan Region - making a total of 
34.  Everything that has been spoken about in this debate so far in connection with the numbers for regions has 
gravitated towards a six-by-six representation; that is, six regions called by the same names as the six regions we 
now have, to be represented by six members each.  Before commenting further on that proposal, I would like to 
know the Government’s intention.  Is the minister able to tell us, even by interjection, firstly, whether he will be 
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supporting the amendments to this clause that Hon Christine Sharp has moved and will in due course move 
further?  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  As I have already stated, the Government will be supporting the amendments moved by 
Hon Christine Sharp.  I refer the member to page 43 of yesterday’s uncorrected Hansard, in which the process 
has been described.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the minister for that clarification.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  When I spoke in the second reading debate the scenario that is now before the 
Committee was not a part of the Bill.  This new part emerged only after the Bill had returned from the 
Legislation Committee.  Hon Christine Sharp’s proposed amendments seek to provide equality of numbers for 
the six existing regions across the State.  As I stated last night, there has been no analysis to determine whether 
those regions are fairly representative of Western Australia.  These proposed amendments are a tack-on and an 
add-on to the 1987 situation - no more, no less.  The idea of an equality of numbers appeared out of the blue 
without any logic.  I feel very strongly about this because during my 14 years in this place I have lived in the 
country, had my office in the country and operated as a country member.  It is clear that few members in this 
Chamber know what that is like.  On the Government benches perhaps Hon Kim Chance has a rough idea.  Hon 
Christine Sharp may also have a rough idea.  On this side of the House Hon Murray Criddle, Hon Paddy Embry, 
Hon Robyn McSweeney and Hon Bill Stretch would also have an idea of what it is like to be country member.  
There are some members who represent country Western Australia but who choose to live in Perth or to have an 
office in Perth.  It is no secret that I have always opposed that because I believe they are cheating the people who 
put them into this place.  That this amendment comes from a member who represents the South West Region is a 
total and absolute betrayal of the people who voted her into Parliament.  There is no logic in having the same 
number of members elected from this region as is elected in the East Metropolitan Region, the South 
Metropolitan Region or the North Metropolitan Region.  The people from the metropolitan regions have an 
obvious community of interest between the different localities within the city, and the diversity that exists in the 
south west does not exist in the metropolitan regions.  I will take the minister on a guided tour of the South West 
Region -  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I am familiar with the South West Region.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister obviously does not have a clue about representing the South West Region.   

If this House is to be a regional House - that is the rhetoric Hon Christine Sharp used - we must represent the 
regions properly; we must represent the people within that region, the community and business interests and do 
all the other things that are a part of being a regional representative.  The South West Region is the most diverse 
region within this State.  If we wanted to -  

Hon Frank Hough:  That is rubbish!  The Agricultural Region is the most diverse.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Hon Frank Hough and I can have that argument later.  He will notice that I left out the 
Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region.  He can argue the same point for his region that I am 
making for the South West Region.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Is there mining or forestry in Wanneroo?   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Hon Ken Travers can throw a blanket over his region.  He can cover it all in one 
afternoon - that is the difference.  However, he would not understand that.  He has no idea about the travelling 
that must be done to represent people between centres and between that region and the metropolitan area to 
which we are obliged to travel to represent our constituents.  Why does the Parliament of Western Australia not 
occasionally sit in Bunbury, Albany or Port Hedland?   

Hon Frank Hough:  What about Doodlakine?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  That is a good idea!  We are all aware that logistics prevent this from happening.  
However, it is logical in that it would get members out of the city.  Whenever a country member of Parliament or 
a country member of an organisation tries to arrange a meeting between himself or herself and a person in the 
city, it suddenly becomes four times as far for the person in the city to travel to a country locality than for the 
country member or resident to travel to Perth.  The other day I received a query in a letter from a man in the 
racing industry and because of my shadow ministerial responsibility I phoned to arrange a meeting with him.  He 
was shocked to learn that I was phoning from Margaret River and asked how he could get to Margaret River, 
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because he lived in Perth.  I told him that he could do it in the same way that I travel from Margaret River to 
Perth.  He had no idea that there was no difference between his travelling from Perth to Margaret River or my 
travelling from Margaret River to Perth.   

I want to take members on a tour of the south west to indicate that within the South West Region there are at 
least 20 subregions that have significant community differences.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I refer the member to the seat of Swan Hill and the different communities that exist within 
that electorate.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  We could look at many places that are semirural -  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  I know that.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Yes, but the difference is that the member representing that electorate can move from 
one place to another in five minutes.  It would take me four hours to travel west to east across my electorate and 
that is without stopping to do anything on the way - that is the difference.  Some members travel those types of 
distances across their electorates; however, others do not.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  How long would it take the member for Wanneroo to see each of her constituents?   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The point I am trying to make is that there is absolutely no logic in the amendment that 
is being proposed by Hon Christine Sharp.  The amendment settles for existing regions as a convenience and 
there is no logic in that if we are to properly examine the Electoral Act.  Let us do it properly by looking at 
regional interests.  If we did that there would be changes to the existing regional boundaries.  However, the 
Government has not done that; it has merely put a bandaid and a bit of sticky tape on the existing legislation.   

I do not accept that we must have the same number of people for each region, because certain regions require a 
different number of members to adequately represent them.  Also, this measure will increase the size of the 
Legislative Council from 34 to 36 members and the community has not asked for that; it needs that increase like 
a hole in the head.  Nobody is proposing that measure except the Greens (WA) with the compliance of a weak 
Labor Party, which is prepared to go along with the measure to get its own way in the Legislative Assembly.  
The Government does not give a damn about what happens in the Legislative Council as long as it gets its way in 
the Legislative Assembly.   

I will make a prediction.  The Greens believe they have a deal.  There is nothing to stop the Labor Party in six 
months proposing a deal with the Liberal Party, the National Party or One Nation which might cut out the 
Greens (WA).  They could approach the Liberal Party, which may be receptive to that.  The Labor Party may 
suggest that an amendment to the Electoral Act be introduced into this Parliament that will once again affect the 
representation in the Legislative Council.  The Greens think they have it stitched up, but that is within Mr 
McGinty’s capability and those of the architects of this legislation. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I draw the attention of the House to the comments by Hon Chrissy Sharp that it would 
alter the balance of the House in favour of rural areas.  That is rubbish.  Under the present system there are 17 
members from the city and 17 from country areas.  Under the Greens’ proposal there will be 18 from the city and 
18 from the country.  It will not alter the balance.  However, it will put two extra members into two of the rural 
areas that are suffering now.  That is an important point, particularly in the Mining and Pastoral Regions because 
it is such a huge area.  However, the Greens should not try to make out to country members the lie that the 
amendment will alter the balance of representation in the Council.  The balance will be exactly the same.  Hon 
Chrissy Sharp will realise how the Greens have let down the south west.  It has the largest population of the three 
rural regions.  The Green’s proposal will take a member out of the North Metropolitan Region. 

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I do not interrupt Hon Dee Margetts; she should show some manners.   

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I know that it is difficult for the Greens to learn manners, but it would be good if they 
did. 

Hon Dee Margetts interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I do.  If Hon Dee Margetts stopped interrupting and listened she would appreciate what 
I am saying.  I was in the middle of saying that the North Metropolitan Region has the largest number of voters 
of the city regions.  Her proposal is to also reduce it.  She is not serving anyone’s interests. 
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Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Yesterday, Hon Paddy Embry said something similar.  One Nation is in favour of 
representation by population-based weighting.  He has just proved it.  He has just argued that the North 
Metropolitan Region has the largest population and should have the most members and the South West Region 
has the largest population of the non-metropolitan regions so it should be represented by the number of members 
accordingly.  I congratulate him; it proved that what Hon Paddy Embry has said publicly is total nonsense and 
that he believes in electoral reform based on population.  We said that the issue here is about fairness between 
regions and that for the first time each region will be represented equally.  He just said he does not believe in that 
and that the basis of representation should be on the numbers because the North Metropolitan Region has the 
most members and the South West Region has the most members of the non-metropolitan regions; therefore, 
they should have more members.  I congratulate him because he has just endorsed the very things that Hon 
Christine Sharp has been saying.  Behind closed doors people say a range of things, but clearly the views of One 
Nation are all over the place on this issue and it supports one vote, one value.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  One Nation will support this amendment moved by Hon Chrissy Sharp.  Having reached 
this point in the discussion on the legislation today, we believe that an increase in representation in the 
Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region, regardless - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  You have tweaked the quota. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I tweaked the quota long before I needed Hon Derrick Tomlinson to tell me that. 

If the Labor Party and the Greens (WA) are intent on reducing representation in the Assembly, it is essential that 
the rural and regional areas, especially the Agricultural Region and the Mining and Pastoral Region, have their 
representation increased.  I am not dismissing the south west; I agree with many of Hon Barry House’s 
comments.  Having said that, although the south west area is diverse and I appreciate his difficulty getting 
around it, it is a much smaller area.  In comparison with the Mining and Pastoral Region he has a very easy job. 

Hon Barry House:  In some ways your electorate is easier because you can travel by aeroplane more easily than 
we can; we must drive.  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I accept that.  However, an aeroplane trip from here to Kununurra takes just as long as a 
trip by road from one area in the south west to the other.  I accept the interjection by Hon Derrick Tomlinson; he 
is usually on the ball in looking for ulterior motives.  If country representation in the Assembly is to be reduced, 
as I have said previously, we will agree to this motion to increase representation in the Council for the rural and 
regional areas in the outlying areas of the State.  I disagree with the National Party’s outlook.  The National 
Party should also agree to this motion in an effort to look after what remains of its constituency.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I thank Hon John Fischer for his support on this amendment.  I agree entirely with 
his last remark that all members on that side of the House, according to statements they have made in the past, 
should support this amendment.  

I will read to the House the National Party submission to the Commission on Government in which the National 
Party said in 1995 -  

Regional PR should be retained for the Legislative Council.  The regions should relate to distinct 
communities of interest so that the principle of Upper House representation that applies for the Senate 
also applies for the Council.  The current regional boundaries achieve that principle to a significant 
degree. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Finish the recommendation; it says there should be five regions of six. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I hope that we will get some support. 

Hon Barry House interjected. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  It is not in the section of the report that I have.  If Hon Derrick Tomlinson has 
information I do not have, he is welcome to stand up and speak on it. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  On another page it refers to five regions of six - three and two.  

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  If I said in my introduction on this amendment that it would alter the balance in this 
House, I did not intend to say that.  Hon Paddy Embry is clearly right that the balance within this House will 
remain exactly the same.  I said that very clearly when I spoke on the short title.  However, it may well alter the 
balance between the two Houses, which was a point I wanted to make very strongly.  
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To answer the concerns raised by Hon Barry House, his complaints and considerations are extremely familiar to 
me; in fact, they are probably more so to me than to him because other members of his party represent the same 
geographic area that I represent alone.  Perhaps I understand the issues even more acutely than Hon Barry House 
does.  He is saying that there is no logic to our proposition for equal representation for the regions.  I do not 
understand how he can say that.  Is he suggesting that there is no logic to the way that the Senate of the federal 
Parliament has been established to give equal representation to each State of the Federation - in that case 12 
seats; in this case 6 seats?  An enormous vote weighting system is represented in the federal Senate.  For 
example, I understand that the vote weighting for Tasmania is 11 to one.  Presumably the member can see the 
logic that went into the federal system and can recognise an identical logic in the amendment before us. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Obviously I have not made myself clear to all members.  If Hon Dee Margetts bothered 
to read the report, she would see quite clearly that I support the status quo. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  For Hon Derrick Tomlinson’s information and to rectify a statement he made in the 
Chamber, I advise that the document “W.A. National Party Submission to the Commission on Government on 
Electoral Systems in W.A.” of May 1995, reads - 

8. Regional proportional representation 

8.1 Regional PR should be retained for the Legislative Council.  The regions should relate to 
distinct communities of interest so that the principle of Upper House representation that 
applies for the Senate also applies for the Council.  The current regional boundaries achieve 
that principle to a significant degree. 

The six current regions and the number of Members elected from each region ensure that the 
quota of votes required for a person to be elected is in the ideal range of between 10% and 
20% (after the distribution of preferences). 

If changes to the number of regions or number of Members per region resulted in the quota for 
election going above this range, it would effectively exclude small parties and independents 
from competing seriously for seats in the Council.  This would reduce effective competition at 
elections. 

If, on the other hand, changes reduced the quota to below 10%, it would have the effect of 
enabling the Parliamentary process to be unduly and adversely dominated by special interest 
groups. 

I make that point. 

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I want to address a remark made by Hon Paddy Embry.  The reason we have not 
gone for the status quo that the member supports - I guess this was the source of the comment of my colleague 
Hon Dee Margetts - is that the differentiation between regions of seven seats and regions of five seats 
acknowledges the fact that regions of seven seats have higher population numbers.  There is a sense of using 
population numbers as the basis of representation.  It is that which we have sought to cast aside, very 
deliberately, in going for the equal number of representatives for each region; in other words, we are deliberately 
moving away from a one vote, one value approach for the upper House. 
Hon Paddy Embry:  I understand that.  I did not want to be misquoted. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I thank the member.  The very important point is that the Greens are very much 
advocating a qualitative system for this place. 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  I want to make One Nation’s views quite clear.  We are not like the National Party 
which ducks, dives, weaves and changes direction every five minutes.  We recommended the status quo, but 
having seen the Assembly bludgeoned into a situation in which representation has been critically removed from 
the country areas, we now have to concentrate on maintaining and retaining representation in the Council.  We 
do not want to get rid of the Council.  We are certainly not like a flock of sheep, unlike some upper House 
members.  We support the Greens (WA) amendment. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move - 

Page 4, line 12 - To delete “7” and insert instead “6”. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  For the reasons that we have stated before, we clearly do not agree with this amendment.  
However, given that the last amendment was carried, this is very much now a consequential amendment, or 
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could be considered consequential, on the previous decision of the Chamber.  The Liberal Party does not agree 
with the six times six model proposed by the Greens. 

Hon M.J. CRIDDLE:  I reiterate the fact that the National Party has not changed its position.  It will retain its 
position throughout the debate. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move - 

Page 4, line 14 - To delete the comma before “the” and insert instead “and”. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move - 

Page 4, lines 14 to 16 - To delete “, the Agricultural Region and Mining and Pastoral Region”. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Proposed section, as amended, put and passed. 

Proposed section 16E:  Requirement for division into districts and regions after this Part has effect - 
Hon PETER FOSS:  This proposed section provides for the amendment to take place as soon as practicable after 
the day on which clause 4 of the Bill comes into operation.  I thought that committee report recommended that 
we have the distribution two years after an election with the idea that we should have as near as possible a valid 
distribution at the time of the next election.  When will the Act be proclaimed and is it intended that two years be 
the period that applies? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  It is intended to proclaim the Act fairly quickly, noting the processes that we talked 
about earlier, and that the redistribution will commence next year. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Why is the Government ignoring the recommendation of the committee and its own 
legislation, which appears to set a period of two years as a policy? 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  The concern is to have a division quickly so that the effect of the new law can be seen 
and digested by the community. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  In my previous comments I presumed that the existing upper House regions from 1987 
were the status quo and would be continued.  Perhaps that presumption is incorrect.  I ask the minister whether 
the Electoral Act is welded to the existing upper House regions and can it take into consideration the major 
changes that have occurred to those regions since 1987?  The obvious change is the growth in the Mandurah 
region. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Is the member asking whether there will be changes to the regional boundaries? 

Hon Barry House:  Yes. 

Hon N.D. GRIFFITHS:  Yes, that is the anticipation. 

Proposed section put and passed. 

Proposed section 16F:  Division required after 2 successive elections - 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move - 

Page 4, line 25 to page 5, line 3 - To delete the lines and substitute - 

16F. Division required after each election 
The State shall be divided into districts and regions in accordance with this Part as 
soon as practicable after the day that is 2 years after polling day for each general 
election for the Assembly held after the day on which section 4 of the Electoral 
Amendment Act 2001 comes into operation. 

This amendment is linked to amendments further down the supplementary notice paper about when the division 
is required after an election.  In this case we are moving to a system whereby the work of the Electoral 
Commission will take place after each general election rather than after each second general election.  The 
proposition in this amendment links to the next amendment.  If this amendment is successful, it will remove the 
notion of a projection time used by the commissioners to estimate the population within the electoral regions. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Adele Farina):  By way of clarification to members, the amendment will 
delete the proposed 16F as printed and substitute a new section 16F. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Liberal Party supports the amendment.  Members may be aware that the 
requirements in respect of a redistribution are contained in section 2A of the Electoral Distribution Act 1947.  
Because there is to be a change to that section, it is important to record the existing law.  Section 2A states - 

Requirement for division of State into electoral districts and regions 
(1) The State shall be divided into districts and regions in accordance with this Act as soon as 

practicable after the day of the commencement of the Acts Amendment (Electoral Reform) Act 
1987. 

That section dealt with the 1987 amendment.  Section 2A(2) of the Act is the section that is now applicable to 
redistributions.  It states - 

(2) If the same division under this Act has applied in respect of 2 successive general elections for 
the Legislative Assembly the State shall be divided into districts and regions in accordance 
with this Act as soon as practicable after the day that is one year after the polling day for the 
second of those general elections. 

That subsection relates to the current situation.  The Standing Committee on Legislation on a number of 
occasions heard evidence from people who suggested that the current period that must expire before a 
redistribution occurs is far too long because of the significant population changes that have occurred in Western 
Australia in recent times.  I mentioned earlier, when I spoke on another clause, that in the 1994 redistribution a 
submission was made by the Labor Party that a Legislative Assembly seat in the Pilbara should be retained.  The 
Labor Party at the time argued that the demographics of that area were such that there would be an increase in 
population which would justify the retention of that seat.  At the time discussions occurred which would have 
resulted in an additional seat in the South West Region.  Many people, including Liberal Party members, 
believed that the south west was more likely to grow.  It is a fact that after the event - it is easy to speak with 
hindsight - the South West Region was clearly the area that grew.  The Labor Party’s proposal, which the 
electoral distribution commissioners accepted, was based on a wrong premise.  It was also not based on a belief 
in population growth in the north west of the State but on the fact that the retention of a seat in that area would 
benefit the Labor Party.  That was the reason for its submission. 
It is proposed in the Bill to introduce the concept of projection time in proposed section 16H.  We are not 
debating clause 16H now, but it is proper to raise it at this stage.  The proposition is that the electoral distribution 
commissioners are required to project forward for a period of years to determine the population that may exist at 
that time.  Given the experiences of 1994, and some of the projections that were made at that stage, the 
committee unanimously was of the view that any reference to projection time should be removed and, indeed, 
future redistributions - that is assuming the Bill is carried - should be carried out on a more regular basis, and 
that would be as soon as practicable two years after ensuing general elections.   
Three seats in particular vary significantly from their original quotient in 1995.  Peel has increased by 69.644 per 
cent from 7 February 1994 to 30 June 199.  Its variation from the quotient now is 22.97 per cent.  Southern River 
is another seat that has a significant variation in quotient.  Its variation from the quotient now is 23.52 per and 
the percentage change from February 1994 to June this year is 57.15 per cent.  In the often-quoted seat of 
Wanneroo - in fact, the member for Wanneroo addressed the committee and raised this issue - there has been a 
change in enrolment of 105.62 per cent from February 1994 to June 2001.  Its variation from the quotient now is 
49.81 per cent.  Other seats in the country are also of interest, and those statistics can be found in the 
committee’s report.   
I return to the point.  The Liberal Party supports the amendment.  It believes that redistribution should occur 
more regularly, and, as such, any changes that would occur would be less dramatic than if we waited something 
like eight years for a change.  The committee believes that two years after a general election is the appropriate 
time.  There was some discussion that it should be three years.  That three-year period after the general election 
may have been acceptable to the electoral distribution commissioners; that is, with computerisation and other 
technology available today, the electoral distribution commissioners could have completed the task in the 
allotted time.  However, when we mix into the pot factors such as the considerations of political parties, 
preselections and other relevant matters, two years is considered the most appropriate time.  For those reasons 
we support the amendment moved by Hon Christine Sharp, which is in line with the Standing Committee on 
Legislation’s recommendation.   

Amendment put and passed. 
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Proposed section, as amended, put and passed.   

Proposed section 16G put and passed. 

Proposed section 16H:  Meaning of “projection time” - 
Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I move -  

Page 5, lines 12 to 18 - To delete the lines. 

This amendment seeks to remove that section of the amendment Bill that relates to the meaning of “projection 
time”.  We seek to remove entirely the device at the commissioners’ disposal in the current Bill to use projection 
times to estimate population trends when setting boundaries.  We drafted this amendment after arguments put by 
members of the Western Australian National Party that this would further punish country members, because, 
generally speaking, the projection time provisions caused a further double whammy in assessing the size of their 
representative areas.  We accepted their argument and are therefore suggesting to the House that projection times 
be removed as a device.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Liberal Party supports the removal of proposed section 16H, for the reasons I gave 
when supporting the concept of redistributions occurring two years after each general election.  I explained that 
we have managed to get the idea of a projection time wrong in the past.  It has caused considerable anguish to 
those members who have suffered as a result of it.  It is better that it be removed completely from the Bill and 
that redistributions occur at more regular intervals, when we can take account of any increases or decreases in 
population in the period between more regular redistributions.  It is a more equitable situation and one that 
should be supported by the Committee.  The Standing Committee on Legislation also proposed that the 
projection time provision be deleted from the Bill.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


