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ELECTORAL REFORM, THREATS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT AUTHORITIES 
Motion 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [5.40 pm]:  I move - 

That this House condemns the Gallop Labor Government for threatening and misleading local 
government authorities and the people of Western Australia over its proposed electoral reforms. 

We have debated in this Chamber, and no doubt we will debate again, the nature of the electoral reform Bills that 
were put through this Parliament by the Gallop Labor Government and by the Minister for Electoral Affairs in 
particular.  I do not wish to talk about those Bills in particular - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Members, there is too much conversation going on.  I am having trouble 
hearing the Leader of the Opposition.   

Mr BARNETT:  As we know, the net effect of the electoral changes proposed by the Labor Party will, for this 
House of government with 57 members, be that 42 members will represent Perth and 15 members will represent 
the rest of the State.  Country people recognised the implication of that and increasingly city people are 
recognising that we will have a Parliament in Western Australia that is totally city focused.  In a State with a 
geographic area the size of Europe, with great diversity, which stretches 2 500 kilometres from north to south 
and about 1 800 kilometres from east to west and which covers several climatic zones with clearly defined 
regions, it is important, particularly in a state and regional context, that this Parliament properly represents all its 
aspects; that is, its people, its industries, its environmental concerns and its issues.  

Mr Hyde interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Perth! 

Mr BARNETT:  If we are to have a Parliament that is totally focused on central city issues, future members will 
be sitting in here debating whether the pathways in Leederville have cracks.  Instead, members should be talking 
about the important issues in this State such as the development of infrastructure through regional areas, water 
supplies, pipelines, industrial development, security of our coastline and marine environments and the position of 
indigenous people.  All those issues will be put to one side because this Parliament and its elected representatives 
will be focused on their constituents who will be overwhelmingly city based.   

We recognise that there is an issue of balance.  However, the proposal put by the Labor Party effectively makes 
this a Parliament for metropolitan Perth and immediate surrounding areas and denies an effective and fair voice 
for country people and the regional areas of the State.  As a city member, I believe this proposal makes this 
Parliament unrepresentative of Western Australia.  Members may argue in favour of one vote, one value, and 
that is fair enough, as far as it goes.  However, it is the only criterion as to how we might have an effective 
Parliament.  Of all the Parliaments in Australia, this Parliament needs to properly represent the length, breadth, 
diversity and size of this State, which this legislation will not do.  However, that argument has taken place before 
and will no doubt take place again.   

The second aspect of this legislation that was a concern was the way in which it was passed through this 
Parliament.  Under the entrenchment principles, the Government was required to have an absolute majority to 
pass this legislation through both Houses.  It had an absolute majority in this House, but it did not have an 
absolute majority in the other House.  Therefore, this Government, rather than recognise those constitutional 
arrangements and safeguards, sought to repeal the whole legislation and replace it with a new piece of 
legislation.  That is the sort of conduct that most people, including children in playgrounds, would essentially 
regard as dishonest.  It was an attempt and a contrivance to circumvent the constitutional arrangements of this 
State.  There is no other word to describe it; it was sneaky, tricky and dishonest.  I will probably get ruled out of 
order for this, but I have said that that sort of behaviour is what the kids of this State would regard as cheating; 
that is the word that people understand.  That sort of behaviour is unacceptable conduct on the part of this 
Government.  Those were the issues and the consequences of Labor’s electoral changes and the way in which the 
Government sought to circumvent proper constitutional arrangements to get its way in a sneaky, underhand and 
dishonest manner.   

We now find ourselves in a situation that goes one step further.  It concerns the relationship between the Labor 
Government and the Premier, in particular, who once again is not in this Chamber.  It concerns the Premier’s 
relationship with and his attitude to local government.  That is the critical issue.  Today we are focusing on the 
role of local government in this issue.  In the Labor Party’s local government policy paper prior to the election, a 
number of commitments - 

Mr Hyde:  Who is your spokesperson? 
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Mr BARNETT:  I am the spokesman.  I am the Leader of the Party and I am speaking.  Is the member happy?  
The point I am making is that some members - like the member for Perth - will not give a damn about the 
welfare of the people in the rest of the State. 

The Labor Party’s policy on local government reads - 

A rebuilding of a practical, coherent relationship between governments at State and local levels depends 
on whether local government concerns and problems are seriously considered by the State government 
. . .  

The reality is that this Gallop Labor Government has ignored the interests of regional Western Australia and it 
has taken an intimidatory and threatening approach to local government in this State.  We can discuss, as we 
have in a variety of debates in this Parliament, the so-called regional development fund, which was plundered 
before it even began.  Members should travel around to local government areas, as I have done.  For the interest 
of members, I have visited about 60 local government districts in regional areas in the past eight months.  Time 
after time I have heard stories of how funding has been cut for road development projects, salinity programs, the 
development of new towns, underground power projects, improvements to street scapes and deep sewerage 
systems, and the list goes on and on.  Local government funding is being cut.  The regional development fund is 
a fraud and has delivered little or nothing.  It is largely made up of money that has been siphoned off and 
rearranged in different areas.  The symbol for local government authorities in regional and rural Western 
Australia of the way they are being treated by this Labor Government is the one vote, one value Bill.  They see 
that as important, because it takes away their representation; it takes eight members out of country areas and puts 
them into city areas.  Country people see that as reduced representation, which clearly it is, and what they seek is 
fair and proper representation for regional and rural Western Australia.  When I travel to those local authorities, 
invariably it is the first or second issue raised with me by local authorities.  They see it as an indication of the 
way the Government and the city are turning their backs on country people and rural and regional Western 
Australia.  The electoral reform Bill is their symbol and it is something that people in the country understand 
clearly. 

As a result of this issue, the Country Alliance was formed, and I compliment the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition, the Leader of the National Party and other members who played a role in establishing that alliance.  
The Country Alliance consists of the Liberal Party, the National Party, One Nation, the National Farmers 
Federation, the Pastoralists and Graziers Association and the central south regional council.  The Country 
Alliance sought government funding so that it could properly argue its case.  Members should bear in mind that, 
because of the way in which the Labor Government passed this legislation through the upper House, the Clerk of 
the Legislative Council was doubtful as to the propriety of what the Labor Government had done, so he referred 
the matter to the Supreme Court.  On several occasions in the Supreme Court, Justice McKechnie made the point 
that not only the yes case - the case in favour of the legislation - needed to be argued, but also the no case should 
be presented.  Therefore, not only was doubt raised over the validity of the passage of this legislation by the 
Liberal and National Parties and the One Nation members of Parliament, but also the issue was clearly thought to 
be significant by the Clerk of the Legislative Council.  He referred it to the Supreme Court for guidance.  The 
judge made it very clear that, for the Supreme Court to consider the issue properly - not the merits of one vote, 
one value but the validity of the method the Labor Party used to get the legislation through the Parliament - an 
argument would need to be made for the yes and the no cases.  Given that and the fact that public funds were 
being used by the Attorney General to argue the yes case, the Country Alliance sought public funds to argue the 
no case.  That was fair enough.  The Government refused to provide funding so that both cases of this legal and 
constitutional issue could be argued properly.  We were not seeking funds to argue against the principle of one 
vote, one value; we can do that ourselves.  We sought funding to ensure that the legal and constitutional issues 
were properly argued, presented and contested so that the Supreme Court could make a proper decision.  That is 
a basic principle. 

Having failed to obtain public funding, the Country Alliance sought to raise money elsewhere.  It turned to 
donors and sought contributions from its own membership, business organisations and farm groups.  It also 
approached local government authorities for their support.  What is wrong with that?   

This is a demonstration of what the Labor Government is doing to country Western Australia.  Not one minister 
is in the Chamber listening to this debate.  Not one minister regards it as significant.  

Mr Hyde:  That is a comment on your ability.   

Mr BARNETT:  It is a matter of public record that not one minister takes the issue of country representation 
seriously.  They have no respect - 

Mr Hyde:  I am respecting you; I am listening.   
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Mr BARNETT:  I have no respect for the member for Perth.   

What did the Premier say?  How did the Premier react?  Like most newly-elected Premiers, Dr Gallop said that 
he would govern for all Western Australians.  It is a cliche that all politicians use when they win elections.  What 
did the Premier do when local government authorities were asked whether they would help to cover legal costs 
of $150 000 or more?  The West Australian reported the Premier’s reaction in an article published on 8 February 
as follows - 

I say to local governments, if you are going to waste your money on political purposes like this, then we 
are going to have to reconsider our grants programs . . .  

What an arrogant response!  The Premier clearly threatened local government authorities.  That was a clear 
threat and an attempt to financially intimidate those authorities.  That came from the highest office holder in 
Western Australia - the Premier.  It reflects poorly on the office of Premier and on him as an individual.  He was 
wrong.  The West Australian labelled the Premier’s behaviour as crude.  The 9 March editorial states - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  The member should look at the Newspoll ratings.  I will send him a copy.  We are seven points 
in front.   

Mr Kucera:  You’re not.   

Mr BARNETT:  My approval rating is 38 per cent.  Gallop’s was 40 per cent before the election.  I am happy 
with that after one year, mate!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  The editorial stated -  

He was out of line in making such threats.  He not only adopted a bullying stance but also proposed 
political interference in the proper relationship between the State and local authorities.   

That sums it up well.  He was a bully and he was threatening.  He lost the proper respect and relationship that 
should exist between the State Government and local government authorities.  How does his behaviour as 
Premier contrast with the Labor Party’s policy?  It talked about building a practical relationship.  Nice words, but 
that goal did not last one year after the election.   

So far, 30 local government authorities have contributed to this cause.  We all know that country councils are 
short of money.  They have low rate bases, limited funding and expensive programs.  Clearly they have difficulty 
running their townships and regions.  Despite that, 30 councils have contributed to the Country Alliance fund.  
Many country businesses and individuals, including shire councillors, have also contributed.  Members opposite 
should note that.   

The Minister for Housing and Works, Local Government and Regional Development in the upper House - God 
bless his soul -  

Mr Hyde:  He is not dead! 

Mr BARNETT:  The minister has written to all local government authorities using his ministerial letterhead.  As 
a minister for eight years, I wrote and signed thousands of letters, but I would never have written or signed a 
letter like this.  I would never have used my position as a minister of the Crown to write a blatant piece of 
political correspondence.  I may well have written political correspondence as the Leader of the Liberal Party or 
even as a local member, but I would never have used my ministerial position to exert political influence on a 
local government authority.   

Mr Kucera:  We should investigate that.   

Mr BARNETT:  The minister should read the thousands of letters I wrote or signed.  He will not find a letter like 
this bearing my signature.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr BARNETT:  The minister will not find that either.  He can go through every piece of correspondence I wrote 
as a minister over eight years - it will take about two weeks.   

Hon Tom Stephens’ letter states - 
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I am writing to you concerning an approach that several Councils have received from the Liberal and 
National Party sponsored Country Alliance seeking ratepayers’ funds to contest the State Government’s 
Electoral Reform Legislation.  

In considering this request for access to ratepayers’ funds I would like to draw to your Council’s 
attention the following very important point: the State Government is already funding the ‘No’ case to 
the Supreme Court, through the Clerk of the Parliaments.  This entails public expenditure of at least 
$120,000 on highly qualified independent legal counsel to present the ‘No’ case.   

What are the facts?  The Clerk of the Parliaments has confirmed that up to $120 000 will be spent on presenting 
both sides of the argument, not just the no case.  The first point in the letter is incorrect.  The minister has misled 
local authorities.  The first fact is that the Clerk will be allocated resources of $120 000 not for the no case, but 
for both sides of the argument, and for the cases to be presented in a neutral way.  The Clerk has confirmed that 
he will not argue either side of the case.  He will present the pros and cons.  He will not argue the case in the 
same way that the Government’s representatives will argue the yes case.  As Clerk of the Parliaments, he will 
present the yes and no cases.  The minister says that will entail public expenditure of at least $120 000 on highly 
qualified, independent legal counsel to present the no case.  That is incorrect in two ways.  The Clerk will spend 
$120 000, not on the no case but on the case he will present to the court on the operation of the Parliament and 
the pros and cons of the way the legislation was passed. 

Mr Hyde:  The con is a no case - no case to answer. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members. 

Mr BARNETT:  This interjecting from the member for Perth has been incessant.  The letter continues - 

There is therefore no justification for the Liberal and National Parties to seek access to ratepayers’ 
funds for a party political challenge to the legislation. 

The Minister for Local Government and Regional Development is referring to a party political challenge to the 
legislation.  I remind members that the court action was initiated by the independent Clerk of the Parliaments.  It 
was not initiated by a political party, yet the minister has described it as a party political challenge.  It is not a 
party political challenge; it is a matter referred by the Clerk to the Supreme Court.  There is no party political 
challenge in that. 

Mr Kucera:  It is semantics. 

Mr BARNETT:  This is a ministerial letter.  The whole point is that a minister of the Crown has a responsibility 
to write properly and accurately.  He referred to a party political challenge.  He did not tell the local authorities 
that the Clerk of the Parliaments referred the matter to the Supreme Court.  It was not referred on behalf of any 
party, but on behalf of the Clerk because he was concerned about whether he would be properly exercising his 
role if he referred the legislation to the Governor for consent.  He was concerned about parliamentary process 
and his position constitutionally and in terms of the operation of this Parliament.  The letter continues in the third 
paragraph - 

Through the Hon Peter Foss MLC, the Liberal and National Parties are already equipped with a publicly 
funded QC to present arguments against the legislation.  By trying to obtain funds from ratepayers, the 
Liberal and National Parties may effectively be ‘double dipping’ into the public purse.  

What an outrageous assertion.  The minister implied that Hon Peter Foss should be handling the no case because 
he is a lawyer who happens to be a member of Parliament.  The Opposition has lean resources and Hon Peter 
Foss has done an outstanding job in assisting us to assess some of the arguments.  The Minister for Local 
Government now suggests he should present the case.  The Attorney General is also a lawyer.  Neither I nor 
anyone else has suggested that he should present the case.  The yes case is being presented on behalf of 
government by highly paid lawyers, yet the arrogance and extraordinary conduct displayed in this letter suggests 
that a member of Parliament who is a Queen’s Counsel should present the case.  It also implies he is publicly 
funded.  Like every other member, he has a few other duties as a member of Parliament.  He is shadow Attorney 
General and has opposition responsibility for forestry.  He has a heavy role in this Parliament and, like all of us, 
he has an electorate to serve.  That suggestion is inappropriate.  The letter continues - 

Recent research has shown that Western Australian local authorities have, on average, the second 
highest level of rates in Australia. 

There seems to be an implied threat there.   
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The Liberal and National parties should allow Councils to concentrate on their core concerns of serving 
their communities and leave ratepayers’ funds alone.  

In view of the political controversy surrounding this issue, perhaps your Council might consider seeking 
independent legal advice before considering any approach seeking ratepayers’ funds for this campaign. 

What is he saying there?  He is saying that if shires are going to think about using ratepayers’ funds to help 
mount this case, they should seek legal advice.  He seems to be implying that the councils who contribute may 
be contravening some aspect of the Local Government Act, although he does not quite say that.  There is implicit 
intimidation and threat, similar to the comments of the Premier.  However, it was not an off-the-cuff comment in 
front of a camera in an interview; it was premeditated in correspondence under the letterhead of a minister of the 
Crown.  That makes it fundamentally different.  He continues - 

It is my view that political parties should allow Local Government Authorities to continue to 
concentrate on their core tasks, to serve their communities and to use ratepayers’ funds for the purposes 
for which they were raised.  

He says that councils should be allowed to concentrate on their core tasks and use ratepayers’ funds accordingly.  
He did not acknowledge that taxpayers’ funds, including funds from taxpayers who live in regional and rural 
Western Australia, will contribute to the Government’s case in not only this Parliament but also the Supreme 
Court.  However, he makes a distinction between country taxpayers and country ratepayers.  Country people do 
not make that distinction; they see them as public funds and they see that this Government is taking away their 
proper and fair representation. 

This is one of the most appalling pieces of correspondence under a ministerial letterhead I have ever seen.  I have 
no doubt members opposite will search through correspondence written by the previous Government and find 
some not very good examples.  So be it.  They can search my correspondence and I guarantee they will not find 
anything like this, because I would not write a letter like this.  My staff are professional and would not let 
correspondence like that be sent out.  Ministers should not communicate with anyone in the community on 
ministerial letterhead, nor should they threaten, coerce or seek to intimidate.  However, one thing ministers 
should do when they write letters on ministerial letterhead is present the facts fairly and honestly to the 
authorities and the groups they write to.  This letter is not only threatening but also highly politicised in its 
sentiments and grossly inaccurate in the points it conveys to local government.  It is an inappropriate piece of 
correspondence.  I do not think the previous Minister for Local Government would have sent out correspondence 
like this. 

Mr Omodei:  The department would not have drafted it. 

Mr BARNETT:  That is another interesting point.  I wonder whether the department saw this correspondence 
before it was sent.  Ministers must handle issues, including political issues, but they are not ministers for the 
Liberal Party or the Labor Party.  They are ministers of the Crown of the State of Western Australia.  That places 
responsibilities on them distinct from responsibilities to the political party with which they are affiliated.  

This letter is political, inappropriate and inaccurate.  It has reinforced to country shires and country people the 
threats made by the Premier, who has not shown his face in this Chamber during the debate, which is typical of 
his behaviour when he is challenged.  He ducks and runs for cover every time.  He threatened and intimidated 
local government, albeit in an off-the-cuff comment in the heat of the moment, and perhaps we all do things like 
that.  However, a month later his Minister for Local Government has formally confirmed his threat in writing.  
That is appalling behaviour, which reflects on Dr Gallop as Premier, on the minister, on this Cabinet and on this 
Government.  Country people have seen it for what it is - a nasty, intimidating threat by a Government that does 
not care about rural and regional Western Australia.   

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [6.09 pm]:  I have some sympathy with the position 
of the Leader of the Opposition.  Being in opposition is very difficult.  I spent four years in opposition.  
Opposition members often look at issues or arguments in a particular way.  Occasionally, opposition members 
might think that an argument is reasonable and is one that they would ordinarily support; however, they feel that 
they must oppose it because they are in the Opposition and want to win votes in a particular constituency.  That 
is a fundamental trap into which Oppositions often fall.  They start saying things they do not believe.  The 
Leader of the Opposition is a person for whom I have considerable respect.  I thought he was one of the best 
ministers in the last Government.  He always appeared to be on top of his brief during question time.  The Leader 
of the Opposition’s heart does not appear to be in the debate on this and one or two other issues.  That is because 
any reasonable person in the Leader of the Opposition’s position would support the simple principle that each 
Western Australian’s vote in the election of a Government should have equal weight.  The Leader of the 
Opposition’s view would be the same as mine; that is, that my vote should be the equal of his and of the vote of 
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the member for Mitchell.  My vote, as a resident of what is called the metropolitan area, should have the same 
weight as that of each of the members for Warren-Blackwood, Ningaloo, Greenough and Dawesville.  I am sure 
that the Leader of the Opposition believes in that principle.  Yet, he comes into this place, no doubt under some 
sort of pressure to secure votes around the place, and argues a contrary point of view.  I think he must have 
difficulty putting that point of view.  I know that he does not believe it.  He does not believe that one person’s 
vote should be worth four times as much as another person’s vote. 

Mr Barnett:  I do. 

Mr McGOWAN:  That is not something he believes. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  You are avoiding the issue. 

Mr McGOWAN:  I am addressing the issue of one vote, one value. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  Your legislation is not about one vote, one value. 

Mr McGOWAN:  The motion refers to “electoral reforms”.  I am addressing that.  It is my view that although the 
Leader of the Opposition argues the Opposition’s case, his heart is not in it because he thinks everyone’s vote 
should be equal. 

Mr Barnett:  No, I do not.   

Mr McGOWAN:  Yes, he does.  I will give him a simple example. 

Mr Barnett:  I believe in vote weighting.   

Mr McGOWAN:  He is on the record as saying that it is hard to disagree with the argument for one vote, one 
value. 

Mr Barnett:  It is only one principle. 

Mr McGOWAN:  He was a minister in a Government that released a policy in 1995 that supported one vote, one 
value and said that that Government would implement it during its next term of office.  In opposing the electoral 
reforms put in place by this Government, he is supporting a system that enables the votes of some people in this 
State in electing a member of this Chamber to be worth four times as much as the votes of other people.  That is 
the position he is supporting.  I cannot imagine that he really supports that.  I can assume only that he faces some 
considerable pressure about this issue both politically and in the party room. 

Mr Barnett:  Where is the Premier? 

Mr McGOWAN:  The other advice I give to the Leader of the Opposition is that it does him no credit to 
constantly say that the Premier squibs every argument.  He does not. 

Mr Barnett:  Where is he? 

Mr McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition was a senior minister.  He knows that it is a busy job.  I have 
said that I thought he was one of the best ministers in the last Government.  

Mr Barnett:  I was in this Chamber every time the House debated a motion relating to my portfolios.  I was 
always in the Chamber to defend myself against any criticism.   

Mr McGOWAN:  This motion does not relate to the Premier’s portfolio.  It is about the Minister for Local 
Government’s portfolio. 

Mr Barnett:  The Premier’s name is in the motion.  I was always here to defend myself. 

Mr Kucera:  You are a great one for making generalisations.  You should watch out; they might prove to be 
wrong. 

Mr Barnett:  You will find that I was here.  Unlike you, I can answer questions and handle the votes. 

Mr McGOWAN:  The Premier is a very busy individual.  It does not do the Leader of the Opposition any credit 
to carp and make petty attacks on the Premier because he does not always sit in the Chamber while the Leader of 
the Opposition is speaking.  People see him as petty. 

Mr Barnett:  It does not do the Premier any credit. 

Mr McGOWAN:  I am giving the Leader of the Opposition some advice.  That is how he appears to the media 
and the general public.  The Leader of the Opposition should let the Premier get on with his job.  He is a good 
parliamentarian.  If the Leader of the Opposition were to examine the records of this Parliament over the past 
nine years, he would find that the Premier has made as many speeches and contributions to debate as anyone else 
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in this Chamber, including himself and the previous Premier.  It does the Leader of the Opposition no credit to 
criticise the Premier over his lack of attendance in this Chamber during this debate.   

The Premier said that it was not his view that local governments should contribute funds to political campaigns.  
The campaign launched by the so-called Country Alliance is a political campaign.  Anyone who has watched the 
television or read the newspapers would know that.  We know who comprises the Country Alliance.  It is an 
interesting combination: the member for Avon and the member for Mitchell arm in arm with the President of the 
Pastoralists and Graziers Association and brother of the former Premier of this State, Mr Barry Court, and all the 
other usual conservative suspects in Western Australia.  They held a press conference on the grass at the side of 
Parliament House about their outrage at these changes to this law.  The Country Alliance is a political 
organisation that is made up of conservative political parties in this State.  The Country Alliance is the 
organisation that is telling all the councils in this State that they should contribute to the case. 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  Do you think that the Country Alliance is an appropriate group to tackle this issue in the 
court? 

Mr McGOWAN:  I will address that in a moment.  The Country Alliance has launched a campaign in the courts 
and is asking the local authorities to contribute.  The Premier said that he did not object to councils taking a 
political stance.  I never object to that.  When I was a local government councillor I often put the case for more 
police, a new police station and a better hospital in Rockingham.  They are political issues, but I never spent any 
funds on them.  I never moved during council meetings that the City of Rockingham should make a contribution 
to a political organisation or a political case.  The exact situation is that which the member for Mitchell raised - 

Mr Barnett:  Didn’t the City of Rockingham contribute funds to the campaign against the location of Compact 
Steel Pty Ltd in that area?   

Mr McGOWAN:  No, it did not.  In any event, I was not on the council at that time.   

I was not a member of Parliament in 1995 when the McGinty-Gallop case in relation to Western Australia’s 
electoral laws was taken to the High Court, but I will give the House my recollection of those events. 

Mr Barnett:  It was an action taken by a political party. 

Mr McGOWAN:  It is a great analogy.  In 1995 I was a candidate seeking preselection.  I visited the then Leader 
of the Labor Party, the member for Fremantle.  He gave me a copy of the brief that he had prepared in his own 
time.  He is a qualified solicitor and barrister.  He prepared a brief on the issue of Western Australia’s electoral 
laws and how he believed they impinged on section 24 of the Commonwealth Constitution and were therefore 
invalid.  He did the work himself.  He did not ask for any money from the then Government, the Court 
Government.  He did not say that funds should be spent on that by the Western Australian Government.  What is 
more, when I was elected in the 1996 election, I paid some money towards that case.  The Opposition says that 
the Government should pay for its expenses.  If the Country Alliance wants to take on a case, it should pay. 

The Opposition has a number of lawyers who could do exactly the same work as that done by the member for 
Fremantle.  The member for Fremantle was a very busy person in those days, as he still is.  The Opposition has a 
number of lawyers, some of whom are quite well respected.  I will not say which ones.  If they want to prepare 
and argue a case I am sure they would be well-received in the Supreme Court. 

The Premier said that councils can take up a political campaign if they want.  His difficulty is with them 
spending funds on one.  The Government receives claim after claim about needs in country areas.  He said that if 
councils wanted to contribute funds to a political campaign, no programs would be cut but, in relation to 
discretionary funding, if councils were so flush with funds, that matter would be considered.  That is a 
reasonable thing to say.  It should be considered.   

Councils in this State often get upset.  They were very upset with the previous Government.  If they get upset 
because the Premier thinks they should spend funds on servicing their ratepayers, they are misguided and they 
should not get upset about that.  Councils should spend funds on servicing their ratepayers, not on extraneous 
political campaigns.  Considering that local government is a creature of the Local Government Act, councils 
should spend money in accordance with that Act.  The Act is specific about councils servicing their constituents.  
If councils were to start contributing funds to the Australian Labor Party, I am sure the Opposition would have 
something to say about that.  That would be political expenditure, yet the Opposition seems to think that councils 
should be able to contribute funds to a political campaign involving the Liberal and National Parties.  That is all 
right by them. 

Mr Day:  It has nothing to do with the Liberal Party. 
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Mr McGOWAN:  It is connected to the Liberal Party.  It is a front organisation for the Liberal and National 
Parties designed to launch a campaign against the Labor Government.  I may be paranoid, but I think it is a front 
organisation for the Liberal and National Parties, because I saw the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party and the 
Leader of the National Party fronting it.  Maybe that is paranoia.  I put two and two together and got four.   

The motion states that local authorities and the people of Western Australia are being misled in relation to this 
campaign.  I will say one simple thing about that.  In the lead-up to the last state election this was an enormous 
issue.  I remember the Premier going to Bunbury to launch the campaign.  The central theme of his opening was 
that the Labor Party was going to cut representation in the bush.  I remember the awful advertisements that 
showed machine gun bullet holes.  That sort of advertising is shameful.  The advertising was everywhere.  I have 
a pile of clippings showing advertisements and extracts from newspaper columns discussing this issue in the 
lead-up to the state election.  What happened?  The ALP won five new regional seats and 10 to 12 seats overall.  
The Government has had its referendum.  The people were not misled; they knew what the ALP was going to 
bring to this Parliament.  The ALP brought it into the Parliament.  It did what it said it was going to do.  The 
Opposition says that the Government has been misleading and should hold a referendum.  The Government has 
done all those things.  The Government informed the public of what it was going to do.  The referendum was the 
election.  How can it be said that the Government has misled the people of Western Australia?  It is quite 
incredible.  One of the most interesting and amusing questions without notice I have read was a question to the 
Premier.  He was asked about the plans of the Leader of the Opposition to cut country representation.  I have the 
clipping here. 

Mr Barnett:  Show me. 

Mr McGOWAN:  I will.  It is about the Leader of the Opposition’s plans to abolish the upper House.  That 
would result in losing 16 country members.  I have never expressed my view of the upper House.  The Premier 
has made quite plain the Australian Labor Party’s view of the upper House.  Despite that, the Opposition attacks 
us for removing representation from the country.  It is the Opposition’s plan to remove 16 country members.  
The twisting and turning of the Leader of the Opposition is breathtaking.  He wants to abolish the upper House.  
He is on the record as supporting one vote, one value in principle yet he bleats in this House that the Government 
is implementing a policy it took to the election.  The Leader of the Opposition backs the member for Warren-
Blackwood, the former Minister for Local Government.  I remember the member for Warren-Blackwood - I am 
starting to sound like the member for Dawesville - castigating the local authorities in the western suburbs of 
Perth in the Press when they said they did not want to buy products from companies that logged old-growth 
forests.  That was quite outside his authority yet he castigated them for taking a political stance.  They took the 
political stance that they were not going to spend any public funds on those companies.  The Premier had a go at 
councils because they wanted to spend ratepayers’ funds on a political campaign - shock horror - that is terrible!  
The Leader of the Opposition supports the member for Warren-Blackwood.  I feel terrible; I will say something 
nice about the member for Warren-Blackwood.  I think he was a fairly good minister and local government quite 
liked him.  The Opposition should not attack the Premier for his stance on this when the Opposition was far 
worse.  All the twisting and turning leads back to one point: the Leader of the Opposition actually believes in one 
vote, one value and it would do him some good if he told the truth about his beliefs.  The Leader of the 
Opposition believes that every Western Australian should have an equal say in electing the Government, and 
they should. 

MR TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [6.29 pm]:  It was interesting to listen to the paranoid 
speech of the member for Rockingham.  It is amazing that he talks about hypocrisy from this side of the House.  
It is amazing how quickly the issue of electoral reform changes once there is a change in the balance of power in 
the upper House.  The hypocrisy of the Labor Party on this issue is blinding. 

I wish to talk about one key point and that is the disgraceful letter from the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development to local government.  I will refer to that letter later.  It is constantly said that this case 
before the Supreme Court is about one vote, one value; but that is a red herring.  All members in this Chamber 
know that it is not about one vote, one value; it is about whether the upper House has the right to repeal a Bill 
without a constitutional majority.  One vote, one value will not be debated on the nineteenth of this month, or 
whenever the case is heard.  On three separate occasions Justice McKechnie has told this Government, its 
representatives and its lawyers, that there must be a contradictor.  Why was that message not picked up? 

The argument run in the High Court by members of the Labor Party when in opposition years ago is not relevant.  
That decision was made off their own bat and they paid for it.  In this instance, a court case will be heard in a 
few days time, initiated by the Clerk of the Parliaments - not initiated by the Liberal Party, the National Party or 
even the Labor Party. 

Mr Watson interjected. 
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Mr TRENORDEN:  No, he is not.  Next week the member will find that the cases of all three people will be 
public.  The member will find that is not the case.  The reality is that when this court case proceeds, the 
taxpayers of Western Australia will pay for the Government’s case, arguing against the Parliament and the 
statutes of this State; the Clerk of the Parliaments will put the view for the procedures and the operations of the 
Parliament; and the Country Alliance will pay for its own process of putting a contradictory case. 

Mr Watson:  No, you are not paying for it; the ratepayers are paying for it.  Where is the money coming from? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The money is coming from hundreds of people. 

Mr Watson:  They have no say over that. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  The argument from my left is that councils should be getting involved.  Members of the 
councils who voted in this case did so democratically; they are democratically elected people.  The two councils 
I have been to in the past fortnight have said that the issue is nothing to do with the Country Alliance or the 
Labor Party; it is about the representation that council will get in the future - end of story!  It has nothing to do 
with the National Party, the Liberal Party or the Labor Party; the issue is about the quality of representation they 
will get. 

I was amazed that the Town of Northam put in $2 000, for example.  I did not lobby the Town of Northam; I did 
not even make a call to members of the council before they made a decision. 

Mr Watson:  How many knocked you back? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have not been to see any councillors. 

Mr Watson:  What about the Country Alliance? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have no idea.  I was amazed that the Town of Northam did that.  For 100 years the Town 
of Northam has been represented by either a member for Northam - I might add, four Premiers among them - or 
a member for Avon.  Some outstanding people have come from that area. 

Mr Templeman interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I was actually the councillor who moved that the major new playing area in Northam should 
be named after Bert Hawke, who was not only a very good Premier for this State, but also a good member for 
Northam.  People in the Town of Northam and from Avon know they will no longer have that continuity; they 
will be represented jointly with Narrogin and Merredin, and they know what that will do to them.  The council 
cannot be blamed for putting in $2 000, because it knows its influence is being diluted. 

Mr McGowan:  Did you know parts of your electorate are close to Perth? 

Mr TRENORDEN:  Would the member also like to know that Wundowie is the most isolated community in my 
electorate, and it is one inch over the metropolitan border?  Wundowie receives very few services.  It is not 
distance that determines whether these areas are isolated.  Wundowie sits in a beautiful valley and is a very 
pretty place.  Bert Hawke did a bit of gerrymandering when he stuck the pig-iron plant in Wundowie to make 
sure he had 500 or 600 voters.  I am not arguing about that; it just happens to be a part of history.  As that plant 
wound down, the site was not so attractive, but it is a beautiful valley.  The difference between the services in 
Wundowie and those in Chidlow, which is 10 kilometres away, is outstanding.  Why?  Because someone has 
drawn a line through a map and said one is country and one is city.  The same argument applies to Wandering, 
which used to be in my electorate but has since been moved to the southern side of the metropolitan area.  It is a 
very isolated community and until comparatively recently it did not even have a reticulated water supply.  It took 
30 years to get that service, even though everyone around that community had water. 

Mr Dean interjected. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I got them a water supply when I was representing them.  Nevertheless, it is not distance 
that makes a place isolated. 

Mr McGowan:  That means your argument is based upon disadvantage.  If you want to take up the disadvantage 
argument there are all sorts of areas in the metropolitan area - 

Mr TRENORDEN:  I have 25 minutes, Mr Speaker, and I do not want to get into an argument about one vote, 
one value.  This court case is about whether a constitutional majority is required to repeal a particular Act.  
When the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development writes to local governments and grossly 
misleads them, it is something that should be dealt with. 
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The SPEAKER:  I was not here for most of the previous debates, but it is unacceptable to reflect upon the 
motives of a member in the other House.  Perhaps more moderate language could be used when reflecting on the 
actions of the minister in the other place. 

Mr TRENORDEN:  It may be better if I take away the word “grossly” and say that he misrepresented his case.  
There is no doubt that that is the situation.  The Minister for Local Government and Regional Development is 
arguing that $120 000 of taxpayers’ money is to be spent in this court case.  That is just not true.  This House and 
the other House should have a definite interest when a minister makes factually incorrect statements in letters 
signed by him, under his letterhead, and sent to all councils.  This will reverberate on him very strongly.   

People in the shires have voted democratically during this process.  The Attorney General has refused to allow 
the contradictory vote to be funded by the State, even though his side of the argument will be funded by the 
State.  The Premier has threatened more than 30 councils who have contributed.  I do not think the Premier will 
follow up on that action, because he is a decent human being.  I would be extremely disappointed if he did.  I do 
not believe that the Premier and others on the government side will be that petty; it would be very ordinary to do 
that. 

I know a lot of members want to speak during this debate, but the action of the Minister for Local Government 
and Regional Development in putting his views in a letter sent to the councils should send a message to this 
Government.  The fact that one council has contributed to this fund is remarkable; the fact that 30 have 
contributed is a message that this Government should not forget. 

MR BOWLER (Eyre) [6.39 pm]:  I feel well qualified to speak on this matter, because as a ratepayer of 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder I have probably contributed more than anyone else in this House to the campaign by the 
Liberal Party and the National Party. 

Mr Birney interjected. 

Mr BOWLER:  I would like to know how much members of the Liberal and National Parties have contributed to 
their own party political campaign, because it is nothing more than that.  I saw the letter that was sent by the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition to councils around Western Australia.  The letter included the logos of the 
Liberal and National Parties, yet their members have the audacity to stand up and say that it is not a front for the 
Liberal and National Parties.  If it is not a front for those parties, why are their logos on the letter? 

Mr Omodei interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Warren-Blackwood!   

Mr BOWLER:  Is the Liberal Party logo on the letter?  Yes it is.  I thank the member for Warren-Blackwood for 
strengthening my case.  

Mr Birney:  And the logo of the Western Australian Farmers Federation.   

Mr BOWLER:  The logo of the Western Australian Farmers Federation is also on the letter.  That is another 
front for the Liberal Party.  The reality is that it is a party political campaign.  I feel hurt about my rates being 
wasted for two reasons.  Firstly, the State is funding both the yes and no cases.  I have seen the letter from Laurie 
Marquet that points out that separate Perth legal firms have been engaged to argue the yes and no cases.  Perhaps 
he has corrected that letter and has sent members opposite a letter since then to say that he is not doing that.  The 
letter I saw three weeks ago said that separate Perth law firms were being engaged.  The firms were named in the 
letter.  To say all of a sudden that those firms will not vigorously defend the yes and no cases is to say that they 
will not do their job and that they will take $120 000 of taxpayers funds to sit in court and shut up.  That will not 
happen. 

Mr Birney:  Laurie Marquet said that they would not vigorously argue the cases.   

Mr BOWLER:  Laurie Marquet said that they would vigorously defend the yes and no cases.  That was stated in 
the letter he sent.  Separate firms will be engaged.  If the same firm were to defend the yes and no cases, those 
cases would not be vigorously argued.  Firms want to win legal arguments.  Why would separate firms be 
engaged if the same argument were to be put?  That is the first area in which my rates will be wasted.   

The second area in which my rates are being wasted is in the contribution by the Kalgoorlie-Boulder City 
Council of $10 000 - the largest by a council - to the no campaign.  I am ashamed to be a ratepayer of that 
council.  In 1996 the Liberal Party called for my seat to be taken away from the goldfields and put in the south 
west of this State.  That is on the public record; it cannot deny it.  My seat will go at the next redistribution, 
regardless of what happens.  If anyone wants to have a wager -  

Mr Birney interjected. 
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Mr BOWLER:  I have told the member for Kalgoorlie that he can have odds of 10 to one in that wager.  We will 
have a bet in Parliament.  My seat will be amalgamated with the seat of Kalgoorlie, regardless of one vote, one 
value.  The Liberals wanted to move my seat anyway.  My predecessor, Julian Grill, fought a rearguard action to 
keep the seat for a further eight years.  The seat of Eyre will go whether or not one vote, one value is introduced.  
The beauty of the Government’s legislation is that the goldfields will get an extra upper House member.  The 
Kalgoorlie-Boulder City Council is spending $10 000 of ratepayers funds.  Either way, my seat will go.  If the no 
case wins, the goldfields will not get an extra upper House member.  Is that not a wise choice of how to spend 
that money?  Pensioners in Boulder are having their money spent on this. 

Mr Marshall interjected.  

Mr BOWLER:  The member for Dawesville will be a pensioner soon; he cannot talk.  The council will be 
spending their pensions on the member’s expensive lawyer mates in Perth so that they can have less 
representation.  The member for Dawesville is hypocritical.  Perhaps I will not pay my rates next year and the 
council will miss out on the $10 000.  

MR EDWARDS (Greenough) [6.44 pm]:  I remind members of the motion, which states - 

That this House condemns the Gallop Labor Government for threatening and misleading local 
government authorities and the people of Western Australia over its proposed electoral reforms.   

The last couple of speakers have spoken about one vote, one value.  That is not the issue.  The motion deals with 
the threatening and misleading of local governments by the State Government.  I feel strongly about this issue.  
The Minister for Local Government and Regional Development states in the front of the Western Australian 
Municipal Directory 2000-2001 -  

Local Government plays a key role as a service provider to communities . . .  

The minister recognises that, which is good.  However, I do not believe that the minister has any idea about or 
has tried to understand the one vote, one value issue.  His letter is a threat, albeit a veiled one.  It is similar to the 
threat that the Premier made to various councils around the State.  It shows a complete lack of respect and utter 
contempt for local government.  I know that they are strong words, but I believe that to be the case.  The 
minister’s letter is a distortion of the truth.  That has been made clear by the Leader of the Opposition.  I remind 
members that local government handles about $1.5 billion in this State.  Its representation is not insignificant.  I 
make it clear that I believe that neither the Government nor the minister has much understanding of local 
government autonomy.  

Mr McGowan:  Isn’t that ratepayer money? 

Mr EDWARDS:  I will get to that point in a moment.  I will read from a letter that I wrote to my local paper, 
because it basically outlines my thoughts about where the Government and the Premier stand on the threats the 
Premier has made.  The letter clarifies some of the issues surrounding Premier Gallop, such as comments he 
made to councils on the one vote, one value legislation.  Reference to the Premier can double as reference to the 
minister.  The letter states -  

His threat to cut “grants” to country councils that contribute to the Supreme Court challenge against the 
validity of Labor’s electoral legislation is blatant intimidation. 

The Premier needs to remember that local councils are democratically elected and are closest to the 
people with most at stake over this issue; so they have every right to represent their communities by 
assisting the court case.   

There should be no argument about that.  It continues -  

No Premier has the right to intimidate local councils and restrict their autonomy in the way Dr Gallop 
has done.   

The Supreme Court has made it clear that a “contradiction” is necessary to argue against the 
Government’s “yes” case.   

This has become a legal issue, not a political one . . .  

I do not care what members on the other side of the House say, this is a legal issue.  It was taken to the court by 
the Clerk of the Parliaments.  Further down the letter I said -  

The State Government is using taxpayers’ funds to argue Labour’s case in court. 

Mr Kucera:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr EDWARDS:  I am sorry, but I do not have time to take the minister’s interjection.  The letter continues -  
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It is total hypocrisy for Doctor Gallop to use taxpayers’ funds for Labor’s “yes” case, while at the same 
time criticising and intimidating councils who use their resources to help fund the “no” case.   

I will come back to the issue of intimidation.  The letter continues -  

I encourage all country local government councils to exercise their right to support the “no” case if that 
is their decision.   

I come back to the motion, which talks about the threatening and misleading of local government.  The 
minister’s letter was intimidatory.  It bent the truth.   

A lot of people recognise that local government is the first sphere of government to which a person refers a local 
issue.  If a person wants to talk to somebody, he goes to his local government.  The decisions that local 
governments make impact directly on their electors and ratepayers.   

A councillor of the council with which I had a close association for 10 years is a strong Labor supporter.  He is 
absolutely appalled by the legislation that the Government is trying to thrust upon country people and has spoken 
strongly against it in council.  That gives some indication of what rural people think about one vote, one value 
and intimidation by this Government.  A letter from one council states -  

I wish to advise that the Shire of Wickepin whilst sympathetic to the cause of the Country Alliance 
fighting fund has resolved at its recent Council meeting not to make any direct contribution to the fund 
but instead have created a Trust account, for Wickepin residents to pay monies into.  Any such monies 
when received will be forwarded onto you at our earliest convenience.   

The punch line is that the threat of government recrimination was an important factor in the council’s decision 
not to make a direct contribution to the fund.  I refer to the Katanning Shire Council.  A recent article states -  

Some councillors were wary about contributing to the battle after Premier Geoff Gallop threatened to 
cut funding and grants to councils that did.   

I put it to members that councils feel threatened by the Government.  Earlier, a member said that whether or not 
they like it, local councils are the children of the State Government.  I refer to the Narrogin council.  On 
Wednesday, 13 March, an article in the Narrogin Observer stated -  

Neither of Narrogin’s councils intend on becoming involved in the planned legal challenge to the State 
Government’s proposed one vote, one value legislation.  

Premier Geoff Gallop has announced plans to punish country towns and shires contributing money to 
the legal challenge by reviewing their funding levels.   

Town Mayor Sally Higgins said with projects such as the new recreation centre and plans for 
amalgamation, the town council was not prepared to get involved in any action that might jeopardise 
government funding.   

To top that off and to show members the contempt and disregard that this Government has for country councils, I 
will read an article from The Kimberley Echo; it states -  

Shire president, Barbara Johnson, is livid over the way Premier Geoff Gallop, handled a ‘working 
breakfast’ in Broome last week.   

The breakfast was supposed to be a chance for the region’s four shire presidents and four shire chief 
executive officers to ask the premier and his cabinet leading questions concerning local issues.   

Instead the breakfast started late, with cabinet ministers drifting in more than an hour late and then Dr 
Gallop spending more than 30 minutes telling the assembled group facts and figures about the 
Kimberley.   

Cr Johnson said this left the four shires only five minutes to ask questions and this was a combined time 
for all.   

She said Halls Creek shire president, Josie Farrer, didn’t even get a chance to ask her question.   

This was despite the fact that the questions had been sent to the premier’s office more than a week 
before the ‘working breakfast’.   

 . . .  

“It was just a waste of time,” Cr Johnson said.   

That sums up the respect and time that this Government has for country councils.  The minister’s letter just about 
caps it.  
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MR MARSHALL (Dawesville) [6.52 pm]:  The House condemns the Gallop Labor Government for threatening 
and misleading local government authorities and the people of Western Australia over its proposal for electoral 
reforms.  In the short time that I have available to me, I will tell members some punchlines.  I am against the one 
vote, one value legislation because I am certain it will destroy country representation.  I am against the way in 
which the Government pushed the legislation through Parliament late at night to get its own way.  I am against 
the perception that the Greens (WA) would vote to pass the Bill through the upper House provided the gay and 
lesbian reform was pushed through.  If that is the case, that means that two minorities, the Greens, with around 
eight per cent of the vote in the State, and the gay and lesbian group, which has a constituency of about four per 
cent, are running Western Australia.  That is of grave concern to me.   

I am in favour of the court case against the one vote, one value legislation.  The Clerk of the upper House has 
challenged the legality of the Labor Government’s legislation to change the voting system in Western Australia.  
The matter will be heard in the Supreme Court next week.  I am in favour of the Country Alliance, which 
embraces all the groups in the country who are interested in the matter.  I refer to the Liberal Party, the National 
Party, One Nation, the WA Farmers Federation and the Pastoralists and Graziers Association.  I am against the 
Premier’s attitude.  On 9 March in The West Australian under the heading, “Premier’s threats out of line”, the 
editor wrote -  

He was out of line in making such threats.  He not only adopted a bullying stance but also proposed 
political interference in the proper relationship between the State and local authorities.   

I am wholeheartedly against the letter that the Minister for Local Government sent to all the local governments 
on 28 March.  Two of the paragraphs in the letter were false.  The minister should be made to publicly retract the 
statements in that letter.  The Leader of the Opposition has talked about it, but it is worth mentioning again.  The 
letter contained absolutely false information that went out into the public arena.   

So far, 38 shires in Western Australia have contributed to the fund in support of the no case.  I am proud to say 
that the Murray shire, which is alongside the City of Mandurah, which I represent, has contributed to the fund.  I 
believe that the City of Mandurah will also contribute to the fund.  I spent eight years servicing the non-political 
council of Mandurah.  The fact that three or four of the councillors have stood for Labor in the past five elections 
means nothing.  The non-political councillors are all gratified and thankful that during the eight years of the 
previous Government, it provided a performing arts centre, extensions to the hospital, a TAFE college, five new 
schools, sport and recreation facilities, an increased police presence, a $220 million marina, extensions to the 
freeway and the Dawesville deviation, and confirmation that the new Mandurah-Perth rail link would be finished 
by 2005, which this Government has botched.  We did all that in just eight years.  During that time I had the 
privilege to work closely with that city council and all the councillors, who could not do enough for us.  I expect 
the City of Mandurah to donate a rather substantial amount because of those good deeds done by the former 
Government.  At the time, the councillors were thankful.  In life, people who are false and shallow ask, take and 
then forget.  I think that the councillors in the City of Mandurah are more responsible than that.  They will 
remember what they have taken and will donate to the Country Alliance.   

I am deeply disappointed in the Premier’s bullying tactics and trust that he will learn something from it, because 
his actions will cost him the next election. 

MR DEAN (Bunbury) [6.57 pm]:  I take the member for Greenough’s point that much of the debate wandered 
off the point of condemning this Government for its so-called bullyboy tactics.  Members know that the Bunbury 
Council is very politically aware.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr DEAN:  The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party cut his teeth in the Bunbury City Council. 

Over the past eight or nine years, the Bunbury City Council has taken a fairly even-handed position on a lot of 
issues.  Generally, its members have put their political leanings behind them and have worked together as a team.  
It is interesting that the name of the organisation set up to fund the no case is called the Country Alliance.  It has 
stolen some of the thunder of the very successful Country Labor Alliance.  It is interesting that the Country 
Alliance has used the same name that Labor has been spreading over the countryside over the past year or so.   

When this issue came before the Bunbury City Council, it was furious, as were other councils.  

Mr Masters:  David Smith would be furious.  

Mr DEAN:  David is not the council.  The councillors were furious that they were put in a position whereby they 
had to make a political decision.  They saw through the proposition, which is political.  They were forced to 
make a political decision.  In the first week that the issue came before the council, it deferred it to the full council 
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meeting.  My old friend Judy Jones, the deputy mayor of the council, who has many years experience with 
standing orders, moved a procedural motion that the request lie on the table.  In that way, the Bunbury City 
Council was able to extricate itself from a sticky situation.  It did not have to make a political decision.  The 
Bunbury City Council is a $30 million operation in the south west.  It is a significant employer and it is a leader 
of the social hierarchy in the south west.  The councillors were furious that they were put in that position, as 
were many other councillors in the south west.  

Mr Omodei:  They could not ignore it.  They are there to represent their community.  

Mr DEAN:  The council has ignored it; it is lying on the table, and that is where it will stay until it dissolves into 
dust.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
 


