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CONSTITUTION AND ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 30 June. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Electoral Affairs) [11.28 am]: On behalf of 
the Liberal Party, I stand to make a few comments on the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. This 
private member’s bill was introduced by Hon Martin Aldridge. I will make a few comments on the bill itself 
first. Then I would like to — 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The Leader of the House has the call and he deserves to be 
heard in silence. There are far too many audible conversations happening in the chamber.  
Hon PETER COLLIER: Then I would like to go through, for want of a better term, the history of the electoral 
processes throughout Western Australia from Federation to show how we have evolved to the present situation 
and how we need to consider the merits of this Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill. In essence, it is 
a simple bill. It will ensure that there are an extra two seats in the Legislative Assembly, taking the number from 
59 to 61. The redistribution will take place before the 2020–21 election and it will be up to the 
Electoral Distribution Commissioners to determine where those two seats will be. The Legislative Council will 
remain with 36 seats, six in each region. That will be untouched; a couple of changes will occur only in the 
Legislative Assembly. 
The most likely scenario, based on the current population pressures, will be an additional seat in the 
North Metropolitan Region and, potentially, one in the regions, but that is not a foregone conclusion. My 
concern is that, potentially, two extra seats will be in the metropolitan area, but that means the regions will be 
untouched while there will be an increased proportion of members in the metropolitan area. The issue I have is 
that if there is a further erosion of representation in the regions—as a country boy born and bred, I have a deep 
personal regard for the regions, particularly the goldfields—I would not like to see our electoral system further 
disenfranchising the regions. For example, in the latest redistribution, we saw the removal of the seat of Eyre in 
the south east of the state and then, of course, the establishment of the seat of Baldivis, a new city seat. As I said, 
I think most people sitting on this side of the chamber would deplore a further erosion of seats in the country. 
Potentially, this bill will prevent the further erosion of country seats and, if anything, it could increase the 
number. That is, ideally, what Hon Martin Aldridge intends with this bill. He might like to comment on that in 
his response. Ideally, that is what the situation would present. 
With those few brief introductory comments, I would like to go through the history of the electoral system in 
Western Australia from pretty much Federation—from the 1890s to the current situation, to show the ebbs and 
flows—to where we are at the moment. As we all know, the size of the Parliament has evolved considerably at 
different times since its inauguration in 1890 when the Legislative Assembly had 30 members and 15 people were 
appointed as members of the Legislative Council. From 1893 to 1894, the population was expanding and the 
Constitution Act was amended to provide for 33 members of the Legislative Assembly and 21 members of the 
Legislative Council, elected to seven three-member provinces. The Constitution Act was further amended in 1896 
to increase the number of Legislative Assembly members to 44 and to provide for an additional 
Legislative Council province, taking the number to 24. Finally, in 1898, the Constitution Act Amendment Act 
provided for 50 MLAs and 30 MLCs elected in 10 provinces. This reflects the rapid growth of both the goldfields 
and metropolitan areas. As this growth slowed after 1901, Parliament remained with a total of 80 members. In the 
twentieth century, electoral change was implemented through the Redistribution of Seats Acts rather than through 
amendments to the Constitution Act. In nearly half a century, between 1901 and 1947, there were only three 
redistributions of Legislative Assembly boundaries, which occurred in 1904, 1911 and 1929. The third of these 
failed to adjust the boundaries of the Legislative Council, leaving several Legislative Assembly seats split between 
the provinces. The reason for this apparent inaction was the reality of party politics at a time when electoral 
boundaries had to be described in legislation. The 1911 bill in particular was denounced by the Australian Labor 
Party as a gerrymander, but it did not prevent it from winning the 1911 election. In 1913, the Scaddan Labor 
government moved its own Electoral Districts Bill, which failed to pass the Legislative Council. Even in those 
days, there were still issues and debate, particularly between the two houses, regarding the redistribution and 
allocation of seats based upon population. A decade later the Mitchell coalition government passed the Electoral 
Districts Act 1923, which provided for four different electoral zones and an independent Electoral Commission. 
However, the subsequent bill, which sought to put a redistribution into effect, failed to pass. Again in 1936, the 
Collier Australian Labor Party government attempted a redistribution bill, but failed again to win an absolute 
constitutional majority in the Legislative Assembly. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Any relation? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No relation, but it was Hon P. Collier, and he was from Kalgoorlie. 
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Hon Michael Mischin: What an amazing coincidence. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Absolutely. Hon Phil Collier who came from Kal, and he was the Premier. 
Hon Kate Doust: I was wondering whether they wheeled you out of the freezer for this round! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: What was that? 
Hon Sue Ellery: It was unkind. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: You are not being a grumpy granny again, are you? 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Kate Doust: You’re just jealous! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I am, actually, but congratulations. But I have seven godchildren and I love every 
one of them. 
After 1911, the Legislative Assembly waited 19 years for the next redistribution, and after 1929 had to wait 
another 19 years. The Legislative Council had the same boundaries for 38 years. Not surprisingly, there were 
massive enrolment imbalances in elections in the late 1920s and again in the 1940s. This is an issue we need to 
raise. We have always had an issue in Western Australia over the disparity between rural representation and 
metropolitan representation. We are talking about the period from the promulgation of Federation and we were 
still having debates in the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s about representation of the various areas of the state. 
It was a newly elected McLarty Liberal–Country Party government that passed the Electoral Districts Act 1947. 
This ensured regular redistributions every six years and gave the force of law to the Redistribution Commissioners’ 
decisions. It also simplified electoral weighting for the non-metropolitan area when both sides of politics 
generally supported this principle. In 1964, the Electoral Act Amendment Act replaced the 10 three-member 
Legislative Council provinces with 15 two-member provinces, with elections held concurrently in the 
Legislative Assembly and on the same adult franchise. The following year, in 1965, the Brand coalition 
government increased the size of the Legislative Assembly from 50 to 51, so that from then on an odd number of 
seats would prevent the possibility of a deadlock. Over the last 50 years, the size of the Parliament has gradually 
and modestly increased. In 1975, the Court coalition government added four seats to the Legislative Assembly 
and an additional province to the Legislative Council, taking the respective numbers to 55 and 32. Again in 
1981, there was a further increase of two Legislative Assembly seats and two Legislative Council seats in the 
form of a seventeenth province. For more than two decades, the numbers remained at 57 seats in the 
Legislative Assembly and 34 seats in the Legislative Council. During this period, in 1987, there was a major 
electoral change as a result of an agreement between the Burke Australian Labor Party government and the 
National Party. Seventeen two-member provinces were replaced by six regions, returning either five or six 
MLCs, who were to be elected by proportional representation, while staggered terms for the Legislative Council 
were replaced by concurrent four-year terms for both houses. 
In the Legislative Assembly, aside from a fixed and agreed metropolitan area boundary, the three independent 
Electoral Commissioners had full power to draw all district boundaries. The weighting given to non-metropolitan 
seats remained, but was reduced through a fixed allocation of 34 metropolitan and 23 country districts. In 1995, 
the Commission on Government report recommended one vote, one value, with an increase in the size of the 
Legislative Assembly from 57 to 61. There was to be an additional seat in the Legislative Council, taking the 
number to 35, with five regions for each, comprising seven Legislative Council districts. Neither the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Commission on Government nor the Court coalition government and the 
opposition was prepared to support this increase. However, in 2001, the newly elected Gallop ALP government 
proposed an electoral amendment bill that would repeal the Electoral District Act 1947 and institute one vote, 
one value across 57 Legislative Assembly seats, with a Queensland-style large district allowance for seats above 
100 000 square kilometres. The Greens insisted on the retention of six Legislative Council regions and each 
region returning six MLCs. This would increase the size of the Legislative Council from 34 to 36. According to 
clause 13 of the Electoral District Act 1947, this act could be amended only by an absolute majority of both 
houses of Parliament.  
Section 13 of that act stated — 

It shall not be lawful to present to the Governor for Her Majesty’s assent any Bill to amend this Act, 
unless the second and third readings of such Bill shall have been passed with the concurrence of an 
absolute majority of the whole number of the members for the time being of the Legislative Council and 
the Legislative Assembly respectively. 

As the Australian Labor Party and the Greens together lacked an absolute majority on the floor of this house and 
the President of the Legislative Council, then as now, has only a casting vote, the Gallop government tried to 
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circumvent this requirement by repealing this act and by incorporating redistribution provisions into the 
Electoral Act 1907, which had no such restrictions on amendment. 
The Liberal and National parties opposed the legislation on its merits and what it argued to be subterfuge. An 
alliance was formed composed of the Liberal, National and One Nation parties, together with the Pastoralists and 
Graziers Association, the Western Australian Farmers Federation and a number of regional state shire councils. 
The then deputy leader of the Liberal Party, Dan Sullivan, and former President of the Legislative Council 
George Cash both called for a referendum on constitutional change and noted that the government was not 
holding the people’s Constitutional Convention as it had proposed when in opposition. The non-government 
members of the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Legislation recommended in November 2001 that 
a Supreme Court ruling should be sought on the legality of presenting the electoral legislation for royal assent 
when it had not been passed by an absolute majority. It was the then Clerk of the Parliaments, the late 
Laurie Marquet, who referred the bills to the Supreme Court of Western Australia for a declaratory statement. 
In October 2002, the court ruled by 4–3 that repeal had the same effect as amendment, contravening section 13 
of the Electoral Distribution Act 1947, thus invalidating the passage of the bills. The judgement resulted in an 
appeal to the High Court by the Gallop government and a fundraising campaign by the Defence of Democracy 
Committee to fight to uphold the original judgment. I know a lot about that as I was chair of the Defence of 
Democracy Committee. We had absolutely no problem whatsoever raising funds throughout Western Australia 
from some of the most unlikely sources to defend what we saw as the rights of democracy—that is, we were not 
going to, almost by stealth, undermine the provisions of this place—and we were successful. 
In November 2003, the High Court reaffirmed the judgement of the Supreme Court and a redistribution 
proceeded during 2003 under the Electoral Distribution Act 1947, and the 2005 election was to be held on those 
boundaries. During the election campaign, Premier Geoff Gallop promised that the five districts in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region would be exempted from the strict provisions of one vote, one value. After the 
election, to obtain the support of the Greens, the 2001 legislation was reintroduced with a large district 
allowance, with an increase in the size of the Legislative Assembly from 57 to 59 seats and with 
Legislative Council seats increased to 36. Redistributions were to be held at four-year intervals. The bills were 
duly passed into law. At that time it was suggested that senior members of the government might have preferred 
the expansion of the Legislative Assembly by four seats from 57 to 61, while leaving the Legislative Council 
with 34 members. This could have led to the retention of an additional non-metropolitan Legislative Assembly 
district. The Liberal and National parties, however, maintained their overall opposition to the legislation and 
such an option was not put forward. 
The subsequent redistribution held in 2007 removed a total of six non-metropolitan Legislative Assembly 
districts and gave eight new districts to the metropolitan area. This 42–17 division between metropolitan and 
country seats was maintained at the 2011 redistribution. In 2015, however, a country seat was transferred to the 
metropolitan area, giving a 43–16 division. There has, of course, been a consistent 18–18 metropolitan–country 
split in the Legislative Council. 
Since 2005, there has been no alteration to legislation governing the number of members of both houses of 
Parliament and only minor adjustments to the redistribution process. The present government of 
Western Australia has not sought to reopen the electoral controversies of the period 2001 to 2005. Over 
a 40-year period from 1965 to 2005 the size of the Parliament has increased in four separate legislative changes, 
from a total of 80 members to the current 95 members. This is an increase in seats of less than 20 per cent over 
a period of massive population growth. It is interesting to note that since the 1948 federal redistribution, the 
number of seats in the House of Representatives allocated to Western Australia increased by 100 per cent from 
eight in 1948 to the current 16 that were contested on Saturday, 2 July. Aside from the two-seat addition in 1984 
that was part of an overall increase in the size of the Australian Parliament, these additional seats resulted from 
the relative population growth in Western Australia. For the record, in 1955, our state gained its ninth division, 
Stirling; its tenth, Tangney, in 1973; its eleventh, O’Connor, in 1979; Brand and Cowan in 1984; its fourteenth, 
Pearce, in 1989; its fifteenth, Hasluck, in 2000; and its sixteenth, Burt, in 2015. 

This bill seeks to amend both the Constitution Acts Amendment Act and the Electoral Act in order to increase 
the size of the Legislative Assembly from 59 to 61 districts. As I mentioned earlier, it would come into operation 
after the 2017 state federal election, and the 2019 redistribution would be held on the basis of 61 districts. 
Clearly, the placement of additional seats will be entirely at the discretion of the distribution commissioners. The 
two additional members of the Legislative Assembly will take their seats after the 2021 general election. This 
bill does not affect the membership of the Legislative Council, as I have mentioned. Although in the past 
increases in the membership of the Legislative Assembly have been matched by incremental growth in the 
Legislative Council, this has never been a requirement of our state Constitution and electoral laws. Indeed, in 
2001, an increase in the number of Legislative Council members was first proposed without any increase in the 
total number of Legislative Assembly districts. 
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I pick up on the fact that Hon Martin Aldridge noted that in the 10-year period between 2005 and 2015 the 
population of Western Australia increased by 29 per cent. The average district enrolment at the 2007 election 
was 21 350. Eight years later in 2015 the ADE had risen to 24 943, an increase of 16.7 per cent. The addition of 
two more seats would lower the ADE to 24 106. 

That gives members a precis of the process from the electoral system of Western Australia from 1890 to the 
current day. As I said in my introductory comments, the merits behind this increase are sound in that the increase 
in the population of Western Australia legitimately requires a growth in representation. This growth in 
representation is based on the fact that Western Australia is a unique state because of not only the disparate 
nature of its population, but also the enormity of its geographical expanse, which has meant that a vast majority 
of the population lives in large regional areas or, specifically, in the metropolitan area. The quality of life of 
those who choose to live in the country—I was one of them in my childhood—should not be disadvantaged. It 
would be naive in the extreme to assume that is not the case. Ask anyone in the regions whether they get the 
quality of education that perhaps their counterparts would get in the metropolitan area and, of course, they would 
legitimately say no. Do they have the same number of subject choices in their schools? No. Do they have access 
to or provision of the same quality educational services? No. That is not just in education; it would transcend all 
portfolio areas. If there is one area in which we can look after the people of the regions, it is to ensure that they 
have equality of representation and access to their local member of Parliament. As I said, there are challenges in 
living in the regions. It is not like living in the regions that comprise the golden triangle of the eastern states of 
New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland. Living in the regions in Western Australia has its unique 
challenges, particularly in the remote areas of the state, including having something that people in the 
metropolitan area take for granted, like such as access to telecommunications such as mobile phones and land 
lines. If members asked anyone in some of the remote areas of the state about mobile phone access, they would 
roll their eyes. It was no different in the past. As a little tacker growing up in Kalgoorlie, I remember that we did 
not have television until I was 10. If anyone wanted to phone Perth, they had to book through the lady at the 
exchange a day or two in advance. This is a fact, and it is not that long ago because I remember vividly having to 
go through the lady at the exchange if someone wanted to phone Perth. It was unheard of to phone someone 
overseas—not that I knew anybody overseas in those days! 

Hon Liz Behjat: She probably listened in to your conversations! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I am sure she did. Living in the regions has always been challenging, particularly with 
political representation. People in the regions feel the need to have a voice and to know they are actually being 
heard. Unfortunately, people in the regions, particularly those who live in the remote areas of the state, feel 
a little disfranchised. Internet access, health facilities, educational facilities, the range of television options—just 
television, leaving aside Foxtel et cetera—tradespeople and facilities all bring special challenges for people 
living in the regions. When they want to go and see their local member, it is virtually impossible. If we were to 
say to people living in the metropolitan area that they would have to wait for weeks to see their local member—
in some instances this may happen—or that they will never have access to their local member, they would chuck 
a hairy, but in the regions that is just something that they have to get used to. 
Following from that, I doubt that anyone in this chamber would disagree with those sentiments. That is why we 
fought so stridently 15 years ago to ensure that one vote, one value did not so disenfranchise people in the 
regions that they felt even more alienated than they do now. We wanted to make sure that there was 
consideration for people in the regions and argued that although the quota for each seat did not need to be as low 
as it had been previously, it should not totally disenfranchise people in the regions. That is why we fought so 
ferociously for it. We did not win that argument, but now we see that another seat in the regions—Eyre—has 
been taken away and another one has been added to the city. I think we probably won the argument, and the 
Supreme Court agreed with us, but ultimately Parliament passed that legislation and we must respect the will of 
the house. 
I will return to the bill itself and what I said at the beginning. We are not talking here about massive changes. We 
are not building the pyramids here. We are saying to the people of Western Australia that growth in the 
population has been extraordinary, particularly in recent years. Just in my area of education, in recent years we 
have seen the number of students in public schools increase by 40 000. That brings enormous challenges with it. 
Those challenges are extraordinary, but at the same time the challenges that have always existed in the regions 
continue to exist. As more and more people choose the larger regional areas or the metropolitan area, we do not 
want to further alienate those people in remote areas of the state through the services I mentioned before not 
being provided plentifully. Increasing the number of members in the Legislative Assembly by two is not asking 
too much. We are not seeking to disenfranchise anyone; we are actually asking to enfranchise people in the 
regions and provide them with equal representation and quality representation like those in the city. 
If this bill is not passed, there is the real possibility that in the next redistribution, or the one after that, there will 
be further erosion in the regions. The real possibility is that another member from the outer metropolitan area 
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will lose his or her seat and it will come into the city. We cannot maintain the current structure and the current 
numbers in the house with a rising population and assume that when the commissioners do their appraisal, they 
will simply maintain the status quo; that will not happen. That is why we have redistribution at the federal level, 
as we have said, regularly and consistently every five years. That is why we have a new federal seat of Burt in 
Western Australia. I have just been through all that. Maintaining the status quo in the number of seats while the 
population rises will inevitably lead to people in the regions suffering. 
Will this bill resolve that in the short term? Possibly not, as I mentioned in my opening comments. Those two seats 
may go to the metropolitan area, but this bill will prevent a further erosion of seats in the regions, and that is 
something that we need to consider. Alternatively, and probably a more likely scenario, given the enormous growth 
in the northern metropolitan area over recent years, there will potentially be another seat north of Butler, and 
another seat in the regions, probably in the south west or the south east of the state, pretty much recapturing Eyre. 
I genuinely do not think that anyone can argue against this bill. There is no personal bias here at all; we are 
making sure that we retain the integrity of the electoral system as it exists, ensuring that all Western Australians 
have quality representation. It would take a Rhodes scholar and beyond to prosecute an argument that people in 
the regions have the same quality of representation as people in the metropolitan area. They simply do not. 
Access to local members is sparse at best. We do not want to remove any further representation from people in 
the regions, and the Liberal Party feels that this bill will go a long way towards ensuring that that does not occur. 
Ultimately, if this bill passes Parliament, I would like to see one new seat in the metropolitan area as well as one 
in the regions to capture those areas that are increasingly feeling disenfranchised. 
In conclusion, I do not think we are asking for too much. We are asking for a minor increase in the number of 
Legislative Assembly seats from 59 to 61. The Legislative Council would retain its current form, with 
36 members over six regions. That representation would still exist, but, importantly, people in the regions would 
not be further disenfranchised. Having said all that, I thank Hon Martin Aldridge for bringing this bill forward, 
and the Liberal Party will support it. 

Visitors — Floreat Surf Life Saving Club 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I take this opportunity to welcome members of the Floreat Surf Life Saving Club 
to the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia. I hope you enjoy your tour of Parliament 
House and find it informative. 

Debate Resumed 
HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.57 am]: The Greens WA will support the 
Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016, but not for many of the reasons that have been articulated in 
the chamber during this debate. One of the principles of participatory democracy is ensuring that representatives 
have a lower number of voters, so that their relationship with the people can be greater. I do not want to go down 
the pathway of the Cook Islands, where there is one member of Parliament for every 10 people; I think that 
would be going a little too far. However, it is really important to note that in this whole process, although 
I understand the rationale for it, this bill will not actually provide any more members for country areas, because 
we have one vote, one value. The regions are diminishing in population. My electorate has lost some 
2 000 voters in the past couple of years, so we are seeing a large number of people leaving the regions and 
moving to the metropolitan area. This bill will eventually lead to better representation in the metropolitan area. 
The principles, from our perspective, are sound in providing greater representation for individuals, by giving 
them easier access to members, specifically in the metropolitan area. It will also enable the regions to maintain 
representation even with reduced populations. 

In my view, the biggest problem we will have with increasing the current number of members in the lower house 
by two, to 61, is finding the seats in the other place for members to sit in. The other chamber might need a rather 
expensive refit as we did in this chamber. 
The population of Western Australia is generally expanding and the demographic of that population is moving. 
I understand Hon Martin Aldridge’s motivation and I have no problem with that. It will eventuate in extra 
members for the metropolitan area, or at least for the south west region where the population is growing, but to 
a large degree it will retain the representatives in the regions. 
I do not have much more to say than that. In our view, it is important that representation be close to the people 
wherever possible. If we end up with smaller electoral divisions or electorates in Perth, representation by 
members will become more locally based and members will deal with those matters. That is in essence what will 
happen. There will be expanded areas in the metro area, and we think that is a good thing. As I say, we should 
not go down the pathway of some of our commonwealth partners that seem to have incredibly small electorates. 
I was quite surprised when I attended the recent commonwealth governments’ forum in Darwin to hear how 
small the representation in many of those commonwealth countries is. 
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Hon Col Holt: Even the territory has got some fairly interesting numbers of electors there. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I think the Northern Territory has some problems with gerrymanders and things like 
that, but as long as we retain the principle of one vote, one value in the lower house, that is the correct thing to 
do. However, a greater representation of the people is something that we support. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.02 pm] — in reply: I thank the Leader of the House, 
Hon Robin Chapple and other members who have contributed to the second reading debate of the Constitution and 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. Since its introduction on 17 March this year, the house has considered the bill on 
a couple of occasions, on 12 May and 30 June. I thank all members for their varied contributions. I will try to 
address many of the issues raised in the time I have available, because some of them were common. 
At the outset, let me say that the motivation to bring these reforms to the house was the release last year of the 
Electoral Distribution Commissioners’ report, which confirmed the loss of another regional seat with effect from 
the 2017 general election. Following the release of that report, the then Leader of the Parliamentary National 
Party suggested reforms were needed in Western Australia. At that time, a number of political players 
immediately said publicly that there was no case for reform. From that point, we initially set out to develop a bill 
to try to find some common ground and agreement to address some of the issues faced, particularly regional 
representation in Western Australia. 
In the debate, some members raised issues about consultation. It is correct that the construct of this bill has been 
designed and brought to this house entirely by members of the Parliamentary National Party. I hasten to add that 
a similar approach was taken in the introduction of the Constitution Amendment (Recognition of Aboriginal 
People) Bill 2015, introduced by the member for Kimberley—an important bill that similarly sought to amend 
the state’s Constitution—and the Asbestos Diseases Compensation Bill 2013, which was another important bill 
that I and many others in this place did not receive consultation on prior to its introduction. After the 
introduction of the bill, I wrote to a number of key people, including the Leader of the Parliamentary Liberal 
Party, Hon Colin Barnett; the Minister for Electoral Affairs, Hon Peter Collier; the Leader of the Parliamentary 
Labor Party, Hon Mark McGowan; the shadow Minister for Electoral Affairs, Hon Kate Doust; the Leader of the 
Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party, Hon Rick Mazza; and Greens members, Hon Robin Chapple and 
Hon Lynn MacLaren. As a result, I met and briefed members of the Greens on 6 April. In early July, I received 
a letter from the Premier on behalf of the Liberal Party indicating its support for the bill. Beyond that, there was 
no further acceptance of my offer to brief, consult or meet on this matter. 
The bill is pretty straightforward. I go so far as to say that it is probably one of the simplest bills this house has dealt 
with in the thirty-ninth Parliament. I draw members’ attention to the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 
2005, a very similar bill that is almost identical to this one, which passed through both houses under a Labor 
government. I note that it was introduced and passed in the Legislative Assembly and introduced in the Legislative 
Council on the same day in 2005. Rapid progress was made in that respect in 2005. I dare say the only thing that 
held it back was standing order 125 in the Legislative Council, which requires a bill to sit on the notice paper for 
a week. That bill ultimately passed this place on 18 May 2005 after its introduction in the Assembly on 4 May 
2005. Unfortunately, I have not been able to achieve such rapid progress with this bill, but it can be done. 
Questions were raised in the debate about why this bill was introduced in the Council and not the Assembly. 
I refer to the President’s ruling on a point of order by Hon Simon O’Brien in which the President asserted that it 
was our right to consider this issue. I further draw members’ attention to the One Vote One Value Bill 2005, 
which amended the composition of only the Legislative Council and not the Legislative Assembly, that was 
introduced into the Legislative Assembly. Another important point to note is that although private members’ 
business time is available in the Legislative Assembly, in effect, that is opposition business time and is unlike 
what we have in this place whereby private members can pursue progress on matters such as bills. 

Some members commented on the need for more regular consideration of matters, perhaps by a committee. 
I generally agree with those sentiments. In fact, I think it would be good to have some committee oversight of 
electoral matters in Western Australia. For example, a committee could report on the conduct of an election, 
whether a general or by-election, and on the efficacy of agencies such as the WA Electoral Commission. 
A committee could also consider submissions, particularly following elections, as parties often have concerns or 
complaints about the conduct of an election. A very similar process exists in the commonwealth. Perhaps the 
fortieth Parliament might like to consider something like that following the next state general election. However, 
I do not think it is something that needs to detain the passage of the bill before us today, particularly given the 
rather simplistic nature of its clauses. 

Hon Kate Doust spoke about the exodus of regional people interstate, overseas and back to the city. I correct the 
record in this respect: that statement is simply not supported by the facts. The latest status enrolment report 
published by the WA Electoral Commission on 30 June 2016 shows that in the 12 months prior to 30 June 2016, 
the Agricultural, Mining and Pastoral, and South West Regions experienced a gain of 8 633 voters. Clearly, we 
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are not seeing an exodus of voters from regional Western Australia. Perhaps the exodus that Hon Kate Doust 
described related to non-voters. Hon Kate Doust also mentioned the additional resources that members receive to 
allow them to serve geographically large constituencies. Yes, there are some. She specifically mentioned 
additional staff and offices. I want to put on the record that there are cases in which some members of the other 
place are entitled to a second office at the discretion of the Premier, but practice is something other. We get no 
additional staffing. If a member is entitled to a second office, they get no additional staff to man those offices. 
I remember that many members of this place made a very strong argument when the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet almost unilaterally decided to constrain our relief staff entitlements. One of the greatest issues raised 
during that debate was the occupational health and safety issues that arise from having a single staff member in 
an electorate office. That is an important point to consider in that context. 

I want to quote something to the house, which I will appropriately attribute. It reads — 

The time has come for this increase. At the inception of the Western Australian Parliament in 1890, 
when our population was less than 60 000 people, there were 30 members in the Legislative Assembly. 
That is more than one member for every 2 000 voters. In 1901, when the state had a population of 
approximately 188 566 people, the Forrest government set the number of members at 50. Our 
population has increased tenfold since this date. In 1965, when our state had a population of 
1.05 million—an increase of about 865 000 people—the Liberal–Country coalition government 
increased the number of members to 51. In 1975, when our state had a population of 1.15 million—an 
increase of about 100 000 people—the Liberal–National coalition government increased the number of 
members to 55. In 1981, when our state had a population of 1.3 million—an increase of about 
145 000 people—the Liberal–National coalition government increased the number of members to 57. 

The number of members in the Legislative Assembly has remained at 57 for over 20 years. In that time 
the population in Western Australia has increased by nearly 670 000 people, from 1.3 million to 
1.97 million. An increase from 57 to 59 members in the Legislative Assembly will enhance the electoral 
equality that the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 will bring. I commend the bill to the house. 

They were obviously the words in this place of Hon Sue Ellery, who was parliamentary secretary and had 
carriage of the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2005, which was related to the One Vote One Value 
Bill 2005. That bill’s sole purpose was to increase the size of the Assembly from 57 to 59 members. In the 
10 years since then, we have seen another 600 000 people call Western Australia home. The rationale of that 
debate was 20 years and an increase of 670 000 people. In 10 years, we have seen an increase of 600 000 people. 
By the time the next boundary redistribution occurs, we will potentially be pushing towards a very similar figure 
in a considerably smaller amount of time. 

I stress to members that this is not a regional issue in isolation. I have spoken at length about some of the 
geographical challenges that regional members face, but, equally, I have sympathy for metropolitan electorates 
that today are 46 per cent over quota—I included in my second reading speech that that is unacceptable. Nor is it 
acceptable that we should expect a single member to represent a district of some 817 000 square kilometres—an 
electorate equal in size to the state of New South Wales. I put to the house that based on the same proposition put 
in 2005, we have reached a point at which additional representation is required in the Parliament. Where the 
additional districts will be located will be a decision entirely of the electoral boundary commissioners in their 
2019 boundary report ahead of the 2021 general election. I note the comments made by the Leader of the House 
about what that landscape may look like in 2019 when the next meeting of the electoral boundary commissioners 
will occur but, really, anything is possible. It is quite possible that we could see two new metropolitan seats, as 
I think Hon Robin Chapple alluded to. If that is the result of this bill, it will still achieve the aims that I am 
seeking. Regional people living in very large electorates will not have the equality of representation that we can 
expect in a metropolitan context, but we do need to do something about addressing the significant increase in 
size of those electorates. I commend the bill to the house. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Before I put the question, I alert members to the fact that section 73 of the 
Constitution Act 1889 applies to this bill and, therefore, we require an absolute majority in order to pass the bill. 

Question put. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There being a dissentient voice, the house will divide. 

Division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the noes, with the following 
result — 
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 p5629b-5637a 
Hon Peter Collier; Deputy President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Kate Doust 

Ayes (21) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Brian Ellis Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Mark Lewis Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Nick Goiran Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Dave Grills Hon Rick Mazza  
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Col Holt Hon Michael Mischin  
 

Noes (8) 

Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Kate Doust Hon Adele Farina Hon Darren West 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Sue Ellery Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

 Hon Jim Chown Hon Sally Talbot 
 Hon Paul Brown Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 
Bill read a second time.  
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.19 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.19 pm]: The 
Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016 has just passed its second reading in this house. This bill has 
had quite an expeditious track through this place. This is a private member’s bill. There has been no consultation 
with the government on this bill—it has come from its coalition partner. The government has now moved on 
from the filibuster in which it had engaged before it could make up its mind on this bill, with speeches from 
Hon Peter Katsambanis and Hon Nick Goiran, who raised some interesting matters—I am not having a go at 
them about their speeches—and has decided that it will support this bill. 
This is not an insignificant bill. It is quite an important bill because it amends both the State Constitution and the 
Electoral Act 1907. I am not saying that we do not need to make changes to our Electoral Act. I hope that given 
a change of government, we will be in a position to look at potential changes to improve the electoral 
arrangements in this state. However, the government, in backing this bill, has shown that it believes it is more 
important to put two more members into the Legislative Assembly than to deal with its fiscal mismanagement of 
this state. The government has had to bring in a Loan Bill for more than $1.7 billion, because in 50 days it will 
run out of money to run the state, yet today it has passed a bill that will increase by two the number of members 
in our Parliament. The government is an absolute joke and it has fallen for the trick. The government is not 
worried about how it can improve the lives of members in our community with better education, better hospitals 
and more police. The government is not worried about how it can pay down the nearly $40 billion tax bill of this 
state. The government is more interested in getting more bums on seats in the Legislative Assembly. That is 
what the government has done today. It will be interesting to see whether this bill moves its way through the 
Parliament. This bill should have been sent to a committee so that it could be looked at properly, there could be 
broader consultation, and people could give advice on whether these changes are appropriate. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon KATE DOUST: None of those things has happened. That is why this is a joke. The government will have 
to wear the decision it has made today. The government has shown again that it does not have the right priorities. 
It does not have the best interests of the public at heart. The government is interested only in looking after itself. 
This bill is simply about the National Party trying to improve its lot and increase its power within this 
Parliament, rather than looking after the best interests of the community. Shame on them! This could have been 
done in a better way. National Party and the Liberal Party members are not interested in looking at how this state 
can be better managed. They are focused only on themselves. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 
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 p5629b-5637a 
Hon Peter Collier; Deputy President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Kate Doust 

Ayes (21) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Brian Ellis Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Mark Lewis Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Nick Goiran Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Dave Grills Hon Rick Mazza  
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Col Holt Hon Michael Mischin  

 

Noes (8) 

Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Kate Doust Hon Adele Farina Hon Darren West 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Sue Ellery Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Jim Chown Hon Sally Talbot 
 Hon Paul Brown Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Assembly. 
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