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CONSTITUTIONAL AND ELECTORAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT  
(ELECTORAL EQUALITY) BILL 2021 

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [5.03 pm]: To conclude, we now have a system that apparently 
is corrupt that was constructed by the now Premier and now Attorney General; Minister for Electoral Affairs. 
That is what we are dealing with. In addition, a report I mentioned and quoted from extensively yesterday handed 
down by the Standing Committee on Legislation unanimously argued against having a whole-of-state system 
for the Legislative Council. Membership of that committee included Hon Jon Ford from the Labor Party as chair; 
Hon Giz Watson, deputy chair; Hon Kate Doust, the former President; Hon George Cash; Hon Adele Farina, 
former Deputy President; Hon Peter Foss; and Hon Paddy Embry. Yesterday, I quoted numerous examples of 
correspondence in this report from members of the regions desperately asking the government not to go down to 
an all-of-state approach. I urge members to read this report and look at my comments from yesterday. Nothing 
has changed—it is now 2021 and we are at the point at which we are basically going to disenfranchise rural 
Western Australians. I will read from one letter that I received. It was sent to the Premier by the president of the 
Shire of Narrogin. All members will have received this letter because it went out to all members. The letter states — 

Dear Premier 
… 
Any electoral reform that reduces the voice of regional people is a concern for not just Narrogin — 

Several members interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Excuse me — 

and its electors, 
Hon Darren West interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Do you mind! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Steve Martin): Members, please. Order! The member has limited time remaining, 
thank you. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The letter continues — 

but also the electors of the wider district. Narrogin, as a sub-regional centre, services not just the 5,200 residents 
of this Shire, but also the immediate hinterland of over 11,000 people. 
These are people that rely on the Members of Parliament of metropolitan areas appreciating and recognising 
that one vote one value and equal representation between voting districts, based purely on population, 
would be totally inappropriate and indeed unjust. 
In a State as diverse, large and indeed in many instances remote, Governments need to consider the voices 
and issues of the minority, as well as the voters that have the largest voice (or power). Labor has, since 
inception, been founded and prided itself on representing the masses, the downtrodden, the common man 
(and woman). We in the country, need your help more than ever now. 

The letter goes on — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Do you mind! I have a minute left. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! Order, please. The member has very limited time remaining. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The letter concludes by saying — 

Premier, on behalf of the constituents of our municipality and representing its 5,200 inhabitants, we ask 
this question, will you allow your Labor MPs a conscious vote on this matter? 

I finish my contribution today, Acting President, by saying exactly that. The Labor Party has not given its members 
a conscience vote. The Labor Party going into the 2021 election did not ask its constituents whether they wanted 
an all-of-state franchise for the Legislative Council, to basically napalm rural representation. It did not give them 
that opportunity. The Labor Party needs to give its constituents an opportunity now to have their say. I say to the 
Labor members opposite, particularly those from the regions: this is your opportunity; do not be silenced. Stand 
up and have your say. Express how you overwhelmingly support your constituents’ disenfranchisement in the 
Legislative Council. Have the courage of your convictions. You voted on this legislation in the caucus room, you 
voted for it. I have not seen one Labor member stand at this stage. Now is your opportunity; have the courage of your 
convictions and stand up and say how you feel about this new electoral system. Put it to the people you represent 
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and give them the opportunity to have a say, because you did not give them that opportunity before the 2021 election. 
For those reasons, I totally oppose this bill.  
HON JAMES HAYWARD (South West) [5.07 pm]: I stand to voice my opposition to this bill as a soon-to-be-extinct 
member for regional Western Australia — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Are the Nats going to do that badly? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: We are not talking about the Nationals WA; we are talking about regional members. 
With the Constitutional and Electoral Legislation Amendment (Electoral Equality) Bill 2021, the Labor Party is 
out to wipe out specialist regional members. 
I draw members’ attention to an article published the day after the state election, on 14 March, in which the Premier 
Mark McGowan is quoted as saying Labor would run a centrist government. When questioned about his intentions, 
he said — 

“I don’t know what the outcome will be in the Upper House at this point in time, I think it is pretty 
speculative … 
“People have seen—with me and my government—that we are very centrist, we are very ‘middle of the 
road’, we are very progressive, we are caring, but we are responsible. 
“There is nothing to fear.” 

That is what the Premier was saying the day after the election. I do not know what happened between then and 
26 May, when the government announced it was going to wipe out regional representation. In fact, I was mocked 
in this house when I suggested that this was coming. I was told, “There’s no proposal before the Parliament. I want 
the member to acknowledge that there was no proposal.” Surprisingly enough, the crystal ball that I was looking 
into turned out to be correct.  
The real issue about this legislation and what I am really, really hoping to hear from members opposite in their 
contribution is for someone to articulate why this is good for the people who live in the bush. Tell me what the benefits 
will be for the people who live in members’ electorates. How will this proposed system enhance the opportunities 
and experiences of people who live in the bush? How will it give them a political system that will serve them better 
than the current system? Explain to me how Dave from Mt Marshall will be better off under this system. How will 
it help him? What about Melissa from Boyup Brook? How will someone from Boyup Brook benefit from this new 
system, or Gary from Jerramungup, or Nerida and her kids from Newman? What benefit will this change deliver 
to those people who live in regional Western Australia? 
The other thing I would like to know from members opposite is: What evil will this sort out? What is the problem 
that needs to be fixed so urgently that this was the most important piece of legislation for the forty-first Parliament? 
We know that it was the most important legislation because it was the first thing that the government did when it got 
back in. The government announced its specialist committee on electoral reform on the first or second day of sitting. 
Clearly, it was the most important thing for this government to do. I am looking forward to someone explaining to 
me what the government is trying to fix. We have heard outrage about the idea of malapportionment. Malapportionment 
is the problem, we are told. There are people who get to elect a member of Parliament with fewer votes than someone 
else and apparently that equals injustice. That is what we have heard so far. Let me give members a bit of an idea about 
what life is like in regional Western Australia. My electorate of the South West Region is 38 592 square kilometres. 
Hon Darren West: Luxury! 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I agree; it is luxury. I welcome the member’s interjection because his electorate, the 
Agricultural Region, is significantly larger than that; it is 288 922 square kilometres. The Mining and Pastoral Region 
is 2 205 281 square kilometres—two million square kilometres! 
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: How does that compare with the metropolitan electorates? The North Metropolitan 
Region is 536 square kilometres, the South Metropolitan Region is 799 square kilometres and the East Metropolitan 
Region is 3 681 square kilometres. That is what we are talking about. We are talking about the massive space across 
our state that members of Parliament need to service. That is what we are here for. It is not about us; it is about our 
constituents. That is why I cannot wait for members opposite to explain to me how this proposal benefits the people 
in their region. 
Hon Darren West: If you sit down, we will. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I can guarantee the member that I will not be sitting down for a while. 
Which legislation has failed? What has broken in the system that has caused the state to shudder, fault or not work 
so that it needs to be fixed? What has gone wrong? Why is this legislation so important? Talking about the idea of 
malapportionment, potentially, people are disadvantaged. Interestingly, at the last state election and other state 
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elections we have found that, largely, each of the regions is a microcosm of the larger electorates. The definition 
of “microcosm” is a community, place or situation regarded as encapsulating in miniature the characteristics of 
something much larger. An example of that is in the Mining and Pastoral Region where we saw a landslide towards 
the Labor Party, just as we did in the metropolitan area. I am wondering why there is a sense of great injustice when 
the reality is that the microcosms in each of the regions reflect how the major parties and the other parties do across 
the state. The issue is how this will affect people’s lives. What will be the change on the ground for the mums, dads, 
workers, pensioners and children who live in our state? What will change for them? I suggest to members that 
experience throughout history has shown that the political result in each of the regions largely reflects each other. 
Another thing we have heard is that Hon Wilson Tucker was elected with 98 first preference votes. The reality is that 
he reached a full quota. He was actually elected in fifth position, I am pretty sure, ahead of one of my parliamentary 
colleagues who would otherwise be here. Hon Wilson Tucker reached a full quota. How did he reach the full quota? 
He reached a full quota by a complex and complicated system of preferencing, which I think we would all agree 
should not exist within our Parliament. That is how he was elected. I have asked before: who could possibly get 
elected with so few first preference votes? The answer is Hon Jackie Jarvis, with 66 first preference votes. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: How about Hon Shelley Payne, with 36 first preference votes; Hon Sandra Carr, with 
37 first preference votes; and Hon Kyle McGinn, with 32 first preference votes? 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Steve Martin): Honourable members, please direct your comments through 
the chair. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I apologise, chair. Hon Kyle McGinn got 32 first preference votes; Hon Peter Foster, 
18; and Hon Rosie Sahanna, 23. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I do understand the system. It is a preference flow. I understand it. All I am saying is 
that whilst members opposite have claimed outrage over Hon Wilson Tucker being elected with a small number 
of first preference votes — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: His whole party got 98 votes. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Yes, that is correct. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: That is very different from tens of thousands. Your argument has flaws in it. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hansard is struggling to hear the debate. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: The government has made the issue around first preference votes. I understand what 
the Minister for Mental Health is saying about the party, and I do not disagree with him. I agree that the system needs 
to be changed in relation to preference whispering. All I am pointing out is that the outrage is a beat-up. 
I saw an article by ABC South West WA in the newspaper today that I could not help but share with members. The 
article says fludated—fluorided — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Spell it out for Hansard! 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I will give it to Hansard afterwards! 
The headline states — 

Fluoridated water rollout set for 2023 Bunbury, 55 years after Perth 
Bunbury is going to get fluoride in its water 55 years after Perth. Members like to mock, but the fact that the regions 
do not have the same basic — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: You’re the one who was mocking. You were mocking people over here. So if it is mocking, 
mocking is catching. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Some 55 years later, Bunbury still does not have fluoride in its water. We talk about the 
fact that regional Western Australia is disadvantaged because there are special circumstances, and people like to mock 
that, but the reality is that things that members take for granted here in Perth simply are not available in regional areas. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: With the greatest respect, honourable member, the Liberals and Nationals campaigned 
against fluoridation in Kununurra before the last election—not this recent election. Look after your own backyard. 
If your party is campaigning against it, it makes it hard for the government to deliver these things.  
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I have only 33 minutes left, honourable member; thank you. 
The problem with what is being proposed is that you guys are calculating electoral equality at the beginning of the 
equation and not at the end. Let me give members an example. I get that it is not the best example but it is an example 
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that I want to use because I think it communicates what I am trying to say. If the state government decided to give every 
family in Western Australia a litre of milk, what ultimately would be delivered is that people in Perth would get fresh 
milk, and people in the regions, depending on how far out they live, would get sour milk. That is the reality. Obviously, 
there needs to be some consideration about what special arrangements could be put in place for regional people. 
Hon Darren West: Aren’t the cows in the regions? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: They certainly are in the regions. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, please direct your comments through the chair. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: This is what I mean by making an evaluation about equality. A uniform approach 
might sound like it is equitable and fair but what will it actually deliver? What will it actually deliver to the people 
who we are here to serve—the people who elected us? Just because “uniform” sounds fair does not mean it will be 
fair and equitable. There are many examples within our society in which we see need and the government responds 
to needs that are not uniform. An example would be, with the greatest respect, some of the challenges that Indigenous 
communities face or children who, for whatever reason in their social setting, might not get breakfast. The state runs 
programs, rightly so, to help those young people because there is a need and the state responds appropriately. It is 
not a uniform approach but it is an important one that makes a difference in people’s lives. That is why we need to 
understand what these changes will do for people who live in the regions. 
The argument that regional electors have too much say is nonsense. We know that the regions have 16 seats and there 
are 43 metropolitan seats in the lower house. There is no way that the regions have their way in the lower house—
in fact, of the 16 seats, Mandurah and Dawesville are two. There is no way one could argue that the regions have too 
much say in the lower house. In the upper house, we currently have half and half—18 and 18. People might say that 
that is over-representation, but given that the role of the lower house is to form government and bring legislation, 
it cannot be argued that regional people are over-represented in the Parliament and have too much say. 
The other thing is that the upper house, as we know, has a different role from that of the lower house. One of the roles 
of the upper house is to check and make sure that legislation is fair and equitable for the people of Western Australia. 
How does a member do that if they do not live there? The reality is that people who live and work out in the bush 
have an understanding of issues that people who live in the city do not necessarily have. Regional members would 
attest to that. They know some of the challenges. 
Hon Klara Andric: Where exactly are we going? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: We will get to that, honourable member. 
There are significant challenges, as many members would know. I have written to some members about some 
challenges facing people in Fitzroy Crossing. Fitzroy Crossing is a place that has always had significant challenges. 
I do not dispute that. It will probably need support and work for some time. Who is going to go to Fitzroy Crossing 
after this legislation is passed? Western Australia is a pretty big space to get around. Why would a member for all 
of the state, who is based in the metropolitan area, go to Fitzroy? There are not enough people there to get enough 
votes to make any difference. Why would they go there? 
Hon Dan Caddy: That’s the way you think; it’s all about votes, not doing the right thing! That shows the mentality 
of your party, mate. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: It is not at all. In fact, what I am saying is “read the play”. You have to understand politics. 
Hon Rosie Sahanna: Do you know anything about Fitzroy Crossing at all? You’ve been there, what—once in your 
last trip recently? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I have been to Fitzroy Crossing many times and I would certainly be happy to meet 
and discuss it with the member. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, order, please. Please direct your comments through the chair. 
Hon Rosie Sahanna interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: I am sorry, honourable member—no. Hon James Hayward has the call. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Thank you, Mr Acting President. 
The reality is that it is about servicing people. The Leader of the House said just the other day, when we were 
talking about sending this bill to committee, that we are the experts in this room. We are the ones who have worked 
in political parties; we understand how they work. We understand preselection. We understand all those processes. 
The honourable member would well know that small constituencies are always traded off in that model. A central 
model will mean that places like Fitzroy Crossing, Jerramungup and Boyup Brook that do not have large populations 
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will have far less contact from their local members. If members do not believe that that is true, I would be very 
surprised. They might not say it is true, but I think deep down they know that that is exactly what will happen. 
Under this new system, there will not be enough people in the current Mining and Pastoral Region. I think there may 
just be enough people in the Mining and Pastoral Region to fill one seat. There will be enough people in the current 
Agricultural Region to fill two seats, and probably five seats in the now South West Region. That is if everybody 
in those communities voted for just a single member of Parliament. At the moment, six members look after the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, which is over two million square kilometres in size. That is a significant region to 
get around and it is a challenge. The honourable members sitting in this house who represent that area on both sides 
of the chamber will talk about the difficulties that they have getting around to the communities and about how 
massive the region is. That is a challenge for six people to do. How do we think one person will do it? Of course, 
not everybody will vote for the same flavour or the same party, so that means there will be not even one person, but 
half a person or a third of a person voted in from the current Mining and Pastoral Region. That is the amount of effort 
we will see. I understand that members will probably jump up and say, “We’re regional members of this party and 
we’re going to hang around!” I have no doubt that they will; I do not doubt their intentions in wanting to do that. 
However, if we press the fast-forward button and move two or three cycles along, ultimately, the candidates will 
be retracted to Perth and those regional voices will no longer be here. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Talking about New South Wales—thanks for bringing it up—I quote from Antony Green’s 
report — 

My experience with NSW is that exhausted preferences combined with a low quota results in the final 
seats being won by candidates that are well short of a quota. That will be a major problem if the whole 
WA Legislative Council is elected from a state-wide electorate. 
A state-wide electorate combined with a high rate of exhausted preferences under optional preferential 
voting could result in effective differential quotas being produced. Larger parties will elect all their members 
closer to the state-wide quota, while smaller parties slip in at the end of the count with a total vote well short 
of the quota.  

Hon Darren West: Antony Green supports this reform. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I am not sure that he does. I do not think that that is reflected in his report, but the 
member will certainly have an opportunity to stand up and talk about that later. 
Interestingly enough, in the 2015 New South Wales election, three members were elected. Remember, they have 
only half elections; we are proposing whole elections. In New South Wales three members were voted in with less 
than a quota. The smallest was the Animal Justice Party with 0.39 per cent followed by the Christian Democratic 
Party, with 0.64 per cent and the Shooters Fishers and Farmers Party with 0.86 per cent. 
The reality is that we do not know—we will not know until the system is running—what that will look like for 
37 members. It is running at about five to 10 per cent, but we do not know the numbers. I do not propose that I know 
the exact numbers, but the point I make is that there will be some parties and some members who will not get the 
same votes as others in the system. Basically, we are taking a system that is perhaps not perfect and replacing it with 
one that will perhaps not be perfect, and certainly will be imperfect in many ways, particularly for the sake of 
regional people. 
The reality is that the Premier and the Western Australian Labor Party care more about Tasmania than they do 
about regional WA. The Labor Party is using the argument about malapportionment and having equal votes, yet it 
is happy to benefit from a federal system that allows that to happen. Tasmania has 12 senators in the Senate. Under 
this argument it would be entitled to only one. Tasmania has 12 times the amount of voting power. There is nothing on 
the agenda, apparently. Nobody is concerned about the terrible circumstance that gives Tasmania 12 senators in our 
federal Parliament. I do not hear the Premier speaking about that. I do not hear anybody from the Western Australian 
Labor Party complaining about the fact that there is malapportionment in the federal system and that it needs to be 
fixed. We also benefit from that system because otherwise WA would be entitled to only, say, five senators. 
Hon Dan Caddy: What—based on New South Wales having one? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: There would be seven senators for Western Australia and New South Wales would 
be entitled 24 if the same approach was taken. 
Here is an interesting point—I certainly do not want to have a fight with the unions — 
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: That’s it! 
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I have always valued my contact with the unions, particularly in my role as a journalist. Unions have always 
been a terrific source of information and have helped me in many ways. But UnionsWA says that there are about 
150 000 union members in the state. Union members make up about 60 per cent of this house, which makes the 
union movement over-represented in this house. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: This is a centrist government. That is right. That is what I understand. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: There are three Nationals here. That makes you over-represented too; we are not complaining 
about that. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I am not sure how that works. 
Nobody seems to be worried about that. Nobody seems to be saying that eight per cent of the population has 
60 per cent of the say, potentially, in Western Australia’s upper house. Nobody is saying that. The reality is that if 
we were to argue about undue influence within the state Parliament, we certainly could not make it about regional 
Western Australia. That is the point. 
I want to talk about the ethics of this bill, particularly for regional members. The Premier said that electoral reform 
was not on the agenda. We heard that. Regional candidates communicated that message to the electorates that 
they were seeking to serve. I was on ABC South West with Hon Jackie Jarvis who told Stan and the listeners that 
Mark McGowan said electoral reform was not on the agenda and that basically there was nothing to worry about. 
She went on to say that she would not support a reduction in regional representation. Many members of the 
Labor Party—regional members—told their electorates that it was just a Liberal and Nationals smokescreen and they 
had nothing to worry about. That is one of the explanations that I heard in this house. We know that the Premier 
said that “enhanced regional representation” would remain. He definitely said that. He said it in Albany, the epicentre 
of where this all started. He said seven times that it was not on the agenda; he said that enhanced regional representation 
would remain. 
I think Hon Alannah MacTiernan said in this house that the Premier was talking about large district allowances in 
the lower house—that they would remain. If that is honestly the truth, how deceptive is the Premier? Is that honestly 
what he was talking about? He was asked by Dan Mercer on the ABC — 

If Labor is returned next Saturday will you pursue electoral reform in the Upper House? 
The Premier’s response was — 

… it’s not on our agenda enhanced regional representation will continue … 
Are government members telling me that when asked about upper house reform, the Premier of the day answered 
about enhanced regional representation in the lower house? Do they think that that is reasonable and fair for the 
community? I do not think that is right at all. It is deceptive behaviour. It is deceit. I do not believe that he meant that. 
I do not think he envisaged what is happening now would happen until, obviously, the final numbers were counted 
in the upper house. I think Hon John Quigley said on the steps of Parliament House that electoral reform has been 
a dream of the Western Australian Labor Party for 120 years. Obviously that dream, that desire to see that opportunity, 
was too good to be true, irrespective of the commitments that the Premier made to regional Western Australia 
before the election. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma said in his speech that a member for everywhere is a member for nowhere. That is absolutely 
spot-on. I know how hard regional members of the Labor Party work in their electorates. I have a tremendous 
amount of respect for the work that they all do and how difficult it is. Does Hon Darren West honestly believe that 
somebody in the future will be prepared to put in the work in the wheatbelt and the ag region that he has? It is not 
going to happen. 
Hon Dan Caddy: Will you take a genuine interjection? 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Fire away. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: It is the first you have made? 
Hon Dan Caddy: Hon Tjorn Sibma said when he made this point that if you make it all of WA, it’s too big and it’s 
harder to be an effective member. If you distil that down, it means we are not as effective as lower house members 
because all our regions are bigger, and they’re not effective as local council members. You’re effective depending 
on how hard you work, member; it is nothing to do with the size of the electorate. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: That is purely not right. There are some simple basics. It is easier to get around 
a 500 square kilometre electorate to meet people and do the bits and pieces than a member who has two million square 
kilometres to get around. It is significantly more difficult. I do not accept that. The other thing is that we are more 
accountable to our communities now than we will be in a whole-of-state electorate. If nobody sees us in the 
whole-of-state of electorate, who will know? If they do not see Hon Darren West in the ag region, they will not 
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know. They will miss him. They see him now because he gets in his car, gets out there and does the hard work. I know 
other members do that as well. Who is going to do that? The reality is it will not be done. The honourable member 
sitting beside me still does not have an office. We have been here for six months. The reality is that he is still waiting 
for an office in Kalgoorlie. Would that be acceptable in the Perth metropolitan area? Not a chance. These are the 
sorts of challenges that people face in the regions. 
There are 21 members of the Labor Party who represent regional Western Australia. Not one of those members 
has stood up publicly and said that they have any concerns with this legislation, yet this legislation is absolutely going 
to take away the opportunities and aspirations of regional people right across the state, because they will not have 
the services that they have today. There is just silence. I do not get that. Each of those members was elected. Their 
first job is to represent the people who live in their space. I get that Hon Dan Caddy wants to interject here. He is 
a metropolitan politician. 
Hon Dan Caddy: I tell you what, I’ve spent time in Fitzroy Crossing! 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: As have I. Then the member will understand that there are challenges. 

In closing, I, too, challenge those regional members to think about what it is that they are agreeing to and ask 
themselves into the future: is this really going to best serve the people who live in my communities? The answer 
is that it is not. It is not going to serve those people well. It will mean a retraction back to the city. There will be more 
metropolitan thinking, more metropolitan WA making all the decisions for regional Western Australia, and it will 
mean that people who live in those communities will be worse off. 

I honestly, with everything in me, reach out to regional members and ask them to please rethink supporting this 
legislation for the sake of the people who live in their communities. 

HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [5.41 pm]: I must say how slow the other side are to get on their 
feet. They have plenty to say in interjections about what we are saying about this bill; however, as yet, we have 
not heard a single regional member get up and defend this unconscionable and cynical piece of legislation. 

Hon Dan Caddy: Best contribution for the last hour! 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am glad Hon Dan Caddy agrees, because he is going to get some more coming his way 
right now. We are going to read from that other place that cannot be named. Mr Don Punch. This is what he said. 

Hon Dan Caddy: We’ve heard this already! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Steve Martin): Members! Order, please. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: You have not heard this one before, because it is the gift that keeps on giving from the 
Labor Party. He said — 

There is … little to compel upper house members to give special consideration to their districts in 
decision-making. In fact, most members tend to prioritise their own party issues. 

Then he went on to bag out the Liberal Party. You know what? That is a sad reflection on the members opposite 
in this place, because it is certainly not a value or consideration that I have on my own duty to this place and my 
own duty to the people of the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Hon Stephen Dawson had quite a bit to say in the last session by way of interjection. He is a decent person, I must say. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Thank you.  

Hon NEIL THOMSON: He is a decent person, and I enjoyed standing with him at the polling station in Broome. 
We had some very good conversations. I know that he knows a lot of people I know up in that part of the world, 
and I know that he genuinely attempts to deliver for his community and his region. I am certain that he does not agree 
with what his colleague has said in the lower house. I am certain he does not. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I didn’t hear him say it, but I look forward to seeing the evidence. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: The minister can go to Hansard. I can read it to him again if he just wants a recollection — 

There is … little to compel upper house members to give special consideration to their districts in 
decision-making. 

When the member ran for preselection in the Willagee state by-election, I am certain that he was thinking of bigger 
things, such as getting into Parliament. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: That was after I ran for the Mining and Pastoral Region. You haven’t done your research 
properly! 
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: Not according to Wikipedia! The minister had better get his officers to fix that up, because 
it says that he unsuccessfully contested the preselection at the Willagee state by-election. It is true to say that he did 
run number six on the ticket for the Mining and Pastoral Region, so I see that he had a long-term interest in that region 
and then obviously thought that there was another pathway into the Parliament. Good on him, and I am not decrying 
the point that he wanted to have his voice heard in one of these houses. 

Hon Dan Caddy: Why did you run, member? 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: I will get to that, honourable member. In 2013, he was elected to represent the people 
of the Mining and Pastoral Region. I know, because Hon Stephen Dawson confided in me, and I am sure he does 
not mind me sharing this—I will not spill the beans on anything that he shared — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Anything I said to you wasn’t in confidence, so don’t say I confided. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: I do not think it is something he would be concerned about. It was an issue around being, 
at the time, the single member for the Mining and Pastoral Region for the Labor Party. I am currently—I will share 
this honour—the single member for the Liberal Party for the Mining and Pastoral Region. It is actually a tough 
gig. I understand that there is a bit of understanding across this place about how tough it is in the job of opposition, 
but the important thing is those people in our district who come to us when they are not being heard by their local 
members. Again, I do not want to criticise excessively the local Labor members for those seats in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region, because they are all, again, very decent people. The member for Kimberley, Divina D’Anna, is 
very sincere and is doing a good job in attempting to represent her region, but there are some massive challenges 
in that region. Who do people come to to get their voices heard when they are not being heard by the government? 
We see this point by the honourable—not the honourable; he is not an honourable—Mr Don Punch. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Is he Hon Don Punch? My apologies. It says in Hansard “Mr D.T. Punch”. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Because he is a minister, he is given the honorific. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Of course. Thank you for the correction. What I might do is get a glass of water, if someone 
can, please. That would be excellent. 
Hon Dan Caddy: I’ll get it! 
Hon Martin Aldridge: What are they doing to it? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: We see that comment about there being very little to compel upper house members to 
give special consideration to their districts. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Make him take a sip first! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you. 
Hon Dan Caddy: It is an honour, member! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: See—we can work together! We are actually a bit of team in this place, and I think we 
get on better than we probably make out in the Parliament at times. 
The important thing is that counterpoint. It is having that person to call when members have to take the party line 
as laid out. In fact, most members tend to prioritise their own party issues, because it is very hard for a member in 
the other place to criticise the government if things are not working properly, but it is very easy for somebody in 
the opposition, because that is our job. 
We had a presentation on the previous report, which was done by a bipartisan committee that looked at the structure 
of this place and understood the importance of the voices that need to be heard on the other side. There are 27 local 
governments across the 2.2 million square kilometres of my electorate, and I confess that I have not yet been to all 
of them; I am still getting around, and I have been a member since May. When I talk to constituents, they say, 
“Who do we talk to to raise issues of concerns when they are not being heard?” Of course, I give them my card and 
say, “Ring me and I’ll ask a question in Parliament. Email me and I’ll stand up and make a member’s statement, 
or I’ll go behind the chair and talk to the minister and ask them if they can resolve the issue.” That is why the structure 
has been established in this way—so that there is a counterpoint to provide balance in our electoral system. 
I think it is a very good system. Is it perfect? I do not know. I spoke about this yesterday in debate on the motion 
to refer the legislation to the Standing Committee on Legislation. We saw the example of my home country, 
New Zealand, where the process took 10 years from a royal commission to the first election in which mixed member 
proportional representation was introduced. There was detailed consultation, and the community was brought 
along with the process, but this government just wants to ram the Constitutional and Electoral Legislation Amendment 
(Electoral Equality) Bill 2021 through Parliament. As I said, I will be proud to be here when a “Constitutional and 
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Electoral Reform (Electoral Equity) Bill” is brought before the Parliament. The idea of replacing the word “equality” 
with “equity” is fundamental to our democratic system. I make the prediction that eventually there will be a bill 
with that title brought before this place, and I will very much endorse it. 
This is a very cynical exercise that highlights the way in which the smart people in the Attorney General’s office were 
able to come up with the plan to have 37 representatives in this chamber. Hon Martin Aldridge pointed out that 
the idea of having an odd number of members does not actually play out in reality. I think Tasmania is the only 
jurisdiction that has an odd number; what a ridiculous idea. I have a theory about the cynical reason for that idea. 
Apparently, the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform did not have that in its terms of reference, and 
it did not make that recommendation. It was cooked up in the office of the Attorney General or the Premier to 
try to make this legislation more binding so that we cannot go backwards. Let us look at section 73(2)(d) of the 
Constitution Act, which states — 

expressly or impliedly provides for a reduction in the numbers of the members of the Legislative Council 
or of the Legislative Assembly … 

Section 73(2)(g) states — 
the Bill has also prior to such presentation been approved by the electors in accordance with this section, 

A future government that wants to restore the current arrangements after this legislation has been passed will have 
to go to a referendum. This is the game that has been played. We can increase the number, no problem; just throw in 
another member, because that will make it mathematically difficult to go backwards. That is the cynical approach 
of this government. It received the committee’s report and said, “Let’s go with the statewide idea, but how can 
we stop it going backwards? Six times six is 36; how can we stop it? Let’s make it 37. Then all they can do is say 
seven times six.” 
Hon Dan Caddy: You know the regions haven’t always had the same number. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: We know that, but it is a very important point that we will not be able to unwind this 
legislation to a regional equivalency; we will have to have one seat with seven and the others with six, so it would 
not be possible. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am just making the point about how cynical this government is. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Steve Martin): Order, members! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: We heard yesterday that the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform did not 
even travel to the regions. It did not even go and ask people. I know Hon Stephen Dawson has spent many hours 
out in the regions, whether around a tree in a remote community or in a town hall meeting in a regional town. He 
has travelled far and wide. His pathway into this place was through representing the regions, and I will also continue 
to do that for the next three and a half years I have in this place because I was elected by the people of my region 
to represent their views in this place. But we can see that that is going to change. The Ministerial Expert Committee 
on Electoral Reform did not even bother to go and talk to people in the regions or canvass these ideas in detail 
across our vast state. 
I want to take members on a bit of a walk through the regions. 
Hon Dan Caddy: A Wander Out Yonder! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: A Wander Out Yonder! Yes, because I think it is important, for the record, to highlight 
some of the specific issues that the regions face. We know that the regions are the economic powerhouse of the state, 
and I could talk about that at length, but I will not because that is a positive thing from the point of view of the whole 
state; there are some enormous numbers that we do not need to go into. I want to talk about the specific issues facing 
the resident communities, and some of them are very serious issues. The committee took a very mathematical 
approach to this, and I was shocked when I read its report. I actually did a search for the word “Aboriginal” and it 
came up, I think, five times. It came up three times in the annexures in the context of why the current system 
should not be changed, but not a single reason was given as to why it should be changed. I think that is appalling, 
and it was absolutely remiss of that committee to not even consider or justify that. The word “Aboriginal” popped 
up only twice more. 
In the Kimberley, 50 per cent of the population is Aboriginal. Hon Rosie Sahanna is someone who is from that 
country, and I respect that. She is someone who was born and bred there, and she understands, but members of those 
communities probably have more in common with people in the Northern Territory than they do with people in Perth. 
If the Kimberley were part of the Northern Territory, that region would have at least three, possibly four, members 
of Parliament. The Premier throws out his quasi-secessionist concepts; I will not be surprised if, in a few years’ time, 
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a bunch of Kimberley people say, “We’re getting such a raw deal from the Parliament of Perth, we actually should 
be part of the Northern Territory because we’d be a lot better off. We’d at least have understanding and some 
representation.” The Kimberley is a very different place from Perth. People need to live there to understand it and 
properly represent it. It is the most linguistically and culturally diverse place in Western Australia. It is almost 
500 000 square kilometres if we include all the electorate, such as the area south of Balgo, which has been added 
to the Kimberley electorate to get the numbers up. The Kimberley has very specific issues, which I will continue to 
prosecute and on which I will challenge the government. I can see members with a frown on their face. If they do 
not agree with me, that is a disgrace. The Kimberley has very specific issues. 
We have seen the challenges with some of the crime, sexual assault and family assault data. We have also seen 
the issues of stealing motor vehicles and problems with juvenile crime. I am not trivialising this. It is important 
to speak about these issues because we have to find solutions so that we do not lose a generation to hopelessness, 
failure and loss. Where is the Perth newspaper headline of police being hunted? We saw that headline relating to 
the Kimberley the other day. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: They got into a scuff. The police had to shoot somebody this week in Gosnells, for God’s 
sake, to protect themselves. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The member is talking about a city of virtually two million people. The rates of disadvantage 
in the Kimberley far exceed those in Perth. If we “proportionalise” that—let us look at motor vehicle theft data—
it would be equivalent to 27 000 cars being stolen in Perth every year. That is the “proportionalisation” of that 
number when we look at it from the point of view of the population. We need to do something. There is a crisis in 
that community. Nurses are leaving communities such as Wyndham because of fear. This is a common occurrence. 
Members opposite might say that none of this is a problem but they are sitting safely in Perth. Perhaps members 
feel that way and maybe they are right. Perhaps these people are wrong. Perhaps the people in the bush are wrong. 
But I will listen to the people of the bush before I listen to the people of Perth. Unlike Hon Don Punch, I will give 
great consideration to the people of my region during my discussions in the party room or in this place. It would not 
matter whether or not I was a member of the government; I would do that because I always put the people of my 
region first. I am accountable to those people because they elected me. 
I refer to the issue of untimely or premature deaths. Something in the order of 72 per cent of people who die in the 
Pilbara die prematurely. They do not die because of old age. I cannot recall the exact number across the state, but 
it is something like 40 per cent. These are important things. Suicide is one of the top three leading causes of death 
in the shires of Ashburton, Broome, Coolgardie, Derby–West Kimberley, Exmouth, Halls Creek, Karratha, Laverton, 
Leonora, Ngaanyatjarraku, Port Hedland and Wyndham–East Kimberley. These are serious regional issues. I am 
not saying that honourable members on the other side of the house are not thinking about this or trying to do something 
about it. I am imploring members to recognise that special representation is needed for people in the regions. They 
need additional representation because of their special issues. The situation in the regions is much more dynamic, 
diverse and difficult, and members need to get around to talk to people to bring these issues to the fore. As they 
say, the best disinfectant is sunlight and the only way these things can be dealt with is to bring them to the surface 
and present them in this place so that they can be dealt with and so that something close to equality can be brought 
about. That is the essence of equity. When there is disadvantage, we need to bring about over time something that 
is close to equality. I believe that we share that endeavour. I believe that we are all on the same page with that. 
When we dig down to our deepest consciousness and deepest morality, every single member of this place has the 
same view. I do not criticise people for their deepest consciousness and morality because we all come from different 
backgrounds. We come from different sides of the aisle but we all believe in the same thing—that there should be 
equality. But not through a mathematical figment of the imagination of someone who is based at Curtin University 
who sat down and did a half-assed—sorry, excuse me. They did a half-baked—apologies. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon SANDRA CARR: Point of order! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I will retract that word. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Thank you, honourable member. I will give Hon Neil Thomson an opportunity to retract. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I retract that term. It just came out of my mouth. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: There was a half-baked report without a decent time frame, which is what this issue needs. 
They sit in their ivory academia towers thinking that they have done something worthwhile on this matter, but they 
have not—and nor have the Attorney General and the Premier. We can look at the ranking of some of these problems. 
In Ashburton, coronary heart disease is the number one killer. Land transport accidents are the second highest killer 
in the shire of Ashburton—who would have thought? 
Hon Peter Foster: There’s over 1 000 kilometres of road! 
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: I know. Hon Peter Foster, I agree with you. I am on your side. I have spoken to the 
honourable member about joining us on this side of the house at any stage. He is welcome to join the Liberal Party 
in order to speak up. In fact, at the Pilbara Regiment, Hon Peter Foster was announced as representing the opposition 
more than once by the Governor so I figure that that is a good reason for him to join us. It was announced by the 
Governor, so it is official—he is a member of the opposition. Come and join us, Hon Peter Foster, because you are 
on our side; you are concerned about these issues. 
I refer to the two-year delay on Manuwarra Red Dog Highway. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Do not reflect badly on the Governor. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: My apologies again. Acting President, do I need to say something about the Governor? 
Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I will keep that in mind. Thank you, honourable member, for your guidance. Hon Stephen 
Dawson guided me as we stood together at the polling booth—we are in this together because we want the best 
for our state. We want to see equality by the virtue of equity in this place leading to a position in which we have 
equality across this great state for all its residents. 
We know that geographical separation is a massive issue. The boundaries of geographic separation are definitely 
closing in—roads are getting better and air services are improving—but some massive issues are getting worse. 
I refer to the fly-in fly-out mentality. 
Hon Dan Caddy: Do you need some more water? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am very touched by the honourable member’s consideration. Thank you. 
The FIFO issue was no more obviously demonstrated than in today’s question time with the question that related 
to the FIFO dog called Hank. The great region of our state, which is the size of a moderately-sized European country, 
does not have a single resident police dog. Not that long ago, Hank was the talk of the town in Broome—PD Hank 
had done this and that and he appeared on Facebook.  Then, without any consideration of the community’s view, the 
dog was returned to Perth. At that time, I was very much of the view that it is fantastic to have the soft touch of 
a dog and the sharp teeth of the law, and that is why we engage young people. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: What’s that got to do with the bill? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am making a point here if the member just listens. Someone based in Perth, probably, 
made the decision that we did not need the police dog anymore. It was not a priority in the budget. Off he went 
back to Perth. But members know what happened a couple of weeks later. The government had to fly the dog there 
to hunt down and bring in the person who had done a runner—he is still on the run from Broome Regional Prison. 
The services have already been wound back, but because I am here, I am raising this issue. What if I were not 
representing the four electorates? Would it all just be brushed under the carpet to disappear? FIFO is a scourge. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Has Hon Rosie Sahanna raised the issue of Hank? I will ask the member this: does she 
think we should have a FIFO dog servicing — 
Hon Rosie Sahanna: Are you really worried about a dog? There are other issues to be worried about in the Kimberley. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am worried about FIFO services. That is just an example. Let us take FIFO child 
support services. 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: The member should be directing his comments to you, surely. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon James Hayward): Hon Neil Thomson, you probably have only a few minutes 
before you will be interrupted, so if you would like to keep your comments directed to the chair, that would be 
most helpful. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Comedy hour is almost over! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am not sure the issue of suicide being a top three leading cause of death for about nine or 
10 of the local governments in my region is comedy hour, member. I think it is a very serious matter, because unless 
people speak up and talk about it, we will not deal with it. 
I am not going to go through every single one of them. We get limited time in this place as members of the opposition, 
but I invite members opposite, especially members of cabinet, to speak with me. If they are willing to engage me 
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in discussion, I am happy to talk behind the chair about what might be the best solution. I do not always go out and 
make a big song and dance about issues. I get calls from the media and I say that it is not appropriate for me to 
make a comment. I say that they best go talk to the traditional owners or the local people about the issue. I am not 
always out there trying to make a point, because I want to see change in my region. I want to see things improved 
in my region. This place is not simply a house of review. The job of this place is not simply to review legislation. 
It is to get out and talk to people and be that counterpoint to those elected members, particularly in the government, 
who might find it challenging to speak up about these matters. The government just wants to suppress everything. 
It wants a good news story for its next Facebook post and to say, “How great are we going at the moment?” We see 
some of the Dorothy Dixers that are asked in the other place. Thankfully, in this place we do not have that culture. 
We spend most of our time talking about issues that are important. I am keeping an eye on what is going on. 
I am prepared to continue and would like to talk about another piece. Recently, we had the budget estimates hearings. 
I do not know how many on the government side sat through all those budget estimates hearings, but again it was 
an incredible process that allowed me to raise issues relating to not only my portfolio responsibilities of planning, 
lands and heritage, but also my region. 
Hon Dan Caddy: Planning was not called to estimates. What are you talking about? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Yes, but let us say the portfolio issues, particularly in relation to transport. 
Hon Dan Caddy: Your shadow portfolio was not called. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: If the member opposite, who keeps interjecting on me, would care to look at Hansard and 
see the issues I raised, particularly in the transport portfolio—yes, on a technicality they were not related directly 
to planning, but definitely were a result of the planning process—he would see that I made a very meaningful 
contribution. I did as much as possible in this place in the time frame that we had. 
The important point is that, in addition, sprinkled throughout the hearings—it was probably about 50–50—I asked 
questions relating to my region. I have also looked at my questions in Parliament since coming to this place and it 
has been about 50 per cent, so I have been able to ask many questions related to my region in addition to questions 
about my shadow portfolios. I know that a statewide process will go through, but it is important to make the point 
that it will be up to the parties to make sure that members will represent the regions. It will absolutely be up to the 
Labor and Liberal Parties to do that. I call on the Labor Party to ensure that it has people allocated to the Mining and 
Pastoral Region when it goes through its big predetermined list from the union movement or whoever makes those 
decisions. Apparently, 16 people get to make that decision. 

Hon Dan Caddy: That was you I was talking about. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: There were more than 16 people who made the decision, and they were regionally based, 
by the way. That is why I am here. 

Hon Dan Caddy: Sixteen people, 18 votes. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: The decisions were made based on regional people who travelled to the place. But anyhow, 
I should not be distracted by the honourable member next to me who just keeps talking about this matter. The point 
is that it will be up to the parties to make sure that regional representatives are present in the regions to take on 
these issues. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Do you know what I reckon will happen, member, that will give you a bit of space? 
I reckon Hon Nick Goiran will jump over to the Christian Lobby party and be the leader of that. That will leave 
a bit of space for you. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am not going to take that interjection. Acting President, the important thing is that by 
having people on the ground and travelling around our region, we can speak up for the 27 local governments in my 
region. I will give members another example—the Shire of Dundas. I travelled by road from Hyden to the Shire of 
Dundas the other day. I must say that this is a common and recurring theme that I hear when I am in the regions. 
When I was with the people there, a comment was made that they do not often see politicians. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Perhaps they could be a bit nicer and maybe they would. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: We can see that there is a lack of real consideration. All the Minister for Regional 
Development can do is make some sort of negative comment about that group. It has suffered seriously from 
a decline in population. It is looking forward to the Pantoro Ltd project, which will, hopefully, be coming online 
in 2022. A number of issues have come up for the region, particularly around the environmental protection of the 
Great Western Woodlands. That is a big concern for the people of that community. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: They want it protected, or not? 
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: They absolutely want it protected. They are also worried about road safety issues. This is 
a constant thing. It does not matter which shire; I can pick any one of the 27 local governments in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region. It is important that I do the job and get about, and that I call on the four Labor members of the 
Mining and Pastoral Region to join me and get out and talk to people right across the region, and make sure that they 
are actively travelling throughout the region. I know it is quite handy at the moment because Labor has three lower 
house members and four upper house members in the region, so it can spread the love around pretty comfortably. 
However, by having this one Liberal in the region, I am able to hold members to account and say, “Are you doing 
your job?”  I will hold the minister to account. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members. I invite the member to make his comments through the chair and not across 
the chamber. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you, President. It is good to see the President in the chair, by the way. 

The PRESIDENT: I am very pleased to be here, just for you, honourable member. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: It is an unruly lot here today. 

The PRESIDENT: Not helped by you, honourable member; please continue. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: My case today — 

Hon Colin de Grussa: Is rested. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: It absolutely is rested—I rest my case. 

A government member interjected. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you, member. 
Members, especially those who share the Mining and Pastoral Region, please join with me when the division comes 
on this bill and stand for those people in the Mining and Pastoral Region who voted for you. Please do not support 
this bill. Do not be like Mr Don Punch. Go against his statement, which I will reiterate — 

There is very little to compel upper house members to give special consideration to their districts in 
decision-making. 

This one time members can say, “Member of the Legislative Assembly, you are wrong. I will give full consideration 
for the districts that I represent. I will consider the disadvantage that my region suffers because of its geographical 
isolation. I will consider the disadvantage my region suffers because of the unique challenges that every family 
in our region face. And I will consider the diversity of our regions, from the Kimberley, which is more like the 
Northern Territory, down to the goldfields and across to Kalbarri.” Members, come and stand with me and vote 
against this bill so that it can go back to the drawing board for reconsideration. Thank you. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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