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CONSTITUTION AND ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 4 May. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [8.13 pm]:  This bill is a bit of 
an anticlimax following the speech of Hon Frank Hough.  Things like cane toad highways and so on are 
reverberating in my mind, and I am having trouble getting my thoughts together on a very important bill, the 
Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill.  It is probably one of the smallest bills anyone would ever come 
across, because it does only one thing.  It changes a number twice from 57 to 59.  It amends the Constitution 
Acts Amendment Act 1899 and the Electoral Act 1907 to increase the size of the Legislative Assembly from 57 
to 59.  It is, as we all know, part of the Labor Party-Greens (WA) package that was put together to allow the one 
vote, one value legislation to pass through this Parliament.  When I use the term “one vote, one value 
legislation”, I use it advisedly, because the government even had the good sense and grace to change the title of 
the bill from “One Vote One Value Bill” to “Electoral Amendment and Repeal Bill”, as it bears no resemblance 
at all to one vote, one value in a number of parts of the state.  However, we have already argued that, and I 
suspect that I would be out of order if I were to talk too much about that legislation. 

When I look at this bill, which simply increases the size of the Legislative Assembly from 57 to 59 members, I 
ask myself how many times I have received correspondence from anybody in Western Australia asking for two 
more members of Parliament.  In my 28 years, not once.  This house has agreed - the other house is now 
contemplating it - that there will be two extra members in the Legislative Council, and now this bill is for two 
extra members in the Legislative Assembly.  Therefore, there will be four new members of Parliament as a result 
of the deal done between the Labor Party and the Greens to get their so-called one vote, one value legislation 
through.  I repeat that I would be very interested to know whether anybody in this chamber has ever received a 
representation from anybody requesting that there be more members of Parliament.  I do not say that in any nasty 
way.  Quite obviously, members of Parliament are not held in high regard these days, and the average person 
would much prefer to have fewer of us than more of us.  Part of the reason we are held in low regard is our own 
fault.  Many members of Parliament do not behave in a way that does anything other than bring their profession 
into disrepute.  Therefore, when that is combined with the way in which the media continues to talk about the 
things we do, there is no doubt in my mind about why people feel the way they do about members of Parliament 
generally, why they would not want any more members of Parliament than they have now and why they would 
probably want fewer.  In fact, if we said to a lot of Western Australians that we were going to halve the number 
of members of Parliament, they would ask us whether we would like to halve it again on top of that.  Obviously, 
they do not understand the way in which the system works.   

We have before us tonight a bill that, quite contrary to the views of the general Western Australian community, 
increases the number of members of Parliament in the Assembly, following the passage of a bill a couple of 
weeks ago that increased the number of members in the Legislative Council.  That is all because this is the price 
that the government paid to get the Greens to agree to its so-called one vote, one value legislation.  What an 
extraordinary state of affairs it is that the price we pay to take away the representation of country Western 
Australia is four new members of Parliament.  It demonstrates the extraordinary nature of the package and the 
lengths to which the government will go to achieve its ultimate end.  Its ultimate end in all of this is simply 
political advantage.  We talked about that during the debate on the One Vote One Value Bill.  I keep saying 
“One Vote One Value Bill”, but it is not that.  I will call it that because that is what it used to be called.  It is all 
simply about improving the prospects of the Labor Party at the next election, and the election after that.  It is all 
about shifting political power from one part of Western Australia to another, and it is all about maintaining that 
power in one part of Western Australia against the principles of one vote, one value to advantage the Labor 
Party.  That is what it is all about - nothing more, nothing less.  To give the Labor Party its due, it did not have 
the gall to continue calling its last bill the One Vote One Value Bill.  There is a better name for it.  I probably 
should not use that name in this particular location, because it would be unparliamentary.  However, the end 
result of this package is an absolute mishmash of decisions cobbled together to give the Labor Party political 
advantage and, at the same time, to make sure that the Greens (WA) have in place an electoral system in the 
upper house that should, all things being equal, deliver it the balance of power well into the future.  This is an 
extraordinary package which advantages the Labor Party by disadvantaging the country and which advantages 
the Greens by putting in place a system that ensures the Greens will have ultimate and ongoing power in the 
upper house by holding the balance of power.  It all started off under the guise of one vote, one value, which has 
been one of the Labor Party’s great principles for the past 100 years.  Indeed, it has been the Labor Party’s Holy 
Grail.  This all started with a wonderful, highfalutin proposition put forward by the government.  It has 
descended into this grimy little package that bears no relationship to principle.  It is simply about political 
advantage for the Labor Party and the Greens.  That is what it has been about from the very beginning right 
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through to the very end.  I hope Western Australians will see right through what the government and the Greens 
are about.  The trouble is that they do not understand the intricacies of these sorts of things.  Until this legislation 
affects them personally, they will not know what has happened.  Hon Frank Hough referred to people’s 
understanding of one vote, one value.  Most do not know what it means.  Some think it is a means of getting rid 
of preferential voting.  Others have all sorts of ideas, but they do not realise, particularly in country Western 
Australia where they are all too busy trying to make a living, that it means that their member of Parliament will 
now live a further 200 kilometres away and that their electorate will be twice the size it used to be.   

Here we are a week before 21 May debating the government’s second bill.  This is its second bill because of its 
cobbled-together deal with the Greens that came about after the first bill was introduced.  The government 
introduced the One Vote One Value Bill into the Legislative Assembly.  Apart from the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, it roughly coincided with the notion and principle of one vote, one value.  The cynics among us would 
say that the reason the Mining and Pastoral Region was quarantined was simply for party political advantage - it 
was, and is.   

Hon John Fischer:  You don’t have to be a cynic to say that.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The average person in my electorate would say that the government is looking after 
them properly, and that that is really good.  I have a problem with that, Hon John Fischer, because I would like 
to see more electorates in my region.  On the other hand, I know that they will all be Labor Party seats.  People 
say to me, “We’d rather have smaller seats with Labor members than huge seats with the rough potential for a 
Liberal member.”  I refer to Liberal Party people in the north.  Dealing with that has been a difficult problem.  I 
have always believed that we have to give people who live in country parts of Western Australia, particularly in 
the remote areas, additional vote weighting benefits so that their voice is heard.  It does not matter whether it is a 
Labor, Liberal or Callithumpian member so long as those people have a local member to whom they have 
reasonable access so that they know their concerns will be dealt with.  However, for its own purposes, the 
government decided to look after the Mining and Pastoral Region and, as we discussed during the last bill, its 
whole strategy was grossly cynical.  What it put forward originally and what the Greens’ amendments delivered 
is a situation in which the Labor Party should get five of those five seats under the guise of looking after the 
interests of remote Western Australia.  How grubby can it get?  Either a party has a principle or it does not.   

What we are talking about tonight is one facet of the package; that is, the facet that increases the number of 
members in the Legislative Assembly.  The upper house has been increased to 36 members and now there will 
be 59 members in the Legislative Assembly.  Again, I put the question: can any member tell me that he or she 
has ever received representation from one single soul in the state asking for more members of Parliament? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  You told us before that they had.  Go back to Hansard.  You said that your constituents 
said they would rather have more members as long as they were Labor.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I said that they did not want more members of Parliament.  They want to keep the 
current system, which gives them a rough chance of being represented.   

Hon Alan Cadby:  I have - in Cunderdin.  People there have said they want more members of Parliament. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  In Merredin? 

Hon Alan Cadby:  In Cunderdin.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes, in the seat of Merredin.  They do not want them in Perth.  They do not want 
more members of Parliament full stop.  I ask members to provide one letter from any person that states that there 
should be more than 57 members of the Legislative Assembly.  What they definitely do not want is eight more 
members of Parliament in the city and six fewer in the country.  That will be the end result of moving from 57 to 
59 members.  There will be eight more Legislative Assembly districts in the City of Perth.  That means we will 
have 42 members of the Legislative Assembly in Perth - that is 42 out of 59 members.  That is a serious 
imbalance in the nature of Western Australian politics.  The country might as well not exist; it might as well be 
somewhere else.  We already live in a city-state.  Virtually everybody lives in the Perth metropolitan area.  More 
and more people are living in Perth and flying in and out of country Western Australia.  There will come a time 
when the vast expanse of country Western Australia will be virtually unpopulated.  People will live in Perth and 
fly in and fly out because Perth will be the only place where they can get services that are worth having.  As the 
representation and political clout of the bush diminishes, so too will the services it gets from the government.  
This legislation has been introduced because the government says it has a mandate.  Where is its mandate for 
providing two more members in the Legislative Assembly?  Has it got one?  Does it have a mandate for 
providing two more members in this house?  Where is its mandate for four more members of Parliament?  If the 
government had gone to the election saying that it would provide four more members of Parliament, the people 
of Western Australia would have thrown it out of office; they would not have given the government a mandate to 
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do that.  I have heard Dr Gallop tell the people of Western Australia, and the Liberal Party in particular, “Take 
your medicine; we have a mandate for this; stop whingeing and whining; you’ve lost; stop trying to work out 
legal ways of preventing the government from getting its own way; wear it and behave like gentlemen.”  This is 
what Dr Gallop said last week, because he said his government has a mandate; it has been elected twice on the 
policy of one vote, one value.  So it has, but this is not one vote, one value legislation; it is about as far away 
from one vote, one value as one can get.  As we said during the last debate, in the Mining and Pastoral Region 
we could get the same malapportionment under this legislation that existed in the old days of the statutory seats 
of Murchison-Eyre, Gascoyne, Kimberley and Pilbara, because it all relates to the size of electorates.  We could 
still have a big electorate with 9 000 voters and another electorate with 20 000 voters.  The government calls that 
one vote, one value; the government calls that principled.  That bears no relationship to the government’s 
mandate at all.  If the Labor Party has a mandate - I would argue that it does not - it is not for what it is 
delivering to the Parliament and giving the people of Western Australia.  Can the parliamentary secretary show 
me where the government’s mandate includes the provision of four more members of Parliament? 

Hon Sue Ellery:  I was not listening, but I will definitely check the Hansard. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will ask the member again: where is her government’s mandate for four more 
members of Parliament?  Where was that in the Labor Party’s documents before the election; where was it in the 
manifesto that the Labor Party took to the election?  If it is in there, it is in the very fine print because nobody 
has ever seen it.  The Labor Party has no mandate for the bill that has gone through this house and it has no 
mandate for the bill we are now debating.  What extraordinary hypocrisy and what blatant self-interest has been 
engaged in by the Labor Party and the Greens (WA)!  Why do they not tell us about that mandate for four new 
members, instead of saying that one vote, one value is a matter of high principle, that it has been in the party’s 
platform for 100 years, that members of the Labor Party believe in it emphatically - albeit that A.R.G. Hawke 
and a few other Labor Premiers did not believe in it emphatically at all - and that, as we have been told by Hon 
Jim McGinty, this is one of the sacred scriptures of the Labor Party.  I have listened to the speeches of the 
parliamentary secretary.  She is one of the few on the Labor Party side who had the guts to talk about this 
legislation - she had no choice, as she was handling the bill.  I heard her say that we must take what we can get in 
this world.  Where does principle start and where does principle finish?  When does the deal transgress the 
government’s principles?  In my view, this is an occasion on which that has happened, because the end result of 
the government’s package with the Greens completely transgresses the fundamental principle that it reckons it 
has a mandate for.  I am prepared to acknowledge that the Labor Party has a mandate for one vote, one value, 
albeit that most people do not know what it means.  However, it does not have a mandate for this bill and it does 
not have a mandate for the One Vote One Value Bill, because they do not bear any relationship to the principle 
of one vote, one value.  That is where the government’s hypocrisy is manifest.   

Ironically, having said that, we will not oppose this bill for one simple reason: without this bill the number of 
country members would be reduced by seven, and with this bill it will be reduced by six.  It is a marginal 
improvement.  I am not going to put my hand up and vote against a marginal improvement, but it is unbelievable 
that the net effect of the package is that six members will come out of the country and eight will go into the city - 
that is what we are being asked to deliver on tonight - when the alternative was seven members coming out of 
the country with, I think, seven going into the city.  We were put in a difficult position, because we did not agree 
with the package at all.  If everybody is not aware of our position by now, they will never understand it, but we 
were confronted with a bill that is one bit of a package, and in the context of the total package it is a marginal 
improvement for the country, ironically.  Therefore, we will not oppose this bill, but if anybody vaguely suggests 
that our decision not to oppose it is an indication of support for the package, that person will have got it 
completely wrong.   

This Parliament has been consumed by this issue since the last election, and the other house is today consuming 
itself with all sorts of issues to do with one vote, one value.  The reason that is happening is very simple: the 
Labor Party and the Greens are putting in place a significant change to our electoral system for their own party 
political advantage.  That is the first issue and it is obvious for everybody to see.  The second issue is that this is 
a blatant use of power to deny and diminish the electoral representation of vast numbers of Western Australians 
who are stupid enough to live in the bush!  The message being sent to regional Western Australia as a result of 
this legislation is this: “Why are you so stupid that you can’t see the writing on the wall; why are you so stupid 
as to live in a remote part of Western Australia where your education facilities, transport facilities, health 
facilities, postage facilities, communications facilities, the whole lot, are already significantly worse and will get 
even worse than what you will get in the city?”  That is what the government is saying to regional Western 
Australia.  It says to those people who work for mining companies that if they have a choice, they should live in 
Perth, because the government will provide an aeroplane for them to fly in and fly out.  That is not what the 
government should be saying.  What we as a Parliament and as a community should be saying is that regional 
Western Australia is a great part of this state, and people should be encouraged to live there.  Decentralisation is 
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a very good thing, and some other parts of the country have actually done it.  Queensland is a good example.  It 
has major regional centres and people are encouraged to live in those centres, but the complete opposite is the 
case in Western Australia.  This legislation is but part of that whole strategy adopted by governments to indicate 
to people that they should not waste their time living in the bush. 
Therefore, the opposition will not oppose this bill.  It is part of a package which we abhor and which we will do 
our utmost to change in the future when we control both houses of Parliament to give more consideration to 
country Western Australia.  Our approach will be to encourage people to live in the bush by improving services, 
facilities and, most of all, parliamentary representation.  In the meantime, we acknowledge that on this occasion 
the numbers have not fallen our way and the government and the Greens will get their way.  It is a tragedy for 
Western Australia, and particularly for regional Western Australia.  Part of the tragedy of this debate is that apart 
from the Leader of the House, who was prepared to argue that it was a good thing for the Agricultural Region to 
lose members, and Hon Jon Ford, who said that it does not worry him because his electorate has been 
quarantined, where have been the other country members of the Labor Party?  Where are their voices in support 
of this legislation?   
Hon Bruce Donaldson:  What happened to Country Labor?   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Country Labor; what an absolute joke!  As I look around the chamber, the only 
other country member I can see is Hon Adele Farina, whose electorate will lose the most under this legislation.  I 
have not heard her defend the government.  Why has she not?  Does she support what the government is doing?  
Does she support the member for Collie-Wellington?  We have now reached crunch time, I guess, because this is 
the last bit of the package.  We have virtually no option but to go along with this because it will diminish the 
damage caused by the original bill.  It is all part of this nasty, grubby little package that, when it is dissected 
from beginning to end, is nothing more nor less than a power grab by the Labor Party and the Greens for their 
own political advantage.  The sooner they acknowledge that, the better, and the sooner the country members of 
the Labor Party defend their government, the better it will be for everybody in Western Australia, because at last 
they will be putting their views in the public arena.  We will go along with this legislation, but we do not see any 
need for more members of Parliament.  Nobody I know believes that there needs to be more members of 
Parliament.  There certainly does not need to be eight more in the city or six fewer in the country.  However, in 
the overall scheme of things, reducing the number that will be lost out of the country from seven to six is just 
something that we will have to go along with.   
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.41 pm]:  I certainly have no appetite whatsoever for this bill 
and, along with my country folk, I have had no appetite for the package of legislation that has been put forward.  
We had a very long debate on the bill that was recently passed through this chamber, which, in fact, represents 
nothing like one vote, one value.  Hon Norman Moore asked whether anybody has had representation by people 
seeking to have six seats taken from the country and eight seats put into the city.  Certainly no-one has 
represented that position to me.  In recent times a lot of people have told me that they certainly begrudge losing 
representation from the country.  In fact, nine seats will go into the city; there will be one additional seat in the 
upper house and eight additional seats in the Legislative Assembly.  There is an opportunity for one more 
country seat in the upper house, but the country will lose dramatically in the lower house.  The Agricultural and 
South West Regions will suffer to a large extent.  Members will note that I have an amendment on the 
supplementary notice paper.  I have already said that we do not want more members of Parliament.  The issue is 
that the Agricultural Region, which I represent, deserves more representation, and that is the reason I will move 
for an additional member for the region.  I have heard members of Parliament say that they are sorry that the 
Agricultural and South West Regions will lose representation.  We do not need sorrow or regret; we need 
representation.  I have said many times of late in various forums and in this place that we argue in party rooms 
about services and infrastructure in the country.  I heard the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure bemoan the 
fact that the federal government was not giving Western Australia money for infrastructure and the like.  She 
used the very same argument that I am using now for the country.  People should be a little more consistent 
about the issues of representation they address.  The point I am making is that, depending on who is in power, 
when there are 17 members from the country against 42 from the city in a party room, there is no chance that 
country members will win the argument.  That is the problem that those of us who live in the country - I live 550 
kilometres north of Perth - have to face.  We realise the disadvantage we experience with infrastructure.  Today 
we heard another announcement from the minister that she will sink the railway in Perth, and that will cost 
another $50 million in total.  The government seems to find money for those sorts of issues left, right and centre, 
but it cannot find money for a road in the south where a tragic accident occurred recently.  They are the sorts of 
issues that people in the country are starting to realise will be put at further jeopardy when this legislation comes 
into force.  As a person who lives in the country, I have absolutely no appetite for this legislation.  I have read 
through the second reading speech, which states - 

This increase in representation will take the pressure off rural representatives in two ways.   
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That is in addition to the two extra seats - 

Firstly, the distribution of districts and regions under the one vote, one value proposal will work more 
comfortably; . . .  

That is an extraordinary thing to say when we see what has happened in the north west.  It goes on to state -  

. . . secondly, the quotient for all seats will be reduced. 

It might be - by about 500 people.  That might mean just a few kilometres here and there.  I also heard the 
government say that it will allow members to have more staff, extra travel expenses and the like.  I will be very 
interested to see the outcome of that, because the people in my region seem to want to have a yarn to their 
members of Parliament rather than talk to other people who may represent their representative.  It will be very 
interesting to see just what initiative will be put in place.   

Another issue that has been mentioned many times is this business about this party suffering or that party 
suffering.  A lot of people have again written off the National Party.  I do not want to talk about the National 
Party; I want to talk about country people across the board, regardless of whom members represent.  I am sure 
that more people from other parties come into my office than do people from the National Party.  All they want 
is somebody to stand up and represent them.  That is the issue that we confront in country Western Australia.  
We need to have that representation.  The people will elect whom they want to elect.  That was proved at the last 
election.  Of course, they made up their minds in the last few days of the election campaign and now we are on 
this side of the chamber.  Above all, country people want a very good and active member of Parliament.  Under 
the new legislation, there will be far less representation in that area.   

I mentioned that I will move an amendment to provide for an additional member of Parliament, and that is 
principally because I want to see further representation in the Agricultural Region.  Other people can test this 
issue and we will see how it is handled when it arises.  I am very concerned about the way the houses are being 
managed by the government and about the appropriation in this area.  Once again we will see an interesting 
outcome when this amendment is put forward, and I look forward to an interesting explanation being given at the 
appropriate time.   

There will be six fewer seats in the country and eight more lower house seats in the city.  That will do nothing at 
all for Western Australia.  In these chambers we should represent country people as well as we represent city 
people.  The opportunity for a voice in this place is paramount for country people.  Sure, the six-by-six proposal 
is mentioned as being one of the victories.  I cannot see anything wrong with the current system of a ratio of 17 
to 17.  That was equal representation as far as I could see.  It was even more balanced, given the number of 
people in the South West Region as opposed to the number in the Agricultural and Mining and Pastoral Regions.  
From my point of view, the whole package has been poorly devised.  It started with a bill that offered a ratio of 
21 to 15.  Sure, a bit of an improvement has been made in the Legislative Council and we have ended up with 
something like 17 rather than 15 members in country areas.  That is a slight advantage.  I again repeat that 
country people will be the ones to suffer from the implementation of this legislation.  I look forward to the day 
when conservative elements again gain control of the houses of Parliament, and we can do something about 
putting equity back on the agenda when it comes to electoral reform.   

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [8.51 pm]:  The Greens (WA) support the bill because it provides 
for two extra districts in the Legislative Assembly.  Most importantly, according to the likely division after the 
implementation of the new legislation, there will be approximately 800 fewer people in each electoral district in 
the Legislative Assembly, and an additional legislative district will be created for the Assembly in the South 
West Region.  As members have said several times this evening and many times in the previous sitting week 
when we considered the One Vote One Value Bill, the South West Region will be most severely affected by the 
transfer of seats to the metropolitan region under the application of one vote, one value.  We are therefore very 
pleased that with the provision of additional districts there will be a further seat in the south west.  It is well 
understood, and I hope it has been thoroughly transparent to this house and to the general public, that the notion 
of increasing the number of districts in the Assembly came about as part of negotiations between my colleagues 
and I and the Labor government, and was agreed to in conjunction with amending our requirement regarding the 
weighting of large-district allowances.  That is a matter we discussed during debate on the previous bill, when 
we agreed to increase the weighting from one per cent to 1.5 per cent for districts of an overall geographic size 
above a threshold of 100 000 square kilometres.  This is the other part of the agreement that the Greens came to 
with the Labor government to create two additional electoral districts.   
I guess that at the time agreement was reached a couple of weeks ago, paramount in the concerns of my 
colleagues and I was finding a way forward for the overall electoral reform package.  We were really concerned 
that we had failed to reach agreement with the government.  The Premier in particular was adamant about his 
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electoral promise on the provision of five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  At that stage it looked to be a 
real possibility that a deadlock could ensue.  The Greens have been supporting the government in its overall 
strategy to modernise our electoral system since the Labor government was elected in 2001.  We see this bill as 
being very much a part of that package.   
Several members have mentioned both this evening and in earlier debates that it is not popular in the electorate 
for there to be more members of Parliament.  That may be the case in a populist sense, but most members of the 
community actually appreciate their local member of Parliament.  It is quite commonplace for people to say that 
they do not really like politicians but that they really like their local member, because they appreciate the work 
that all members of this Parliament and Parliaments generally try to do in servicing their electorates.  Of course, 
it has become increasingly hard for members to provide, as Hon Murray Criddle referred to, the kind of face-to-
face dialogue and representation that people so appreciate.  On the Electoral Commission web site there is a 
really interesting section on the history of Legislative Assembly state elections.  It shows that there has been 
scarcely an increase in representation in the Legislative Assembly in the past 104 years.   

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  You will find it in the second reading speech.   

Hon CHRISTINE SHARP:  I thank the honourable member.  In 1901 there were 50 seats in the Legislative 
Assembly.  In 2005 there are 57 seats in the Legislative Assembly.  Back in 1901 the population of Western 
Australia was, I believe, just under 200 000 people.  Our population has increased tenfold over the past 104 
years; there has been a 1 000 per cent increase.  However, the number of electoral districts in the Assembly has 
increased by only 14 per cent.  There is a massive misfit between the number of representatives and the number 
of people in the electorate.  Therefore, there is a significant argument for increasing the number of elected 
representatives in this Parliament.  In fact, a cogent case could be mounted that the bill is too modest and that 
more districts should be created in the Legislative Assembly.  I, for one, would support that.  However, if that 
occurred, the application of one vote, one value would see the formation of most new districts in the 
metropolitan area.  I think most of us would agree that the more dire need is for additional members in the 
country.  Even if we were to support amendments to this bill to increase the number of seats not from 57 to 59 
but to 61, the two additional seats thus created would be not country seats but city seats and would, therefore, 
have very little effect on modifying or reducing the pressure on country electorates.  The very important element 
of the bill is that the increase in the number of seats will benefit country electorates where it is most needed.   

I note that the Leader of the Opposition again repeated his claims this evening that this legislation is all about 
providing electoral gerrymanders for the Labor Party, and about positioning the Greens in the balance of power 
forever.  We wish.  We wish, but, as I repeat, that is not how we have approached this matter.  The Leader of the 
Opposition Liberal Party in this house revealed his true colours on the electoral package in our consideration of 
the final amendments in the committee stage of the One Vote One Value Bill at midnight on 5 May when he 
sought the support of the Greens (WA) to entrench the model for which we had provided the advocacy; that is, 
the six by six regions in the state senate model and the large-district allowance that was incorporated in the bill.  
That request from him was extremely revealing.  However, the package, including the bill we are discussing 
tonight, is fairly neutral in terms of advantage to either Labor or Liberal.  I am perfectly convinced that in 
absolutely no way would the Leader of the Opposition have advocated entrenching those provisions if he had not 
been reasonably confident that elements of them were satisfactory to the Liberal Party. 

I say finally that it rather saddens me that we as members of Parliament are prepared to fall in with the populist 
view of not appreciating the role of members of Parliament.  One aspect I noted when I became a member of this 
place was that as a parliamentarian I became a politician, and that when I became a politician I appeared to have 
lost a certain element of human rights in that it is very common for people in the community to criticise, 
lampoon and basically denigrate political representation in Parliament.  We, as parliamentarians, often fall into 
that perspective.  Indeed, if the only exposure people have to Parliament is to the more adversarial debates in the 
federal Parliament on television, I can understand why they would fall into the populist view that members of 
Parliament are a waste of time.   

I believe passionately in politics and being a politician and I feel that it is incumbent on each of us not to fall into 
that trap, as I regard it as one of the more chilling pressures on modern society.  If I were asked to characterise 
the way of the world since the Second World War, I would say it is by the diminution of the political in favour of 
the economic.  It is absolutely a characteristic of our modern age that all things to do with favouring a certain 
view of economic progress and of deregulated economic activity are advocated as though they are good for the 
whole of humanity.  That view, of course, is backed completely by the media, which makes all of its income 
from that very same economic interest.  The only thing that stands in front of this attack on community, on 
democratic representation and on fair rights for everybody in the face of rampant economic greed, is us.  We are 
it.  It is the political system that stands and takes on that attack.  A lot of the time we are not even brave enough 
to take it on because of the pressure by the media on all governments to actually say how it is.  Do members 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 17 May 2005] 

 p1549b-1560a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Bruce Donaldson; 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson; Hon John Fischer; Hon Barry House; Hon Bill Stretch 

 [7] 

recall that not long ago, in referring to electoral reform prior to the election, this Labor government talked about 
the public funding of elections?  Do members recall how The West Australian treated that proposition?  Why?  
Was it really to protect taxpayers from a little extra burden or was it really that the media was taking on the fight 
against any diminution of the incredible influence that big business and multinational corporations have on all 
governments throughout the world, including our own state government?  That is why wherever I go and 
whenever I have the opportunity to do so, I speak passionately in favour of politics, of politicians, of the work of 
all members of Parliament and of the tremendous effort that each and every one of us in this chamber and the 
other chamber puts in on behalf of ordinary people to ensure their social justice and rights are upheld.  In my 
view and in the view of the Western Australian Greens, any increase in the power of representation in our state is 
only to be welcomed, as no matter which side of politics we come from, members of Parliament basically are 
here to look after their electorates; long may that be the case.  On those words, I am very pleased to support the 
second reading of this bill. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [9.06 pm]:  I think I have heard everything now.  Apparently it is a good 
thing to increase political representation somewhere, but it is also a good thing to decrease it somewhere.  I was 
heartened by the parliamentary secretary’s final speech on the One Vote One Value Bill when she spoke about 
some things that the government would have to consider to make representation more practical and more 
possible for some outflung areas.  I believe that is an absolutely huge problem for the government; it is a huge 
problem now.  The problem will obviously become a lot worse.  I urge the government in that regard to seek 
help and advice not only from people of its own political persuasion but also from those of other political 
persuasions who are more aware of those problems.  It is a fact of life that we become more aware of a problem 
when we experience it ourselves.  As I said in my inaugural speech when I referred to the drought, we can see it 
on television and drive through it, but it does not mean as much to us unless we live it.  As I said, it is when we 
see the expressions on the faces of our friends and how their conversations change before and after a drought that 
we really see the effect of the drought; they are just so different.  I will give an example.  In the John Tonkin 
government, the Minister for Agriculture was Mr David Evans, and a very good minister he was.  However, it 
was interesting that he had never been out of Australia.  My father took him on a trade mission and, among other 
places, they went to India.  I think they went to Bombay - I am not sure of the exact place - but the international 
airport was on one side of the city and the better hotels and the tourist part of the city were on the opposite side.  
The father of the Leader of the House was also on that trip.  My father made sure that David Evans sat on the 
outside of the car seat and my father sat between the two of them.  As they were being driven out of the airport, 
he leaned across to David and quietly said that he would see something that he had read about and seen on the 
television but which would be very different when seen in reality.  Within minutes David Evans had silent tears 
running down his face.  He was a well-educated, well-read man but he was not a well-travelled man and had 
never seen real poverty.  I use that as an example and as a challenge for the government.  The government must 
be positive about accessibility for rural people.  When I mention rural people, I am not talking about people from 
Bunbury or Geraldton or places like that but the real Australia; those parts of Australia that poems and that 
ballads were written about - a wonderful part of our culture.   

As one country member of Parliament, I was faced with the prospect of where to establish my electorate office.  
I was under pressure to have it in Albany, but how often would somebody from Bunbury or Mandurah travel to 
Albany to see a member of Parliament?  If I had the office in Bunbury, nobody from Albany would travel to 
Bunbury, and who in Mandurah would travel to Bunbury?  If I had the office in Mandurah, I knew that Albany 
people would not travel to Mandurah.  It was an impossible situation.  My parliamentary colleagues suggested to 
me at the time that it was unwise to have my office in the city, but most country people - not those who live in 
Kununurra but those who live a little nearer - do occasionally travel to Perth.  When there is a problem, I try to 
go to the resident wherever he or she is in the electorate.  Being face to face with somebody is different from 
talking on the telephone.  One of the reasons that perhaps there has been less necessity to increase the numbers 
of members of Parliament as the population has increased is that the percentage of population in the country was 
previously much higher and communication is now better.  However, in remoter areas communication is not 
much better, because a mobile phone does not work and there is no Internet access.  These modern 
communications that are so readily available to people in Perth are not available to a surprising number of people 
who live in sparsely populated areas.   

The government may have to look at covering some of the cost of a trip.  If an elector needs to travel to meet 
with a member of Parliament, if it is more than a certain distance, the government may have to look at covering 
the elector’s costs.  An elector can currently travel hundreds of kilometres to see a member of Parliament.  It can 
cost an elector hundreds of dollars, not counting a motel bill upon arrival.  This will become worse with these 
changes, in spite of the extra number of members who are proposed for the Assembly.  The government may 
have to make available a generous allowance.  The commonwealth government does this if a person in the 
remoter areas of the state needs to travel to Perth for surgery, for example.  The patient can fill out mountains of 
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paperwork under the patient assisted travel scheme.  Of course, because it is made so complicated and it takes so 
long for people to get their money, most do not take advantage of the PAT scheme.  The government must think 
outside the square of what it is used to and cater for people.  There are many more demands on members of 
Parliament than there used to be.  I am pleased that no-one has left the chamber!  I am quite used to people 
leaving the chamber when I speak.  It is quite heartening that everyone is tired and does not have enough energy 
to leave.   

Hon Barbara Scott interjected. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Yes, it could be called electoral assistance travel.  I believe that members of Parliament 
have good allowances for travel.  However, travel is difficult for members of the Mining and Pastoral Region in 
particular because of the lack of air transport facilities in various places.  That will be more so in the seat of Roe 
in the Agricultural Region where the distance to be travelled will be huge if parts of the seat of Merredin are 
added to it.  In many areas of those regions and in the South West Region mobile phones do not work properly.  
Apparently the government has a lot of money at the moment; we seem to read about it everywhere.  The 
government may be able to use some of it to take away some of the pain and anguish of country people.  Country 
people do not expect communications in the country to be as good as they are in the city.  As a result, face-to-
face communication has become much more important for them.  I am sure that all members would prefer to 
look into someone’s eyes when they are talking to them.  For the minister’s benefit, I am not talking about a 
member of the opposite sex; I am being serious!  People have a better conversation with someone face to face 
than when they are speaking on the telephone.   

This is a challenge for the government.  I ask members not merely to approach people from their own party but 
consult with people who, preferably, are not politicians.  They should consult with people of all political 
persuasions to get a very informed view.  I am sure that members of the Mining and Pastoral Region would be 
even more aware of these problems than I.  The lack of jet travel to Derby poses a huge problem, and some 
members of Parliament have found that travel to Kununurra is also very difficult.  It is cheaper to go to 
Kununurra via Darwin.  The question must be asked: are there interconnecting flights, and is there this or that?  I 
believe that the government has bitten off a huge problem in practical terms.  The time is fast approaching when 
I will be a free man.  I will be very interested to see what the government does to try to make representation and 
access to members fair, not just by increasing the number of members’ staff.  It is not enough to do that, nor is it 
enough to provide Internet access because in many areas it is of no use at all.   

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [9.19 pm]:  I do not support this bill, but I will not be opposing it 
because that is the position my party has adopted.  One seat less will be taken from the Agricultural and South 
West Regions and put into the city, which is very small consolation.  The other part of the package increases this 
house to six regions of six.  The only good thing about it is that we will get rid of one Greens (WA) member in 
the south west.  That is a good start.  They certainly will not get a member in the Agricultural Region, because 
we will continually remind people of who betrayed them, and we will do likewise in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  Therefore, there is a very good likelihood that we will get rid of some of the Greens, and maybe they 
will be replaced with more sensible, commonsense people.  If minor parties are to be the beneficiaries of those 
changes, at least there might be some members with principles, rather than what we have seen in the past four 
years.   

Over the past few days people have asked me about the dummy voters.  They have asked me whether old Blue, 
the sheepdog, will get a vote.  It is almost embarrassing to be in this house and to look at 9 000 physical voters 
and 12 000 dummy voters; and the government reckons this is the way of democracy, for goodness sake, in the 
mining and pastoral area!  As I said, I do not have any objection to having five members in the mining and 
pastoral area, because that area deserves that membership.  However, the so-called electoral reform in this state 
makes an absolutely diabolical and outrageous change by cutting back the number of lower house members in 
the area I represent from seven to four members and by cutting back the numbers in the south west from 11 to 
eight members. 

Our state is unique compared with any other state or territory in this great nation of ours.  There is no 
resemblance to it anywhere else, because we have a scattered, diverse population.  There are probably more 
centres of population in the Mining and Pastoral Region than there are in the Agricultural Region or in the South 
West Region.  I will use the Agricultural Region as a prime example.  I want to make sure it is on the public 
record that the Labor country members have betrayed the very people who put them in office.  The Greens 
members who were elected to represent rural or regional Western Australia have betrayed the people they 
purported to represent.  It is a very sad day when a reform shifts the representation in such a manner that it will 
devastate the region that I represent.  It has seven districts at the moment, and that will go down to four.  We 
have seen the indicative maps.  It is quite frightening when we realise what those four members who will be 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 17 May 2005] 

 p1549b-1560a 
Hon Norman Moore; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Dr Chrissy Sharp; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Bruce Donaldson; 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson; Hon John Fischer; Hon Barry House; Hon Bill Stretch 

 [9] 

elected at the 2009 election will have to do.  I am not being disrespectful to the Mining and Pastoral Region 
members in any way, because I know that they also must travel huge distances.  However, when people travel 
from Merredin to Kalbarri, or from Merredin to Esperance, all of a sudden they will wake up and ask where their 
member is.  The member for the new seat of Roe may be in either Esperance or Merredin.  We will not know 
until the election takes place.  As I said in the last debate, it will polarise the people in those seats.  People who 
live in Esperance will vote for the bloke who is closest to them.  People who live in Merredin, or in that area, 
will vote for the person who operates closer to where they live, so they will have a better chance of seeing him 
occasionally.   
I will not oppose this legislation, but I certainly do not support it.  I was very pleased when a couple of Greens 
members were dumped following the February 2005 election.  I was very pleased, because I said that I would not 
leave this place until we got rid of some of them.  We have.  Only two of them will sit in this place from next 
week.  However, they may not be around for very long either.  At least I did not betray the people whom I 
represent.  That cannot be said for a lot of other members.  Country Labor (WA) has a great way of saying that it 
supports country people.  It usually cranks it up just before an election.  What a joke!  People can see through it, 
and they laugh when these so-called knights on white horses come charging around just before an election, 
saying that they are Country Labor and are there to help country people.  The day they are elected, they just walk 
away from the very people who elected them.  It is very obvious, in not only this house but also the other house.  
The silence of those country members has been deafening.  If their consciences do not prick them at some stage, 
all I can say is that they have never really had their hearts and souls in wanting to represent and stand up for and 
be counted by the people who put them in office in the first place.  That is a sad indictment of a lot of people. 
This vote will be carried tonight at some stage.  I hear members being called back into this house.  They are 
being paged all over the place.  Madam Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina), even you were being called.  
Obviously, no-one looked around the chamber to see you sitting in the President’s chair.  I was quite amazed 
when I heard your name being called.   
Some honourable members have betrayed the very people they were elected to represent.  They betrayed them; 
make no secret about it.  Some of it is about revenge; some of it is about posturing to try to give themselves an 
opportunity, under this so-called six-by-six arrangement, to always have the balance of power in this house.  
Whichever major party is in power will pay a heavy price, as the Labor Party has paid over the past four years.  
Believe me, in this term, in the thirty-seventh Parliament, the Labor Party will also pay a heavy price for that.  I 
do not have any sympathy whatsoever for the Labor Party.  The old saying is that if people lie with dogs, they 
usually get fleas.   

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [9.27 pm]:  Much to the disappointment of those who 
are defying standing orders, cluttering up the corridors and chatting in expectation of an early vote, I will speak 
in this debate.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  You have three-quarters of an hour. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I do not intend to take three-quarters of an hour.  I will just make a couple of 
points.  I have listened with some interest to this debate, and I have heard two arguments.  One is about the 
recognition of the political reality that the numerical strength of votes of the Liberal and National Parties is in the 
rural areas.  Conversely, the numerical strength of the Labor Party is in the urban areas, whether they be the 
metropolitan urban areas or the regional centres such as Albany, Bunbury, Geraldton and, I think we would say 
traditionally, Kalgoorlie.  Australia is no different from any other western democracy in that respect.  The 
argument following that demographic and political reality - it is a cynical argument - is that all we are arguing 
about is a shift of political power that will advantage the incumbents by taking seats out of the rural area and 
putting them into the metropolitan area where they are assured of a strong vote.  That is one level of the 
argument that I am hearing.   

The other level of the argument is a less cynical and more humane argument.  It is the difference between the 
rural psyche and the urban psyche.  I represent an urban area.  Geographically it covers something like two-
thirds the metropolitan area and stretches from Keysbrook in the south to Bullsbrook in the north, virtually from 
the freeway to the eastern boundary of the metropolitan area.  It takes in densely populated, working-class urban 
areas of the eastern suburbs and, of course, that transitional belt between what is urban and what is rural.  After 
16 years as a member of Parliament, I can say that I have tried to represent my electorate honestly.  However, I 
would honestly say that, to most of the electorate, I am anonymous.  I am anonymous in two senses.  First, it is 
very difficult to develop a personal relationship with a community or several communities when dealing with 
communities that are as diverse as those in the geographic area I have just described.  The second is a different 
sort of anonymity.  I can go shopping in a supermarket in the town nearest to where I live on a Saturday morning 
knowing full well that most people will sort of recognise me.  Some of them know me; some will look at me and 
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think that they should know me.  However, very seldom do they stop to talk politics with me.  The people who 
stop to talk politics with me are members of my own political organisation, or people with whom I have worked 
in one way or another.  To a large extent, I can retain my independent sense of self as an anonymous person in a 
mass urban community.  I was interested to hear Hon Paddy Embry describe the way in which he deals with his 
constituents, because it is very much the same way that I deal with my constituents.  Whenever people contact 
my electorate office with a problem I always say, “When is a convenient time for me to visit you?”  I do that for 
a couple of reasons.  First, it enables me to make a judgment of the circumstances from which people are arguing 
their point.  Second, people feel much more at ease when they are in familiar surroundings than they do when 
they are in the forbidding shabbiness of my electorate office.  I really do not know how many members of the 
Legislative Council work that way.  I do not know. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  The average do not. 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I am talking about rural areas.  Hon Dee Margetts is getting to the very nub of 
where I am leading in my comments. 

I recall one constituent who wrote to every federal and state parliamentarian in Western Australia outlining a 
grievance with an interpretation of social security law.  He felt aggrieved and disadvantaged by the way it was 
interpreted.  I rang and said I was interested in his letter and that I would like to come and talk to him.  He said, 
“What?”  I repeated my comment, and he said, “Please do.”  I met the lady and her husband who outlined the 
problem.  I made a judgment that an unfair interpretation of the law had been applied in their case.  I spent the 
better part of an hour talking with them to try to understand the very nature of the problem that had aggrieved 
them for something like six years.  As I was leaving, they said, “You know, we wrote to every parliamentarian in 
Western Australia, and we received two responses: one from Hon Kate Doust, in a letter in which she stated that 
she was aware of this matter and that it will be dealt with in future legislation, and one from you, and you came 
to see us.”  I took the case to the social security department, and the people at the department said they had never 
thought of it in the way I outlined.  I went back to the couple and said that they were to go before the tribunal the 
following week, and I suggested what they should say.  The woman said, “Just a moment; I’ll get a pencil and 
paper and write that down.”  She was very flustered.  I said that I would go to the tribunal with them.  I wrote to 
the tribunal to advise that I would be an advocate for the couple, and it is one of the great gratifications of my 
parliamentary career that the tribunal accepted my argument.  I could have done what all the others did, bar Hon 
Kate Doust, and simply said that the matter was not within my bailiwick, because we have that protection as 
urban members.  I am sure that I may offend some members by putting it that way, and I apologise if I do.   

I have listened to the argument of rural members and listened to the interjections of Hon Dee Margetts indicating 
that it is different in the country.  Why is it different in the country?  I listened to Hon Murray Criddle who stated 
that people want to stop and have a chat in the country.  I have been with rural colleagues travelling through 
rural areas, and people soon engage in conversation when one stops for petrol.  The fellow selling the petrol has 
a political issue, opinion or problem he wishes to discuss, and it is the same with his wife and the people in the 
next car that comes into the service station.  I frequently visit Mount Barker because my wife has a farm there - 
we go there as often as we can. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Do you have to get your visa stamped? 

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I do, but I have the advantage of a wife who was born there, so I have de 
facto citizenship.  I find that I cannot walk into the Mount Barker newspaper shop on a Saturday morning and 
pick up The West Australian and The Weekend Australian and walk out as anonymously as I do when I walk out 
of the Kalamunda newsagency.  This is because of the sense of community in the county as one is a significant 
person and voice in that community.  That is a very significant difference.  It is the essence of the Australian 
character, the difference between the rural and the urban dweller.  There are also many similarities.  For 
example, the Minister for Education and Training spoke this morning about the devastation of Bicton Primary 
School and the way in which the people in that community pulled together for comfort and security to help one 
another.  We will find that anywhere in Australia, and I hope it is part of the Australian character wherever we 
go, but a difference exists between the anonymity of the mass population and the community of the dispersed 
rural population, in which the caring and the voice is of a different kind.  That has been represented in our 
political system.  Yes, it has grown into an unfair gerrymander, and any thinking person will acknowledge that, 
but by eliminating that which is unfair we are in danger of destroying a very significant part of our sociopolitical 
system and of taking away from rural communities that which, unfortunately, is the disadvantage of the urban 
communities that do not have that same identification and representation.  For that reason, I would have been 
much more comfortable if, instead of increasing the number of members of the Legislative Council, we had 
looked at the balance in the Legislative Assembly and taken account of those particularities of the Australian 
demography and sociopolitical reality.  Instead, we have gone for something called a six-by-six state senate 
model - whatever the hell that means - in which senators will represent enormous geographic areas and diverse 
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communities.  They will be anonymous by virtue of the difficulty of access to the people who want to talk to 
them.  We are taking away members’ close representation of their communities and increasing representation in 
the city.  I would have been happy to reverse it - to even reduce the representation in this place, but certainly 
maintain it as it is.  Why increase the representation of the other place by one member in the country and one 
member in the city?  If six members came out of the country and were replaced with two in the city, it would 
have solved two problems: firstly, it would have helped solve the offensive aspects of the gerrymander, and, 
secondly, it would have protected that essential difference between rural and urban Western Australia. 

I can read the numbers.  I too listened to the call for members to be in this place and I too watched the members 
stand around in the corridors, anticipating the vote that was about to be taken.  We will lose a significant 
opportunity to protect something that I believe is very significant in the Australian psyche.  Why?  I hate to 
resort to cynicism, but it is nothing more than a case of political disadvantage versus political advantage after all.  
I do not support this legislation. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [9.44 pm]:  I do not intend to speak for very long on this bill.  I 
agree with the speakers on this side of the house, who have covered the points very adequately, especially the 
Leader of the Opposition, who represents the same area that I do.  I feel very strongly about this matter and I 
totally support his views.  I am fully aware that the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region will be retained.  
Where the final boundaries will be drawn will determine whether they are rejigged to make sure that the Labor 
Party has a political advantage. 
I will briefly refer to one or two points that came to mind during the debate regarding regional equality.  I 
suggest members look at a photo that was printed in the Pilbara Times yesterday.  It was a photo of a house set 
aside for a locum in Port Hedland. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  It was amazing. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  It was absolutely amazing.  If that house were taken from Port Hedland and relocated 
anywhere in Perth, it would be considered a slum.  To think that a doctor would be housed in a property that had 
no lawn and looked to be in an absolutely terrible state is amazing.  It was worse than a donga.  It was absolutely 
unbelievable that that is the type of accommodation that doctors are asked to put up with.  I am not exaggerating.  
I recommend that every member look at the photo to see what happens - 

Hon Norman Moore:  It was in The West Australian. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Was it?  I thought it was in the local Port Hedland paper.  It was probably in both.  It 
exemplifies the inequality of what happens in regional towns.  In the Mining and Pastoral Region, places like 
Carnarvon have grown from pastoral towns.  Port Hedland was originally a pastoral town but now has the 
biggest export port in the southern hemisphere.  The people who live in those towns have suffered a lot.  The fact 
that the employment in those towns pays high wages does not compensate for the fact that a town has neither a 
doctor nor a dentist.  The original town of Port Hedland has been virtually destroyed by iron ore dust and 
developments so that the people who have lived there for a long time have virtually lost any equity in the 
buildings they bought.  It has been said of Port Hedland that it is the only town in Australia where a premium is 
paid in a hotel to not have a view.  I do not agree with that because a lot of things about Port Hedland are very 
good.  It is the single biggest export earning area in Australia.  I have previously spoken in this house about the 
substandard sporting facilities.  The shire has had many strong economic problems because of the ratings system 
that is applied to the unimproved capital value regarding mining properties etc.  There really is no equality 
whatsoever.  Whoever designed South Hedland should certainly give away his architect’s ticket because it is an 
absolutely abysmal place.  Unfortunately, other social problems arise in country towns such as South Hedland.  
People go there because the wages are high, and they are prepared to put up with the hardships or the lack of 
services that are taken for granted in the metropolitan area.  It brings home how unequal the wealth distribution 
is, not so much in the Mining and Pastoral Region, because it will retain its five seats under the new electoral 
laws, but certainly in the Agricultural Region.  The same can be said about the lack of facilities in many towns in 
the Agricultural Region.  It is a crying shame that people will represent this state in this Parliament who, in many 
cases, have never been at the coalface and do not understand the terms of the inequality in regional Western 
Australia at the moment.  I will not support the bill.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [9.51 pm]:  I will make a couple of brief comments.  I have been 
prompted to do so by the very thoughtful contribution of Hon Derrick Tomlinson.  In what will possibly be his 
last speech in this place, he better than anybody has captured the essence of the argument that we have been 
having in this chamber for the past three or four years.  I think he has captured the essence of what a lot of us 
have been trying to say, but we have not been able to say it as eloquently as Hon Derrick Tomlinson just has.  It 
is different representing a country area from representing a city electorate, for all the reasons that Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson gave in his few comments.  Members have been through the arguments about the different 
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demographics of Western Australia compared with those in a lot of other places.  On a couple of occasions I 
have tried to highlight the differences between representing an area such as the South West Region and certainly 
the city and even other parts of the state.  One of the reasons I have been so disappointed by the outcome of this 
exercise is that the south west will get dudded the most in representation.  I am not talking about party political 
representation; I am talking about simple representation.  There will not be as many voices in this place to bring 
the issues to the table, whether they be in this chamber, the other chamber, party forums or community forums.  
There simply will not be as many people full stop, and there will not be as many people with the opportunity to 
gather a proper understanding of the issues.  That is the real tragedy of the exercise.  A completely different 
dynamic is involved in representing a regional area.  While Hon Derrick Tomlinson was speaking, I thought that 
in the time I have been doing this job, I have probably made about 900 trips simply between my home and Perth.  
All members who represent regional areas would know what a very disjointed existence it is.  Those trips are 
made twice a week and sometimes three times a week.  I think I mentioned in a previous contribution that we 
rarely wake up in the same bed two or three nights in a row.  That is pretty difficult for our personal wellbeing, 
let alone our ability to represent our electorates and get on top of the range of issues that arise as we fulfil our 
responsibility to represent our constituents in this place. 

This bill is the anticlimax to the debate that we have been having over the past three or four years, and 
particularly in the past month.  Like other members, I have no enthusiasm about supporting this bill, but I will 
not be opposing it either, because we will get a few crumbs of outcome from this bill in terms of regional 
representation.  We know full well that we cannot at this stage affect the overall result.  The deal has been done.  
We should not walk away from this exercise without reminding members and the community that this bill is the 
dirty deal done by the Labor Party, the Greens (WA) and the one Independent who gave the government the 
necessary vote to pass the legislation.  This bill is the crumbs that have fallen off the back of that deal.  Please do 
not insult us and everyone else by telling the people of country Western Australia that they should be grateful 
because we are giving them more representation as a result of this bill.  That would be the ultimate insult to the 
people of country Western Australia.  This bill has to be seen as part of a package that has been introduced for 
partisan political advantage.  It has been introduced against the interests of decent and fair representation for 
country Western Australia, particularly the area that I represent.   

In most of the American states, the electoral distributions are done on an alternate basis, one time by the 
Republicans and the next time by the Democrats.  At least that is up-front.  Everyone knows that whoever draws 
the boundaries will do so for their own advantage.  I would not advocate that we adopt such a system, because it 
is blatantly political, but at least people know where they stand and that gerrymanders can be drawn by one or 
other of the parties and they take their turn.  The system that is being foisted upon this state is extremely unfair.  
It will make honest and fair representation of regional Western Australia extremely difficult.  It will lead to 
further deterioration in the attention that regional Western Australia will get from the Parliament of Western 
Australia.  Of course, out of the Parliament comes the government.  Hence the government will not know of the 
issues, and because it will not know it will not understand and it will not care.  It will be a case of out of sight, 
out of mind.  Regrettably, I believe that will be the end result of this exercise.   

HON BILL STRETCH (South West) [9.58 pm]:  This bill is the final nail in this unfortunate series of bills that 
have come before this Parliament.  Sadly, this is my last Parliament.  In some ways I wish I was staying here so 
that I could fight this issue more.  However, as other members have said, we can count, and we know what will 
happen with this legislation.  This legislation reflects greatly on the Parliament.  The opportunism of the whole 
package has damaged the standing of the institution of the Parliament in the eyes of the people, certainly in the 
country.  I do not think the people in the city really give a damn about the whole package.  I have had no 
representations made to me for electoral change in any way, shape or form.  

It is one of those things that have been driven by the party machines.  These things happen from time to time.  
Sadly, it is the unfortunate electorate - the men and women in the street, on the farms and generally around the 
state - that will wear the result of this tug of war between the major parties, which in this case has certainly been 
a very undignified tug of war.  That is not how it should have been.  Sadly, because of changes made during a 
similar tug of war back in the mid-1980s, we have seen the growth of the smaller parties, which have muddied 
the waters and changed the equilibrium of the traditional adversarial, two-party nature of this chamber.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


