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ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Receipt 

Bill received from the Assembly. 

First Reading 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [5.01 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a first time. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Louise Pratt  Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon G.T. Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon J.A. Scott  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson  

Noes (12) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Hon Tom Stephens Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
 Hon Kim Chance Hon Robyn McSweeney 
 Hon Christine Sharp Hon Alan Cadby 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon Frank Hough 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a first time. 

Second Reading 

HON N.D. GRIFFITHS (East Metropolitan - Minister for Racing and Gaming) [5.06 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a second time. 

The right to vote freely for the candidate of one’s choice is of the essence of a democratic society, and 
any restrictions on that right strike at the heart of representative government.  And the right of suffrage 
can be denied by a debasement of suffrage or dilution of the weight of a citizen’s vote just as effectively 
as by wholly prohibiting the free exercise of the franchise . . .   

Legislators represent people, not trees or acres.  Legislators are elected by voters, not farms or cities or 
economic interests.  As long as ours is a representative form of government, and our legislatures are 
those instruments of government elected directly by and directly representative of the people, the right 
to elect legislators in a free and unimpaired fashion is a bedrock of our political system . . .  

The fact that an individual lives here or there is not a legitimate reason for overweighting or diluting the 
efficacy of his vote.  The complexions of societies and civilizations change, often with amazing 
rapidity.  A nation once primarily rural in character becomes predominantly urban.  Representation 
schemes once fair and equitable become archaic and outdated.  But the basic principle of representative 
government remains, and must remain, unchanged - the weight of a citizen’s vote cannot be made to 
depend on where he lives.  Population is, of necessity, the starting point for consideration and the 
controlling criterion for judgment in legislative apportionment controversies. 

These are the words of Chief Justice Earl Warren, delivered as the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United 
States of America.  In the 1964 landmark case Reynolds v Sims, the Supreme Court ruled that the fourteenth 
amendment required that the controlling criterion for any reapportionment plan must be equally populated 
electoral districts for both Houses of bicameral state Legislatures.  Chief Justice Warren set out the reasoning 
behind the one person, one vote rule. 
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This legislation seeks to apply that fundamental principle of one vote, one value in the people’s House - the 
Legislative Assembly of the Western Australian Parliament.  Because of the historic significance of this Bill, to 
both this Parliament and all Western Australians, it is important that the full history of this legislation and the 
reason it is an essential component of our system of representative parliamentary democracy be clearly 
enunciated. 

I will now deal with the history of the Australian Labor Party and electoral equality in Western Australia.  The 
ALP has stood for proportionality in electoral representation and the adherence to the principle of one vote, one 
value in Western Australia for over 100 years.  The 1899 Labor Party platform included a plank of one person, 
one vote.  This was a commitment to not only the abolition of the property franchise and plural voting, but also 
redressing the gross imbalance between population and the distribution of parliamentary representation.   

The ALP endeavoured to obtain a redistribution of electorates from the over-represented northern agricultural 
and pastoral regions to the rapidly expanding goldfields.  The motivation for these efforts was not only that the 
ALP was a mining party, but also the principle that people, even if they were t’othersiders, should not be 
arbitrarily denied electoral fairness and equality.  As a result, successive 1893, 1896 and 1904 redistributions 
increased the mining area’s representation and reduced the number of north west districts.  As the twentieth 
century progressed and population shifted to the metropolitan area, the ALP campaigned for electoral 
redistributions to reflect that change. 

In November 1913, the Scaddan Labor ministry, through Attorney General Thomas Walker, introduced the 
Electoral Districts Bill, which would have moved the electoral system towards a one vote, one value numerical 
equality.  The four northern electoral districts, Kimberley, Pilbara, Gascoyne and Roebourne, were to be divided 
into three new electoral districts.  The remaining electoral districts in the 50-member Legislative Assembly were 
to have their quota determined by dividing the total number of voters on the electoral roll by 47. 

There were to be three independent electoral commissioners to recommend electoral boundaries with an 
allowable 20 per cent differential above and below the quota and a requirement to observe criteria, including 
distance and means of communication, physical features and community of interest.  That is, the ALP introduced 
one vote, one value legislation as early as 1913.  The Bill did not pass after the Labor Government refused to 
accept Legislative Council amendments, which would have required metropolitan and central goldfield seats to 
have a quota one-third above the statewide quotient and agricultural and outer mining electorates one-fifth under 
that quotient.  On 28 November 1913 Premier Scaddan stated - 

. . . when we legislate and administer the affairs of State, we do it with a set object, and that is the 
interest of manhood and womanhood and not the interest of sheep, cattle, pearls, or timber.  

On 18 December 1913 he also stated -  
. . . in Western Australia democratic thought was expanding and the nearer we got to one vote one value 
the greater became the power of the people and the people’s party who were represented on the 
Government side of this House.   

He also said that he could see no “more value in the vote of a squatter if he resided in the North-West than if he 
lived in North Perth”.  He went on to say that he “hoped to get gradually as near as possible to the principle of 
one vote one value”. 

In 1929 the Collier Labor Government’s Redistribution of Seats Act recognised that, because a transfer of seats 
from mining and country areas to metropolitan areas was required, some appropriate electoral weighting was 
required for isolated regions.  In the Assembly, this increased the number of seats in the metropolitan area from 
12 to 17, with the agricultural region retaining 21 seats, the north west region four seats and the mining and 
pastoral region being reduced from 13 to eight seats.  On 30 October 1928, Premier Collier stated - 

We have to bear in mind always the basic principle of one vote one value.  We are not saying that 
should be the Act, but it is necessary to bear in mind the basic principle of one vote one value, and to 
determine how far we are justified in departing from it.   
. . . I do not agree that under any basis of fair government we are justified in departing from it to a 
greater extent than that set out in the Bill, that is, the basis of three to one or six to four.  Having regard 
for the distance from the seat of government, the size of the areas and the means of communication, we 
are justified in departing from it in the mining districts to the extent of two to one. 

In 1971 the Australian Labor Party, especially through Mr A.R. Tonkin, MLA and Mr M.J. Bryce, MLA, 
rejected all forms of vote weighting and strongly espoused electorates of numerical equality based on the one 
vote, one value principle.  In 1972, during debate on the Legislature of Western Australia Bill, which sought to 
abolish the Council and Assembly and institute a single 81-member Chamber, both Tonkin and Bryce referred to 
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the numerical inequality of electorates and the resulting undemocratic Western Australian electoral and 
parliamentary system. 

In 1987 the Electoral Reform Act, which was the Burke Government’s fourth major attempt to enact electoral 
reform legislation, increased the metropolitan area’s seats from 29 to 34, and the north west and agricultural and 
mining regions were combined into one zone with 23 Assembly seats.  Simultaneously, the metropolitan area 
was, for the first time, given parity with the rural zone, with each having 17 Legislative Council seats.  Other 
legislative attempts to achieve electoral equality, or a move toward that principle, were made by the Willcock, 
Hawke, Tonkin and Lawrence Governments without success. 

I will now address electoral milestones in Western Australia.  The first elections in Western Australia were held 
in 1870 for 12 positions in the Legislative Council.  Governor Weld announced in March that the Secretary of 
State for the Colonies had agreed to United Kingdom legislation to provide for the Legislative Council to consist 
of two-thirds elected and one-third official or nominated members.  That legislation came into force in July.  The 
total membership was 18 and consisted of three officials - the Colonial Secretary, Attorney General and 
Surveyor General; three non-official members nominated by the Governor; and 12 elected members.  The 
legislation divided the colony into 10 electorates, which were decidedly unequal in population but were said to 
correspond with the main economic regions.  These were Perth, Fremantle, Geraldton, York, Toodyay, Swan, 
Greenough, Wellington, Vasse and Albany, with the first two electorates each to return two members and the 
remainder one each.  Only males over 21 years of age who owned freehold property valued at a minimum of 
£100 or who paid a minimum household rent of £10 per annum could vote.  Therefore, approximately 3 000 of 
Western Australia’s 15 000 males could vote.  When the election was complete, Governor Weld named three 
non-official nominees, and the three official positions were filled by the Colonial Secretary, Surveyor General 
and Attorney General.  The new Legislative Council met on Monday, 5 December 1870.   

Following a general election in January 1889, the Legislative Council passed the Western Australian 
Constitution Act 1889.  Debate focused on the electoral system and the Legislative Council’s composition and 
powers.  The WA Parliament was to consist of two Chambers.  The Assembly would have 30 single-member 
constituencies - six metropolitan and 24 in the rest of Western Australia.  A first-past-the-post voting system, a 
restrictive - male - franchise and voluntary - plural - voting and enrolment were the main electoral components.  
In the Council all members would be nominated for the first six years or until Western Australia’s population 
was 60 000, at which time the Council would be elected. 

Elections for the Legislative Assembly were held between 27 November and 12 December 1890.  It is stated at 
page 276 of the Commission on Government report No 1, that both electoral systems “were biased toward 
wealthy, white, male landowners”. 

In 1893, Western Australia’s population passed 60 000.  An interesting aspect of the June-July 1894 election, 
with big implications for the future, was the emergence of the Progressive Political League late in 1893 with a 
platform that included demands for electoral reform, payment of members, abolition of the Legislation Council, 
and prohibition of Asian immigration.  The PPL was an offshoot of the Trades and Labor Council, which had 
begun in October 1891 as a new trade union coordinating body.  Branches of the league were established at 
Fremantle, Northam, Bunbury, Coolgardie and Cue, and steps were taken to get eligible working men onto the 
electoral rolls in preparation for the 1894 election.  However, without payment for members, it proved almost 
impossible to find genuine Labor movement representatives able to stand as candidates.  The PPL and the TLC 
both collapsed after the 1894 election, but the TLC was revived in 1895, and late in 1896 a new political arm 
called the Political Labor Party of Western Australia was established.   

Of course, as members are aware, neither this State nor Australia stands alone; both are part of a wider 
democratic community.  Therefore, in matters of electoral reform, as much as in matters of human rights and 
environmental protection, we should examine the laws and practices in other countries.  I refer now to 
international comparisons.  In this State the content of representative democracy should be consistent with 
international standards such as article 25 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which was 
signed by Australia on 18 December 1972 and ratified on 13 August 1980.  It provides - 

Every citizen shall have the right and the opportunity . . .  without unreasonable restrictions: 

(a) To take part in the conduct of public affairs, directly or through freely chosen representatives; 

(b) To vote . . .  at genuine periodic elections which shall be by universal and equal suffrage and 
shall be held by secret ballot, guaranteeing the free expression of the will of the electors; 

The standard of a universal and equal suffrage, unaffected by discrimination based on race or sex, was also 
recognised in article 5(c) of the International Covenant on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination, 
and article 7 of the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination against Women.  These two 
provisions do not prescribe any general standard outside their specialised areas.  Of course, they assume the 
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objective of one vote, one value subject to reasonable restrictions, and provide constructive guidance as to the 
understanding of representative democracy reflected in the expression “directly chosen by the people”. 

Comparison with similar democratic countries such as the United Kingdom, India, France, the United States and 
Canada - as summarised in Peter Creighton’s “Apportioning Electoral Districts in a Representative Democracy” 
(1994) 24 UWAL Rev 78 - supports the proposition that electoral equality is now regarded as an essential feature 
of representative democracy.  Although there are different constitutional bases for the democratic principle in the 
United States and Canada, decisions by the Supreme Courts in both those countries provide legal and practical 
guidance on how the requirements of that principle can be satisfied in Western Australia. 

I turn to the situation in the United States of America.  The democratic principle, as it applies on the national 
level to Congress is based on article 1, section 2 of the US Constitution.  It provides that the House of 
Representatives shall be composed of members “chosen . . .  by the people of the several States”.  Democratic 
standards apply to all state Legislatures through the equal protection clause of the fourteenth amendment.  In 
terms of general principle, the decisions of the United States Supreme Court are illustrative of the contemporary 
understanding of representative government, and given the commonality of the expression “chosen . . .  by the 
people”, they afford an important guide to the meaning that expression now has. 

The US Supreme Court has tended to require something approaching strict equality between congressional 
electorates, emphasising that equality of voters is at least the goal.  I refer to the cases of Reynolds v Sims, 
(1964) 377 US 533; Gray v Sanders, (1963) 372 US 368; Wesberry v Sanders, (1964) 376 US 1; and Kirkpatrick 
v Preisler, (1969) 394 US 526.  Some decisions have countenanced small departures from equality when a 
legitimate interest is properly protected, especially in the context of the state Legislatures, provided a rational 
connection exists between the interests of fair and effective representation, and provided the variance is not 
excessive.  Deliberately structuring state electorates to favour minority interests, even beneficially, has been 
struck down more recently under the fourteenth amendment.  I refer to Shaw v Reno (1993) 509 US; 125 L Ed 
2d 511, as violating the constitutionally required equality standard. 

In Wesberry v Sanders (1964) 376 US 1 the Supreme Court applied the “one person, one vote” principle to 
congressional districts.  Two citizens challenged the statute defining congressional districts which gave the 
Georgia fifth district a population of 823 680, contrasted with a 394 312 population of the average Georgia 
district.  Justice Black expressed the majority view in the 6-3 decision.  He held that the statute was invalid as it 
abridged the requirement of article 1, section 2 of the Constitution that congressmen be “chosen by the people of 
the several states”.  In this context Justice Black emphatically stated - 

We hold that, construed in its historical context, the command of Art 1, Sec 2, that Representatives be 
chosen “by the People of the several States” means that as nearly as is practicable, one man’s vote in a 
congressional election is to be worth as much as another’s. 

To say that a vote is worth more in one district than in another would not only run counter to our 
fundamental ideas of democratic government, it would cast aside the principle of a House of 
Representatives elected “by the People”.   

While it may not be possible to draw congressional districts with mathematical precision, that is no 
excuse for ignoring our Constitution’s plain objective of making equal representation for equal numbers 
of people the fundamental goal for the House of Representatives.  That is the high standard of justice 
and common sense which the founders set for us. 

I refer also to the situation in Canada.  By way of appropriate contemporary analogies, the Canadian decisions of 
Dixon v Attorney-General (British Columbia) (1989) 59 DLR (4th) 247; Reference: re Electoral Boundaries 
Commission Act (1991) 81 DLR (4th) 16 and Reference: re Electoral Divisions Statutes Amendment Act 1993 
(Alberta) (1994) 119 DLR (4th) 1, based on the Canadian Charter of Rights, provide a guide to how legitimate 
factors might be taken into account in a comparable representative parliamentary democracy with similarities to 
Australia.  Equality of the vote is fundamental, and appropriate factors including geography, history and 
community interests have been recognised as permitting some departures.  

I turn now to consider electoral laws elsewhere in Australia.  Although malapportionment was a common feature 
of early Australian electoral systems, today every Australian Parliament has now legislated for the principle of 
electoral equality except the Senate and both Houses of the Western Australian Parliament.  In the 
Commonwealth Parliament the Senate represents political entities known as States, not people.  Accordingly the 
commonwealth Constitution provides for each State to be equally represented.  That cannot be altered without a 
constitutional amendment.  In addition, commonwealth legislation has been enacted allowing the Territories also 
to be represented in the Senate.  The House of Representatives, at a redistribution within a State or Territory, sets 
each electorate within a tolerance of two per cent of the projected enrolment.  In Victoria, both Houses are 
required to have electorates of approximately equal enrolments within a tolerance of 10 per cent at redistribution.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 30 August 2001] 

 p3423b-3429a 
Hon Nick Griffiths; Hon Ed Dermer; Hon Bruce Donaldson; President; Hon Norman Moore 

 [5] 

In New South Wales, electoral equality is achieved in the Legislative Council by proportional representation, 
with the whole State being one electorate.  In the Legislative Assembly, electorates are required to have equal 
enrolment within a tolerance of 10 per cent at redistribution.  In Queensland, the 89-member House is required to 
have all electorates with equal enrolment within a 10 per cent tolerance, except for five geographically large 
electorates with a land area of 100 000 square kilometres or more.  For those large electorates, two per cent of 
the area, expressed in square kilometres, is added to the electoral enrolment, and the resultant sum is treated as 
the enrolment figure and required to be within the 10 per cent tolerance.  In South Australia, electoral equality is 
achieved in the Legislative Council by proportional representation from one statewide electorate.  In the 
Legislative Assembly, each electorate is required to have equal enrolment within a 10 per cent tolerance.  In 
Tasmania, state lower House electorates are based on federal electorates, which accord with the principle of 
electoral equality.  Each electorate returns an equal number of members.  The Tasmanian upper House was 
recently reformed to give effect to the principle of electoral equality by requiring an equal number of electors in 
each region within a 10 per cent tolerance based on a future projection of enrolments.  In the Australian Capital 
Territory, the ACT Electoral Act provides for equality through proportional representation from multi-member 
electorates, with the proviso that a tolerance of five per cent is allowed in the number of votes required to elect a 
member between electorates.  In the Northern Territory, electorates are to be determined on the basis of equal 
enrolment within a 20 per cent tolerance. 
The current Western Australian electoral system was established in 1987 by the Labor Government.  Its essential 
features are: the Legislative Council has 17 metropolitan and 17 non-metropolitan seats, with a 2.75 to one 
weighting in favour of country voters.  The members come from six regions - three metropolitan and three 
country - with a proportional representation electoral system.  The metropolitan regions are the North 
Metropolitan Region, which returns seven members; the East Metropolitan Region, which returns five members; 
and the South Metropolitan Region, which returns five members.  The non-metropolitan regions are the South 
West Region, with seven members; the Agricultural Region, with five members; and the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, with five members. 
In the Legislative Assembly, Western Australia was divided into 57 electoral districts comprising 34 seats in the 
metropolitan area, and 23 seats in the rest of WA.  The metropolitan area boundary was delineated according to 
the metropolitan region scheme boundary.  The boundary of the metropolitan area is fixed for electoral purposes 
as at 1 January 1987, regardless of the number of people residing in that area.  Other boundaries were to be 
drawn by the Western Australian Electoral Commission, which was required to carry out redistributions each 
year after every second general election. 
On 6 November 1987, 669 293 people, being 74 per cent of total WA voters, were enrolled in the metropolitan 
area, and 240 081 people, being 26 per cent of total WA voters, were enrolled in the remainder of Western 
Australia.  In the Legislative Assembly, 74 per cent of voters in the metropolitan area elected 60 per cent of 
members, and 26 per cent of voters in the remainder of Western Australia elected 40 per cent of members.  In the 
Legislative Council, 74 per cent of voters in the metropolitan area elected 17 members, and 26 per cent of voters 
in the remainder of Western Australia elected 17 members also.  At the 1989 election, in the Legislative 
Assembly that ratio was 2.51 to one between the electorates with the highest and lowest number of voters.  That 
is 251 per cent more in one electorate than in another.  In the Legislative Council the ratio was 3.31 to one, or 
331 per cent.  The Liberal-National Party Opposition received 52.4 per cent of the two-party preferred vote and 
did not win government. 

In 1994 the Australian Labor Party challenged the constitutional validity of the Western Australian electoral 
system in the High Court.  It was argued that the extent of the malapportionment meant that the Western 
Australian electoral system could be described neither as an election by the people nor one giving effect to the 
principle of representative democracy. 

In James Andrew McGinty and Others v The State of Western Australia (1996), Justice Toohey stated in relation 
to these statistics -  

The impugned legislative scheme arbitrarily distinguishes between metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
areas.  It does not tailor electoral divisions to take account of the difficulties faced by the voters in 
particularly remote areas.  The strength of the plaintiffs’ argument - 

That is, McGinty’s argument - 

lies in the fact that the system mandated by the challenged legislative provisions - 

That is, the Western Australian legislative provisions - 

inevitably produces a serious malapportionment between metropolitan and non-metropolitan electors.  
That malapportionment results in large part from the absence of flexibility in the system which would 
allow for a movement in population from rural areas to urban centres and otherwise ensure a more fair 
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representation of urban voters.  The vice lies in the absence of flexibility, rather than the need to have 
regard to particular problems of representation affecting non-metropolitan electors. 

Justice Gaudron stated - 

. . . the malapportionment . . . is so great as to be distinctly at odds with democratic standards revealed 
in the electoral laws of the Commonwealth and the other Australian States . . . Moreover, the distinction 
between metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas is . . . arbitrary and inflexible and, that being so, it 
cannot be justified on the basis that it is reasonably capable of being seen as appropriate and adapted to 
the dispersed nature of the population in the remote regions of Western Australia or to any other matter 
or circumstance which might bear on effective parliamentary representation. 

Justice McHugh stated - 

It is beyond question that the distribution of voters in the electoral districts and regions of Western 
Australia, for both the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly, results in the vote of some 
voters, particularly non-metropolitan voters, having a greater value than that of others.  If the principle 
of representative democracy is a principle of the Constitution or the Western Australian Constitution, 
and if representative democracy under either Constitution requires that the number of voters in electoral 
districts or regions should be equal so far as is reasonably practicable, the provisions of the 1899 Act 
and the 1947 Act are in breach of those Constitutions.  The scheme set up by the two Acts arbitrarily 
distinguishes between metropolitan and non-metropolitan voters.  On no rational basis can the special 
needs of electors in areas outside the non-metropolitan areas justify such large disparities as exist 
between particular electoral districts and regions. 

However, the case failed to win majority support from the court; hence today’s legislative remedy.   

At the February 2001 general election, the following enrolments applied: in the Legislative Assembly, Wanneroo 
had 37 720 electors; and the electorate of Eyre had 9 415 electors.  The metropolitan average was 25 860 
electors, and the non-metropolitan average was 13 409 electors.  In the Legislative Council, the North 
Metropolitan Region had 360 535 voters, with a quotient of 45 066; and the Mining and Pastoral Region had 
66 902 voters, with a quotient of 11 150.   

With that important historical, international and statistical background, I now turn to the Bill before the House.  
The Electoral Amendment Bill 2001 will provide for all Western Australians a new electoral boundary system 
for the Legislative Assembly.  The administrative provisions in proposed sections 16B and 16I of the Bill 
relating to the electoral distribution commissioners and the formalities of carrying out a redistribution are 
identical to those in the Electoral Distribution Act 1947.  The Bill makes one change to the provisions dealing 
with when a redistribution must take place.  Currently, a redistribution must be commenced one year after the 
polling day for every second general election.  Proposed section 16F will change this to provide that the 
redistribution must be commenced two years after the polling day.  This change was recommended by the 
Commission on Government and will allow the redistribution to be completed at a date closer to the first election 
at which the redistribution will apply.  Further, the Bill will require the distribution commissioners to base a 
redistribution on projected enrolments four years after the beginning of the redistribution process rather than on 
enrolments at the date of the redistribution.  This again was recommended by COG. 

Under proposed section 16J, the commissioners shall create 57 electoral districts that have equal enrolments, 
subject to a tolerance of up to 10 per cent above or below the average district enrolment.  This will implement 
the fundamental principle of electoral equality of one vote, one value.  However, in the case of districts that are 
very large geographical areas - 100 000 square kilometres or more - a variation will be permissible.  Firstly, the 
tolerance will be 20 per cent below the average district enrolment rather than 10 per cent.  Secondly, when 
making their calculations, the commissioners are required to deem the number of electors in the district to be 
greater than the actual number of electors in the district to the extent of one notional elector for every 200 square 
kilometres of that district.  This is provided for in proposed subsection 16J(2).  Put another way, for very large 
electoral districts, 0.5 per cent of the land area, expressed as square kilometres, will be added to the electoral 
enrolment to give a notional enrolment. 

Proposed section 16K retains the current arrangement for the division of the State into six electoral regions, with 
the exception that the combined boundaries of the North Metropolitan Region, the South Metropolitan Region 
and the East Metropolitan Region will no longer need to be identical with the boundaries of the metropolitan 
region as defined in the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959 - see proposed section 
16K(a)(ii).  Instead, there will be a more general requirement that the metropolitan regions be generally 
coextensive with the metropolitan area of Perth. 

It is expected that the effect of this legislation will be to create four electorates in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region, which currently has six; four electorates in the Agricultural Region, which currently has seven; seven 
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electorates in the South West Region, which currently has 10; and 42 electorates in the metropolitan area, which 
currently has 34.  The legislation proposes that the status quo be broadly preserved in the Legislative Council. 

In conclusion, electoral equality - that is, that all citizens should have an equal say in electing their Government - 
is enshrined in the electoral laws of the Commonwealth; the electoral laws of every other State and Territory in 
Australia; the jurisprudence of countries such as the United States of America and Canada; international 
conventions and treaties, such as article 25 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; the 
concept of representative democracy as espoused by academic writers and popularly understood; and the 
recommendations of bodies reporting on matters with regard to integrity of government, such as the 1992 Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, and the Commission on 
Government. 

Electoral equality has been a fundamental tenet of Australian Labor Party philosophy for 100 years in Western 
Australia.  Labor Governments have previously failed to achieve electoral equality because of the upper House, 
which is elected by the very electoral system that offends the principle of electoral equality.  At the suggestion of 
the Greens (WA) members of this House, it is proposed that public input be sought on ways to achieve more 
effective representation.  This will include consideration of resourcing members of Parliament, especially those 
representing large, remote electorates, and whether optional voting rights should be given to 16 and 17-year-
olds.  This legislation will give Western Australians a Legislative Assembly that for the first time in its 111-year 
history will be chosen by the people in accordance with democratic principle. 

On behalf of all Western Australian voters and the State Government, it gives me great pleasure to commend the 
Bill to the House.   

Adjournment of Debate 

HON E.R.J. DERMER (North Metropolitan) [5.39 pm]:  I move - 

That the debate be adjourned until the next sitting of the House. 

Point of Order 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I have been a member of this House for eight years, and when the Government has 
introduced a Bill the Opposition Whip has always adjourned the debate until the next sitting of the House.  This 
is setting a precedent.  I do not like it.  I think it is underhand.  I was on my feet before Hon Ed Dermer.  I find 
what has been done in this House quite untenable. 

The PRESIDENT:  The call was given to Hon Ed Dermer.   

Debate Resumed 

The PRESIDENT: The motion before the House is that the debate be adjourned.  Those of that opinion say aye. 

Point of Order 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I want to know what the question is.  Other questions could have been put. 

The PRESIDENT:  The question is that the debate be adjourned until the next sitting of the House.  That is the 
motion before the Chamber. 

Debate Resumed 

The PRESIDENT:  The question is that that motion be agreed to. 

Question put and passed. 

Debate thus adjourned. 
 


