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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY MEMBERS, ADDITIONAL STAFF 
Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [2.01 pm]:  I move without 
notice - 

That this house requests the Leader of the House to seek from the Premier an explanation of the reasons 
surrounding the government’s decision to provide additional electorate-research staff to members of the 
Legislative Assembly but not to members of the Legislative Council. 

I know that the Leader of the House is out on very important parliamentary business, but I am sure he is listening 
to this debate and can respond in due course.  I raise this matter, not in any aggressive way, but to request the 
government to explain the reason that the decision was made to provide additional staff to one lot of members of 
Parliament and not to another lot.   

On Tuesday, 13 September, I asked a question of the Premier, via the Leader of the House, and part of the 
question was as follows - 

Why was the decision made to provide this additional assistance to Legislative Assembly members 
only?   

Regrettably, the answer did not provide an explanation.  I am disappointed because I am very keen to know the 
government’s rationale for this decision.  It may well be that there is an explanation that I and members of this 
house will find acceptable, in which case we will say that, “Now we know the reasons, we will not argue the 
case any more.”  This motion seeks to have an explanation provided to the members of the Legislative Council 
for that decision.  I was a little concerned in the context of the minister’s answer to my question on Tuesday 
when he said - 

Additional assistance was provided to Legislative Assembly members to enable them to provide better 
service to their electorates.  There is no intention at this stage to extend this provision to members of the 
Legislative Council.  

I quite improperly interjected and said it was a pathetic answer and the Leader of the House responded by saying 
it could have been shorter.  I interpreted that to mean that the answer was not meant to be yes; it could have been 
no.  Members who heard that assume that the government’s position is no, but for the time being it will not say 
no; it will say that at this stage there is no intention to do it.  If the government is adamant that the answer is no, 
we as members of Parliament are entitled to know the reasons.   

I have given a lot of thought to this matter since the decision was made and I have tried to hypothesise in my 
mind why the government would say that Legislative Council members do not need the same staffing levels as 
Legislative Assembly members.  I do not believe for one minute that the Premier thinks we do not do as much 
work as the members of the Legislative Assembly.  Indeed, there is an old union slogan which says “equal pay 
for equal work”.  The fact is that members of the Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly are paid equal 
salaries and the conclusion one draws from that is that we are doing equal work.  Putting that to one side, we 
could say it has nothing to do with who does the most or least amount of work.  It may be that we do different 
work, and that may be the explanation.  I know some members of the Legislative Council do significantly more 
electorate work than others.  I know that some members of the Legislative Council do significantly more 
research on bills and other issues than others.  It depends on how one decides to do his or her work as a member 
of the Legislative Council.  Indeed, our role is quite different from the role of members of the Legislative 
Assembly.  There is a far greater onus on us to research legislation and other issues that are raised in this house 
than there is on Legislative Assembly members.  We need to be better prepared to debate legislation than do 
members of the Legislative Assembly.  Others would argue that members of the Legislative Assembly see many 
more constituents; however, I know Legislative Council members have vast numbers of constituency inquiries 
and their electorates are vastly bigger and take in a wider range of communities and particular interests.  

I do not think the Premier would have said when making this decision that, firstly, we do not do as much work 
or, secondly, because our role is different from that of members of the Assembly we do not need any assistance.  
The answer to the question I asked on Tuesday implies that, because Assembly members see lots of constituents, 
they need additional support.  That may be the case with some Legislative Council members, but not all.  I will 
put a very good argument that I have sought to mount before; that is, that members of the Legislative Council 
could use additional research assistance, if not assistance in their electorate offices.  To suggest that somehow or 
other the needs of the two houses are different because their roles are different does not stack up in my humble 
judgment.  It may be the Premier’s view.   
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The reason for this motion is to try to find out what the Premier’s view is.  I have asked questions about how 
much support the various parties get from the public purse for their electorate offices and re-election prospects.  I 
asked a question as recently as yesterday to which members may have seen the answer.  If we take electorate 
officers and look at the number of staff provided to the Leader of the Opposition’s office, the National Party’s 
office and the ministerial offices for term-of-government employees - people who are employed because they 
have a political reason for being employed - we find the government has 218 employees.  I have included 130 
term-of-government full-time equivalents in ministerial offices.  Fundamentally, 218 people are working for the 
government’s re-election.  The Liberal Party has something like 13 in the LOOP office - I hate using the term 
“LOOP” because it sounds loopy, but it is the Leader of the Opposition’s office.  It used to be loopy when Tom 
Stephens was in my office, but that was a different time.  In total, the number of staff allocated to the Liberal 
Party is 71; the government, 218; the National Party, 16; the Greens 2.8; and the Independents, four, which is 
even more because they are in the other house.  On the basis of that allocation of staff, the government is doing 
quite well.  I raise this in this context: when the decision was made to give additional staff to Assembly 
members, the difference between how many staff are provided to the opposition and the government increased.  
The net result of the extra staff allocation to the Assembly members is that another 19 staff members can be 
employed by government members.  The Liberal Party is getting an extra 10, the National Party an extra three, 
the Independents an extra 1.2 and the Greens none.  The Greens miss out every time because they are in the 
wrong place.  There was a time when I would have said that I was happy for the Greens (WA) to go somewhere 
else.  There are occasions on which I think that, but this is not one of them.  The bottom line is that the 
government has a significant advantage over other parties in the Parliament because of its decision to allocate 
extra staff.  The advantage already existed and has been increased quite significantly.  I raise that matter, as it is 
important that members of Parliament understand where they stand in the overall scheme of things and how 
much taxpayers’ money is provided to them to do their job.  Whether they are elected down the track depends on 
how well they do their job. 
I discovered something yesterday that I did not know before; that is, the Premier, the Deputy Premier and the 
Leader of the Opposition all get an extra electorate office staff member.  Before the increase, they each had 2.4 
full-time equivalent staff members in their electorate offices.  Now with the increase they will all have three 
each.  That means that the Premier, who also has the services of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and 
the Premier’s office, has three people working in his electorate office, which is about as big as this chamber; 
while a member of the Mining and Pastoral Region, Hon Vincent Catania, who represents between 70 and 80 per 
cent of Western Australia, has 1.4 staff members.  Somehow or other that is fair!  I am very anxious to hear the 
explanation on why the scenario has been created in which a member with an electorate of that size gets 1.4 staff 
members and the Premier and Deputy Premier, both of whom have quite small city electorates, have three staff 
members.  It does not seem to me to be fair.  However, as I said before, there may be a logical, legitimate 
explanation for this.  All I am asking for in this motion today is that that explanation be provided to us, as we are 
entitled to know. 

Yesterday, I asked why some electorates in the Assembly that are of a certain size or above have been given two 
electorate offices - as opposed to officers.  All those electorates combined - I think there are six - are smaller 
than my electorate. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Yes, but you don’t have an office in your electorate. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That does not make any difference.  I can assure the minister that if I had two 
offices, one of them would be in my electorate; but, I have one in Perth because it suits my circumstances.  I do 
not want to argue that issue with the minister because that has nothing to do with the issue I am raising.  Other 
members who represent the Mining and Pastoral Region would like to have two electorate offices.  In fact, if 
there were fairness in all of this, they should have about six offices.  However, I am not trying to argue that 
issue.  What I want from the Leader of the House, who is still outside the chamber on parliamentary business, is 
an explanation from the Premier through him on why the government has made this decision. 

I hope that government members can support this motion, and I will tell them quickly why I think they should.  
The motion does not ask them to attack the government’s decision.  It does not ask them to vote against the 
government’s decision.  It does not ask them to take sides on this matter at all.  All it asks is for them to agree to 
seek from the Premier an explanation on the background to this decision. 

I have some strong views about this matter.  I believe that equity is important in the business that we are in.  As I 
said to someone the other day, if a Liberal government came to office and gave an extra staff member to all the 
Liberal members of Parliament and none to the Labor Party members, there would be an absolute uproar because 
that would be discriminatory on the basis of party politics.  The government has done that on the basis of the 
house to which members are elected.  I cannot understand the logic behind it, and I am trying desperately to find 
that logic.  As I said, I asked the Premier yesterday, through the Leader of the House, for that explanation; 
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regrettably it did not come.  Therefore, I have taken the opportunity today of drafting this motion as a result of 
that answer.  I would like to know the rationale behind the government’s decision, and that is why it would be a 
useful exercise for this house collectively if all members were to support the motion.  We could then rely on the 
Premier providing to the Leader of the House the explanation that we are all keen to hear.  It may be that 
government members already know the explanation, which is fair enough if they do.  We have our own 
discussions privately in our party rooms, so it may be that government members already know.  However, even 
if that is the case, it does not mean that the rest of the house should not know.  We are all entitled to an 
explanation for this decision.  I have not moved the motion to force the government to do something.  I am not 
seeking to criticise the government; I have moved the motion asking for an explanation.  On that basis I hope 
that all members of the house can support this motion and that, as a result of the house agreeing to a very benign 
motion of this nature, the Premier will answer the question I asked the other day and give us the explanation to 
which we are entitled.  It may be that we will be satisfied with the explanation and, if that be the case, I will sit 
down and shut up. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.16 pm]:  The Greens (WA) support this motion.  We welcome 
it and believe that it is well framed.  As Hon Norman Moore said, it seems to be a motion that all members could 
support because it seeks only an explanation.  Clearly, the Greens, as the statistics kindly provided by Hon 
Norman Moore indicate, are at the bottom of the pecking order in the allocation of resources.  That is particularly 
challenging when we are required to debate and make decisions on legislation.  When the announcement was 
made that members of the Legislative Assembly would receive additional electorate staff as well as, in some 
cases, additional offices, it was one of the few times that I have felt very strongly that an injustice had occurred.  
We do not disagree with the provision of additional offices for larger electorates; indeed, it is something that we 
pursued on behalf of all members in the debate on the one vote, one value legislation.  However, it was 
particularly galling that no adequate explanation was given at the time the decision was announced.  It has been 
suggested to me that Legislative Assembly members need to do more research.  I find that a little hard to believe.  
All members of the Legislative Council, I hope, take an interest in every bill that comes through this place and 
are just as entitled to be given the capacity to properly research that legislation.  Indeed, we are the house of 
review.  The Commission on Government commented on the need for that research capacity, and recommended 
that every member of Parliament, whether that member be in the Assembly or the Council, have a full-time 
researcher.  I believe that is a pretty minimal request.  We are in an interesting situation in which most members 
of the community do not understand what work we do in Parliament.  A lot of work needs to be done to ensure 
people appreciate how seriously we take our roles and how much we put into understanding legislation, as well 
as other research that might not necessarily relate to the government’s legislative program.  When I talk to 
people and say that we have only one person to look after our office - our electorate officer - and a two-day-a-
week researcher, they are quite amazed that we can operate with such minimal resourcing.  It is not acceptable to 
argue that we do not need that research capacity.  The allocation given to members of the Legislative Assembly 
is not specifically for research; it was just an additional electorate officer capacity - it could have been for 
research or electorate work.  I do not have a problem with it being defined that way, but the same argument 
should hold true for Legislative Council members. 

One of the other issues that I raised when the announcement was made was that we run the real danger of 
creating two classes of members of Parliament and that Legislative Council members will be seen as second-
class MPs.  It is almost inevitable that suspicions will arise that the government is running another agenda to 
undermine the Legislative Council and make it a less significant component in the parliamentary process.  That 
is a serious problem for the democratic processes of this state.  It is really important that members of the 
Legislative Council stand up and say that they do valuable work.  Some of us do a lot of electorate work - I do 
not know about other members - but I understand that it is quite variable.  Some of our members receive a lot of 
constituent inquiries and that might be because the Greens (WA) do not have members in the Legislative 
Assembly.  We certainly deal with a lot of constituent inquiries in our offices, on top of responding to the 
government’s legislative agenda and any private members’ bills that we might choose to pursue ourselves.  The 
constituent work is not only very demanding but also important.  If we are to provide a service to the community 
that is really in demand, we need the capacity to deal with those queries as they arise.  In my office I could easily 
employ three or four people full time just to deal with the constituent issues. 

Another question to be answered, which I have raised before in this debate when dealing with resourcing, is who 
makes the decision about how resources are allocated.  This motion is obviously addressed to the Premier asking 
him to provide an explanation, because we all know that the Premier makes these decisions, which leaves the 
whole process open to criticism of political bias.  The government of the day can choose to adjust the resource 
allocation.  In this case the majority of the benefit has gone to the Labor Party because it has the majority of 
members in the Legislative Assembly.  The flip side of that coin is that the Premier of the day can also choose to 
stand on the hose to punish minor parties or Independents or members of the Legislative Council by choking off 
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the resources.  That can also extend to broader operations of the house.  As I understand it, Western Australia is 
the only state or territory that does not have dedicated research staff in the library, which is also problematic, to 
say the least.  I was shocked to learn that Western Australia has the only parliamentary library that does not 
specifically provide a research capacity.  That is really important, not in relation to this motion, because it does 
not go to the question of how that decision was made - it certainly seeks an explanation for the reasons 
surrounding the government’s decision - but the fact that the Premier is the decision maker is part of the 
problem.  The Greens have always argued that we need an independent assessment of the research needs of 
members of Parliament, whether that is done by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal or some other appropriate 
independent body, because the role of parliamentarians has changed dramatically and is continuing to change.  
We are expected to make good decisions based on evidence.  If we cannot do the research to get the evidence, it 
is very difficult to make informed decisions.  We are often asked to make decisions about matters that are very 
complex in a very dynamic environment.  We are not like legislators of 30 years ago, or even 15 or 20 years ago.  
The legislative issues that we are required to make informed decisions about are exceedingly difficult, and 
environmental management is one that comes to mind.  We are tackling problems on behalf of the community 
that have not been contemplated previously.  If we cannot access good, up-to-date information, which in this 
information-rich world is changing all the time, how can we possibly make good decisions?  That connects with 
the fact that we do not have the research capacity within our own staff allocation and because the library also 
does not have research facilities.  We are heavily constrained about how well we can do our job. 
On behalf of the Greens, I wholeheartedly support this motion.  It is beholden on the Premier to provide a 
detailed explanation about how this decision was reached.  It is my hunch that not a lot of research and evidence 
was used to reach this decision. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [2.27 pm]:  Hon 
Kim Chance is absent on parliamentary business this afternoon and he has asked me to respond on his behalf.  I 
assure the house that the information conveyed to me in this place will be passed on to the Leader of the House 
and from there to the Premier. 
This is not a new issue.  This issue about resourcing has been on the public record for the best part of three 
months.  The honourable member opposite obviously feels very deeply about this matter, and he is certainly 
within his rights because he has raised it on a number of occasions.  Like the honourable member, I do not want 
to get into a heated debate about this matter.  We will not oppose this motion.  As the honourable member has 
pointed out, the motion is quite benign, because it asks the house to request the Leader of the House to seek from 
the Premier an explanation. 
The measures took effect from 1 July this year.  They were an attempt to recognise that lower house members 
probably have a greater interface with the community than upper house members.  I accept the argument that it 
depends on the member and also on the circumstances.  For example, Hon Adele Farina looks after a fairly big 
area.  Many constituents present to her, seeking her expertise etc.  Of course, given her legal training, I do not 
doubt that on the odd occasion there are requests for legal assistance.  The intent of the measures is to ensure that 
members of Parliament have well-resourced electorate offices.  The question is: what are well-resourced 
electorate offices?  Once upon a time there were no electorate offices.  If we look at the history of resources for 
members of Parliament, be they Legislative Assembly members or Legislative Council members, we find that 
there have been significant improvements in the resources of the offices of members of Parliament.  In fact, the 
first time that a government agreed to provide funding for the establishment of an electorate office for each 
member of Parliament was in 1974.  That is about 30 years ago.  Prior to that time, members were provided with 
shared accommodation and secretarial support services within the Parliament itself.  Was the Leader of the 
Opposition here then?   

Hon Norman Moore:  I know.  I was one of them!   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That says it all!   

Hon Norman Moore:  And we had manual typewriters!   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Does the Leader of the Opposition ever feel that he might have outstayed his 
welcome and might like a sea change?  It is quite clear that he has not heard of sea changes.  A sea change might 
be nice for him.  I had not realised that the Leader of the Opposition has been a member of the Parliament for so 
long.  He remembers those days clearly.  He will agree that they were probably pretty tough days in some ways 
for members of Parliament.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  They did not have to put up with you, though, did they?   
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is not very kind, Hon Simon O’Brien.  I am sure that the Leader of the 
Opposition remembers that time and recognises how difficult it was to service an electorate in those days 
compared with the situation today.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It has improved dramatically over time; there is no argument about that.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes.  In 1974 each electorate office was provided with one electorate officer 
and limited office resources, such as typewriters and telephones.  There is no doubt that we are light years ahead 
in the way in which we service our electorates because of the technological advancements that have been made 
and our access to modern technology.  It is very different from the way it used to be.  In 1983 the government 
agreed to provide funding for an additional electorate officer for each of the offices of the Premier, the Deputy 
Premier and the Leader of the Opposition.  That has been in place for some time, so I cannot believe that the 
Leader of the Opposition had no idea -  

Hon Norman Moore:  I didn’t realise that the additional staff would be on top of that.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Okay; that is not a problem.  In the same year, the government agreed to a 
proposal to allow electorate officers to undertake job sharing by performing duties on a part-time basis to give 
more flexibility etc.  Over time, the government has increased the amount of office space available for electorate 
offices, and has provided extra office equipment to meet the changes in technology - computer systems, 
photocopiers and faxes.  In 1997 the then government agreed to provide members with an additional 0.4 of a 
resource as a part-time officer to undertake research to assist members in the performance of their electorate and 
parliamentary duties, so that 1.4 became the standard measure for all electorate offices, be they Legislative 
Assembly or Legislative Council electorate offices.  However, in June 2005 the government announced that all 
members of Parliament would be provided with funding for the provision of relief for research officers - that was 
a bit of an impediment until that time - when leave of absence from their position for any period of time was 
approved, and for the installation of a standard hands-free mobile telephone set.  It also announced an increase in 
the staffing ratio for Legislative Assembly members from 1.4 full-time equivalents to 2 FTEs.  A major part of 
this decision was the view that there was a greater demand on the time of Legislative Assembly members in 
direct interface with constituents.  I am not saying that that is a view I share; I am just saying that that might be 
the perception.  I am sure that the Greens (WA) will agree that when they had five members in this place, they 
found it easier to go about the day-to-day business of Parliament.  It was probably also easier to go about the 
day-to-day business of effective representation, because there were more members with whom to share the 
workload and the constituency load.  There is no doubt that when the number of -  

Hon Giz Watson:  Our constituency load has not changed.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The members have their own electorates, but certainly their workload for the 
different portfolios is directly affected by the number of resources available to them.  The full cost of the 
initiatives is in the order of $3.173 million recurrent and $755 000 capital.  It is the view of some members, and 
certainly of Hon Norman Moore, that these measures should have been extended to Legislative Council 
members.  Clearly they were not.  Obviously costs were considered in this matter.  Other matters may well have 
been considered.  It surprises me that Hon Norman Moore has continued to ask questions of the Leader of the 
House about these matters and, through him, of the Premier.  The Leader of the Opposition has received a 
number of responses to his questions.  He has been very persistent because he does not like the responses he got.   

Hon Norman Moore:  With respect, I asked a question yesterday and he did not answer the question I asked.  I 
just asked for an explanation, which I did not get.  If you read yesterday’s question and the answer, you will see 
that.  That is why I have moved the motion today.  It is not just on my behalf; it is on behalf of your colleagues, 
who also share my views.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Like Hon Norman Moore, I do not want to get into a barney over this issue.  
The government will not oppose the motion.  We could go around in circles for a long time on this matter.  On 
the instruction of the Leader of the House, the government will not oppose the motion.   

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [2.28 pm]:  I will give my observations of the role of a 
Legislative Council member.  I am sure that all members have experienced the same thing.  The most difficult 
part is explaining to people the difference between a Legislative Assembly member and a Legislative Council 
member.  I will use the Agricultural Region as an example.  There are seven lower house members and five 
upper house members for that region.  The point is that the people in that electorate do not appreciate that upper 
house members must traverse seven lower house electorates, not just one.  They expect to see members on a 
regular basis.  It is impossible.  The part of the job that upper house members find most difficult is travelling vast 
distances to get from A to B.  It is nothing to expect a member to travel for three hours to get to a local council 
function in a town and then travel three hours back again all for a meeting that lasts for one or two hours.  We 
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have the advantage that if we need to go to Esperance or Geraldton, we can take a commercial flight, in this case 
with Skywest.  However, it takes us away from our office.  Our staff already have a large number of 
responsibilities.  The 0.4 FTE for a research officer is not enough to assist us with research.  I would love to be 
able to go back to my office tomorrow.  However, tomorrow I will be in Northam.  On Saturday I will be in 
Moora.  On Sunday I will be in Geraldton.  Those are times that I could spend doing my own research, but it is 
not physically possible.  If I wanted to spend that time doing my own research, I would have to say to the people 
in my electorate that I cannot see them because it is not convenient for me.   

We are expected to scrutinise and improve legislation.  That is the role of members of this upper house.  That is 
also the role of members of the federal Senate.  Half their time is spent in the Parliament, and the other half is 
spent sitting on committees and scrutinising legislation.  We try to do that in this place.  However, times have 
changed.  Last year 84 bills passed through this house.  The equivalent of another 50-odd bills was contained in 
supplementary notice papers.  We are talking about 2 500 pages of supplementary notice papers.  That 
information comes from a report from the Clerks that was given to us, which I really appreciate.  Last year more 
than 60 per cent of the amendments on the supplementary notice paper were government amendments.  This 
happened even under the former government.  We are finding it difficult to attract parliamentary counsel.  
Unfortunately, the amendments on the supplementary notice papers are coming through thick and fast.  We have 
a responsibility to make sure we scrutinise and, if necessary, correct, legislation, because often in the hurly-burly 
of the Legislative Assembly I do not think legislation is scrutinised as closely as it should be.  That is just the 
nature of the beast.  However, in this house we have a responsibility to scrutinise legislation.  I came into this 
place in 1993.  Some excellent work has been done during that time by members on both sides of the house to 
scrutinise legislation and pick up some of the anomalies early in the piece, so that we can produce legislation that 
meets the intent and philosophy behind the bill and does not have any unintended consequences.  I would love to 
have an extra 0.6 FTE to assist me and hopefully make me a better member -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is not possible! 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  A much better member!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I reckon you are about as good as you can get! 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  If the minister would like a pair this afternoon I will certainly give her one!  

Hon Graham Giffard:  Then you can go home and do some research!  

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The member can do some research.  I will sit up until midnight and try to do my 
own.  These are the consequences of not having 0.6 FTE to do our research.  I am not saying that due to greed or 
anything else.  I would love to have a full-time person to do my research only.  I might then be able to contribute 
more to some of the legislation that goes through this house.  Currently I am finding that a physical 
impossibility.  I hope some of these factors will be taken into consideration when people are looking at the 
resources for members and for members’ offices.  

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [2.44 pm]:  As a new member of Parliament, I am well placed to 
make some comments on this motion.  When I was standing for a seat in the Parliament, I actually found myself 
running around the electorate, travelling thousands of kilometres in a car and wearing out my shoes.  Now that I 
have won a seat in the Parliament, I find that I am still running around to attend to matters in my electorate and 
to attend to the extraordinary amount of work that is coming our way in this house.  I suspect that even if we had 
a full row of Greens members in this Parliament, we would still be busy.  At the moment we have only two 
Greens members. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Conversely, if there were no Greens, you could all relax and not bother with us! 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  If there were no Greens, members might be able to relax, but we would still be 
causing members vexation somewhere else in the world!   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I find that hard to believe! 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  There are a lot of things the minister would find hard to believe.   

I want to give members a sense of what it means to be a new member in this house and to be responsible for 
reviewing legislation in the context of representing a very large area of the state.  I have some envy for some of 
the lower house members who have such small electorates that they can walk from one end of the electorate to 
the other; they do not need to run.  I have the great pleasure of representing the South West Region of the state, 
which provides most of state’s water and timber resources.  The region has 125 000 voters.  It runs from just 
south of Rockingham through to Albany, and takes in Mandurah, Bunbury, Busselton and Manjimup.  It is 
spread over an enormous area and presents some highly complex issues at the electorate level, let alone the 
complex legislative issues that we need to deal with in this place.  We are given only 0.4 FTE to help us do that 
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work.  Not only that, our staff are bound to the office, because they are not allocated any resources to travel.  
They are not allocated any resources to give them longer legs so that they can better service the electorate. 
Hon Vincent Catania:  Or shoes. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We issue them with running shoes, but that does not help a lot!  This is a serious 
matter for those members of this place who are new members - there are quite a few of us - because we are 
confronted with complex legislation, complex decisions to make, and complex processes.  I am fully aware of 
that complexity, because I have embarrassed myself a few times in this house. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I would not say that! 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I have, actually.  I have embarrassed myself a few times by falling over the 
process.  I am not making any apologies for that.  I am happy to embarrass myself by falling over the process.  
However, we are required to deal with a complex process, complex issues and large and complex regions.  I 
cannot see the logic in arguing that some members of the lower house have more complex issues to deal with, 
more interface with people in their electorate, and more inquiries.  People are still coming into my electorate 
office for matters that are really personal - not regional matters or matters to do with legislation, but personal 
matters such as a lack of justice.  Other people, not just from my small town of Denmark, or the neighbouring 
towns of Albany or Walpole, but from all over the region, are ringing my office because they have managed to 
track us down.  
Each member of this house represents to a large extent many more individual people, voters, families and 
households than does each member of the lower house.  That is the reality.  I will talk about the separation of 
roles and the decision of the Premier a little more.  When this announcement was made, I put out a press release 
that the Greens (WA) would work to rule.  When the Premier, with the Labor Party and the cast of thousands, 
was in Forrest Place defending workers’ rights to good pay and conditions, he was shafting the very hardworking 
members of this house.  He was not living up to the ethos that there should be a fair day’s pay for a fair day’s 
work.  We served notice saying that we would go on strike. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Are you still on strike? 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  No, the minister would have noticed that I have been here working extremely 
hard. 
Hon Graham Giffard:  Let us know when you are on strike. 
Hon Giz Watson:  You will know. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  If we go on strike, the whole game will play out quite differently for government 
members.  We might even go outside shortly!   
Let me deal with how this decision came to be made in the Premier’s office and why there was no separation in 
the decision making on the allocation of resources.  On behalf of the Greens, I made a submission to the Salaries 
and Allowances Tribunal.  I will be careful here.  I come from out there and the world of activists, where people 
are paid for real work.  All of a sudden I feel a little overfed.  I have an allowance for 100 days of 
accommodation and travel in my electorate, and 80 days in Perth, and my staff get none.  If we want to extend 
the capacity of our offices, we should not be talking about more staff but giving the staff legs so that they can 
extend their servicing of the role of the member into the electorate.  Having said that, I do not want to give up 
100 days of travel in my electorate.  As a matter of fact, I have not used any.  Do members know why?  I have 
been too busy to go into the electorate.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Where do you do it all? 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Let me tell the minister, because she should know this.  She can see me in room 
G1 any time she likes.  I do have an electorate office in Denmark. 

Hon Barry House:  You people who live in Claremont would not understand it. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Cottesloe. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I will be explaining this in a minute for those who can understand it.  My 
electorate office in Denmark is a temporary office containing a number of cardboard boxes and gaffer tape on 
the floor so that people do not trip over wires.  Can members give a show of hands to show who has not got a 
fully fledged electorate office?   

Hon Ken Travers:  I will put up a hand for Shelley.  She has not got one.   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Poor old Hon Shelley Archer.   

Several members interjected. 
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Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  How could it happen?  I asked if I could be given an airconditioner, climate 
control and a bit of technology, and they stumbled over that, but that is not what we are talking about here.  We 
are talking about the rationale for the decision.  Members are welcome to visit my office.  My staff and I do not 
have a kitchen or anything like that, but members are welcome to sit with us out the back on a couple of boxes.  
That is what my staff are putting up with.  I spend most of my time in my office of room G1 in this building 
because I do not have a city electorate office.  I am happy to use the services of Parliament House, which is 
where I am based more than half the time.  I am not complaining about it, because I believe it is an extraordinary 
privilege to be in the role of dealing with law and legislation that is coming through the Parliament, which the 
other place is so kindly generating in great masses for us to deal with.  Although it is an honour to be able to do 
it, we need to do it effectively.  We need to be able to represent complex regions and regional people with 
complex lives, not just the cafe-strip people, although we do have cafes where I come from.   
Hon Ken Travers:  Barry House has a very nice cafe right next door to his office.  I was there at the weekend.  
Hon Barry House:  It makes the best coffee in the south west. 
Hon Ken Travers:  It is very nice coffee. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I have stopped.   
The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Cross interjections should not occur.  Hon Paul Llewellyn is addressing the motion 
before the house. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  The motion is that we should request the Premier to give us a detailed explanation 
of the rationale for and reasoning behind the decision to allocate more resources to members in the lower house 
than in the upper house.  I believe, to be perfectly frank, that he will be very hard pressed to come up with a 
convincing set of arguments. 
Question put and passed. 
 


