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THE HON SYLVIA SMITH MLC:
[10.35am]
THE CHAIRMAN:   Thank you, Mrs Smith.    Would you mind proceeding as you did on the previous occasion, namely put your case, or supplement your case in whatever way you see fit, please?

MRS SMITH:   Thank you.  I first of all thank the committee for allowing me to speak yet once again and you will note that managing to get back into harness I have actually been able to get hold of Mrs Mason, Mrs Lyn mason, who is the Mayor of Flinders Island, and I was more than surprised with some of her comments because I did not realise myself that they felt so strongly about where their community of interest lies so therefore I once again put the case for adding Flinders Island and Cape Barren Island to the proposed new electorate boundaries and basically with the back up of what the mayor of Flinders Island says.

Now, it is obvious from her letter that they feel that their actual community of interest lies down the Tamar Valley which is the major component on one side certainly of the new proposed electorate.  She states also of course that George Town and Launceston in their various ways are the commercial centres of Flinders Island and that they feel that they have no link with the top end and this was obviously a major argument with the council when the council electoral boundaries were going on in previous years, so I would like the committee to very seriously consider what Mrs Mason had to say on behalf of the community. 

I would suggest that they have had long and varied discussions over the last couple of years on this particular issue and now that it has come up again in another context, of course, I think we really ought to be listening fairly carefully to it.  The concept of her last statement of adding urban and rural areas together I thought was rather an interesting statement when talking about - sort of put in a Tasmanian environment, the political environment in some sort of context and I have often sort of wondered about various areas whether they feel that they are not connected to our urban centres and I think in many ways this is probably a way of offering them in a remote community the support of a solid commercial centre.

This is not to denigrate in any way the ability of the current member, for example, to service that electorate, I do not believe that is a fair assumption to make from any of my comments or anyone else's comments because I know that Mr Rattray does an excellent job, but as I said in a couple of my -my other two proposals the resizing of Apsley is making it rather large and this was an opportunity to do two things, to assist with the servicing of that electorate by whoever the member might be, now or in the future, and also as I have added, 

to add an urban aspect to the people of Flinders and Cape Barren Island.  Sometimes they feel rather remote over there.

Many of you will be aware or most of you will be aware that I was the former member for Bass and it was one of the highlights of the people's month, day, year to have their Federal Local Legislative Council or whatever members, visit them and I do feel that the new size of Apsley is going to preclude that to an extent.  Basically getting from one end of the state to the other is not an easy thing, then having to get onto a plane which brings me back to access to the island is basically by air travel and for the member to get to Flinders Island they have to come into Launceston and as I have stated I have actually done a little bit of geographics on how far it is for the current member to come into Launceston, some 110 kilometres.

Now, that could vary with wherever that member might be in the future so I think that aspect of it needs to be taken into serious consideration.  I do not know that there is any more that I really need to add, I think the letter from the mayor and my comments regarding that fit that altogether on the boundaries but I was very interested in the last group of submissions that came back to us to see about various people's comments about the electoral division renaming.

Now, it did not always naturally, as you will note, relate to specifically this electorate but I think the comments from the Mayor of Launceston and Mr Julian Carter and a Mr Stacey were particularly relevant in that what I have been trying to say from the outset about the name of an electorate is that people can identify with it, can easily relate to it and that it has some purpose and meaning to them and as I noted from your redistribution proposal reasons last year about renaming using well recognised geographical features, I have actually over the last couple of days done a little bit of a phone survey and asking people - ringing people in the electorate, just stabbing them out of the phone book, and finding out if they knew what legislative council electorate they were in.

I told them who I was and that I was their member and what did I represent.  Nine out of 10 of them, and I rang I think it was about 15, had no idea that they were a member of Westmoreland so what I am asking is that you give some consideration to giving them a name that they one, know, identify with and easily relate to, and I feel that there is going to be a problem with the name Windermere in that certain ends of the electorate, and I talk right down as far as George Town, that end, and through to St Leonards and Waverley this end, many of them might possibly have heard of Windermere, they might possibly know where it is but it would have no relationship to them.  

Windermere is a lovely tiny little village on the Tamar and nobody doubts that at all, but it is a very special place, a very quiet place and does not have any affiliation or relationship to in any way, shape of form, the majority of my current electorate and the new proposed new electorate so I told you in all the submissions that I made and just reiterate it in this one, that I considered that a name like Barnard or Mr Stacey gave a few other names, should be considered.  Something that is far easily identified.

I know that one of the comments were that it was either a well recognised geographical feature or it might carry an accepted historical reference.  I do not know that the Tribunal or the Electoral Commission has any idea of doing a big major campaign to advise people of where their new electorate boundaries are going to be or what the plans are that in the case of a name something like Barnard would certainly be very relevant;  one, as a recognised name but two, there is a creek that goes right through almost the middle of the proposed new electorate, it is towards the end of my electorate at the moment, it is on the Launceston side of Dilston.  It is well recognised by anyone who goes down the river way and many people travel to George Town in particular to go down to the beach at Low Head, also it is now currently a geographical feature that is actually used for the eastern boundary, part of the eastern boundary of the electorate and within the electorate there are a couple of other noted names, there is the Barnard Road up on the Lilydale end of the electorate as well and because of the historical reference to Claude and his son Lance, of course obviously people are going to one, note it, also recognise it and thirdly I would suggest, very, very easy to relate to it.

I do not know that there is any more that I could add but I just feel that it is something we really seriously must consider for the sake of the Flinders Island people who feel quite akin to the Tamar Valley through George Town down into Launceston, that we need to consider that and also that the boundary - adding to the boundary and that the name needs to be fairly carefully considered.  I would be very interested if anyone there has any questions they would like to ask me.  Perhaps they have got some burning thoughts that they want me to answer on why I really want this other than my plan statement to you.  A bit difficult when I am not face to face, I would love to have had the opportunity to come down but time did not permit me that, so would anyone like to ask me anything, Mr Nettlefold?

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, would anyone like to ask Mrs smith any questions?

MR CASWELL:   No questions from me.

MR ROWE:   No, no questions.

MR GREEN:   No questions.

MR FARRELL:   No, no questions.

THE CHAIRMAN:   No, Mrs Smith, thank you.  We do not have any questions but we thank you for your further submissions and we will take them into consideration.

MRS SMITH:   I hope you do, thank you very much.

THE CHAIRMAN:   Thank you.

THE SPEAKER WITHDREW
[10.46am]
THE HON DON WING MLC:
[11.05am]
THE CHAIRMAN:   Thank you, Mr Wing.

MR WING:   Thank you, Mr Chairman, and thank you for the opportunity of making these submissions.  I regret the necessity to do so but I appreciate the opportunity because I am one of a growing number of people, especially in my area, who are quite concerned to the extent of being greatly concerned about the proposed loss of the name Launceston as a name for an electoral division in this State.  I have made three submissions on this and I will refer to parts of those in a moment but if I can just make some general, preliminary points.

In the second-last submission I made I included a submission relating to boundaries south of Ulverstone and a tidying up of the boundaries between Paterson and Rosevears and I am grateful to the Tribunal for the consideration given to mine and other submissions relating to those matters and for the response for that, the fact that the boundary was changed between Montgomery and Mersey, and there was a tidying up of the boundary between Paterson and Rosevears and I thank you for the consideration and decisions made on those.

I did not have in mind when I made that submission the fact that the tidying up of the boundary in the Wellington Street/Charles Street bridge area, I think strengthens my submission for the retention of the name Launceston because at that stage I was not aware that Paterson was proposed to be called Paterson because of the street name.  I assumed, as would be apparent from my first submission on the subject, that Paterson was being named after Colonel Paterson, the first governor of the northern colony of Van Diemen's Land.

So, as is apparent from my second submission dated 18 January, I was proceeding on that basis because I was submitting that that was not in keeping with the criteria adopted by the committee set out on page 12, I think, of the initial proposal, that the new names were named after well recognised geographical features.  So the tidying up that I suggested was in conjunction 

with the submission that the name of Colonel Paterson should not be used to replace the name Launceston, but the tidying up has meant that the - which I fully support and submitted in favour - it has meant that the majority of Paterson Street is now in the division of Rosevears.

So I hope that fact alone may cause the members of the Tribunal to re-look at the naming because it is certainly an irony to name a division after a street when the majority of that street is now in another division.  So, as I said, I did not have this in mind when I made the submission about tidying up.  It just seemed that that part of the boundary was irregular and it would be better if it went down Paterson Street and the Tribunal obviously agreed with that, but with that - and then it was not until after I had made that submission that I became aware that the reasoning for the naming of Paterson was not after Colonel Paterson but after the street.

So we now have a situation where Paterson Street, 58 per cent of it, I checked this with an engineer at the Launceston City Council for the actual widths and I have some measurements here if you would like me to give them, Mr Chairman, but the calculation is 58 per cent of Paterson Street is now in the electorate of Rosevears;  42 per cent, therefore, is in the electorate of Paterson.  So that will add added confusion and it makes it quite inappropriate in my respectful submission for the proposed name of Paterson to be retained.

I rely on all the reasons given in my submissions and in the submissions that other people have made on this particular subject but the added factor since the second-last lot of submissions is this fact.  Now, as is apparent from submissions that I have made and others have made, it is considered that in any event notwithstanding the fact that the majority of it is now in another electorate, for Paterson Street to be singled out to replace the name Launceston, but I would really like to have some discussion about why the name Launceston is not acceptable.

I cannot see in any of the reasons any real reason why the committee initially, and then as endorsed by the Tribunal, the Tribunal secondly, are abandoning that name even though that has been the name of one of the northern Legislative Council electoral divisions since 1851.  In the submission that I made yesterday I have annexed a copy of two pages from the book The Life and Times of Sir Richard Dry who was the first member for Launceston and was so elected at the time of the first election in 1851, I think it was in October of that year, 24 October, and I needed to put the two pages in, not for the colourful account of how the campaigns were conducted in those days, and I am very pleased that there has been a dramatic change, but to give the names of the electorates that comprised the first Legislative Council and at the bottom of page 66 of that book it says, "The 16 gentlemen returned at this election were," and then it names the 16 and the second name is R. Dry, Launceston and it includes J. Dunn, Hobart Town.

Now, as far as I know, ever since then October 1851, our capital city Hobart and the second largest city, Launceston, have always been recognised in names in the Legislative Council of electoral divisions and that is not surprising because that is the trend throughout Australia and I have also annexed to my submission dated 1 February copies of the electorates in the House of Representatives and in each of the States.  Now, two States have the type of open electoral system for their Upper Houses and of course Queensland does not have an Upper House but where the Upper Houses have individual electorates, as in the case of Melbourne even though they are a multi-member electorate or two members for each electorate, I think, the names have been set out and it seems evident to me, although I have not checked it out on a map city by city, that every major or significant city in mainland Australia has its name recognised by the name of an electorate in its area.

Every capital city has and in some cases capital cities have two electorates named:  one in the Federal and one in the State division and that applies in some of the regional cities as well.  So what commenced in this colony and has continued in the colony and in this State since October 1851 by having Hobart's and Launceston's names used for the names of electoral divisions has been uniform with the practice in the rest of Australia.  I did point out in the first submission I made to the Tribunal that other cities in Tasmania are in a different position.

I recognise, for example, that it is not appropriate to have an electorate named Burnie because Burnie - the boundaries which include Burnie also include Penguin and Ulverstone.  So there are competing factors there.  In the electorate of Mersey containing Devonport I acknowledge it is not appropriate to have that electorate named Devonport because Latrobe is in those boundaries and there are competing factors.  In the case of Hobart there was no competing factor.  There was no other town or city contained in the boundaries.  In the case of Launceston there was no competing factor because the area covers greater Launceston and whilst it includes Hadspen and Devon Hills, they are dormant suburbs of Launceston, they are not significant towns which would compete for naming rights of the electoral division containing them.

So it is really only Hobart and Launceston that in my respectful submission qualify for retention of the naming rights of an electoral division but because that it is obviously the practice in every other State and in the House of Representatives for the capital city certainly and major provincial cities to have electorates named after them, then I hope Tasmania will not go it alone and depart from what is not only an established practice but which is in my respectful view an appropriate practice giving appropriate recognition to important centres in our country.

Now, in the House of Representatives and in other States there is a mixture of the names of places and of people.  I am using the lists of electoral names in other places in Australia as an example only of - two names in the State, Hobart and Launceston and, as I said earlier, I really cannot see any reasons and I welcome if any member of the Tribunal feels that there is a reason which has not been expressed in any of the reasons given, why the names Hobart and Launceston should not be used.

The point that I took seriously, because I thought it deserved consideration and I answered spontaneously, it was the point you raised, Mr Chairman, about whether having the names Hobart and Launceston could mislead people and give them the impression that the members representing those electorates actually represented the whole area of Hobart and Launceston respectively.  So I gave you my spontaneous reaction on the telephone but I did feel that the point deserved more consideration which I have accorded it and I deal with this in my most recent submission dated 1 February on page 5.

At the bottom of page 5 I have given four examples of where an electorate has been named after a city where the Local Government area has an electoral population, a voting public that is, of much greater numbers than in the electorate and I refer to the Federal seat in the House of Representatives called Brisbane which the research I have had done shows has 90,349 electors whereas the Brisbane Local Government area has 548,515 and I am not aware of there having ever been any problem about people feeling that the Member for Brisbane in the House of Representatives represents the whole area.

If anybody felt that way, I am not aware that there has been a problem, and because the same has happened in a number of other places, at least three others of which I refer to here, I would feel confident that there has not been a problem but otherwise there would have been some change but it seemed to me that that was a valid point for serious consideration to be given to.  In the case of the State seat in the Legislative Assembly at Wollongong the number of electors is 43,700 whereas the Wollongong Local Government area is 125,485. 

In the case of the Newcastle State seat in the Legislative Assembly the number of electors is 45,131 and the number of electors in the Local Government area is 98,754 and the other example I have given is the Melbourne State seat in the Legislative Assembly, the Victorian Parliament, where the number of electors is 37,574 whereas the number of voters in the Melbourne Local Government area is 56,052.  So the situation in the electorates currently proposed to be called Wellington and Launceston seems to be no different from any of these and there may well be a number of other examples.

So I would respectfully submit, Mr Chairman, that that ought not to cause the Tribunal to abandon the names of Hobart and Launceston in favour of new names on that account because I do not think that there has ever been any suggestion that that has been a problem in this State and of course those names have existed since October 1851.  Now, I find difficulty in reconciling the committee's position which has been adopted by the Tribunal in differentiating in its treatment of naming between Rumney and Hobart and Launceston.

Now, the name of Rumney is being retained even though it is short‑lived, even though it has been an existing name for only about two years or a little over two years;  even though the geographical feature after which it is named must be considered very minor in comparison with the cities of Hobart and Launceston on any State or national basis, whatever test is applied but contrary to the way I read the Redistribution Committee's remarks on page 12 of the initial redistribution proposal reasons, the name Rumney is being retained even though there are great similarities other than the source of the name between the outcome of this redistribution in the electorates of Rumney, Hobart and Launceston.

I was a little confused, and perhaps somebody could explain if I am wrong in my interpretation here, because in the third paragraph on page 12 of the initial reasons the names of six continuing names are set out and that includes Roland and of course the Tribunal decided to change the name Roland because it referred to a very solid, isolated part of the new electorate to Rowallan which is a more central geographical feature in the new electorate.  So the six names, including Roland, are set out but then in the next paragraph the committee says:

Where the nature of a proposed division was significantly different to existing ...(reads)... Rumney, Wellington and Windermere.
Yet in the numerical details of each electorate Rumney is shown on page 26 with the name Rumney although it is suggested that new names were suggested because that was an existing name.  So I am just a little confused there.  I would have thought the name Rumney would have been included in the previous paragraph with Derwent, Huon, Mersey, Murchison, Pembroke and Roland because the name Rumney is being retained and I applaud that because I think it is important to have the changes that are necessary in the total area of the redistribution but the minimum change necessary bearing in mind the fact that the Tasmanian population experienced a redistribution of electoral boundaries for the Legislative Council a little over two years ago and now with the reduction in numbers of the House they are experiencing a second one.

So they have just become accustomed to the first and they have a second one.  So to help gain acceptance and the maximum degree of knowledge possible and for the electorate to feel as comfortable as possible with the new redistribution I believe it is desirable to have the minimum change necessary and there must be significant changes, there has been, but where it is not really necessary there are strong arguments in favour of it not occurring because that is less change for the people to have to adjust to and become accustomed to and change is often traumatic.

I do not think it is so traumatic generally.  In this situation change is often resisted for the sake of opposing change but change is more likely to be accepted to the greatest degree possible if there is a minium change and therefore I support retention of the name Rumney but on page 26 in the details set out there the division was named Rumney in the reasons, it is suggested that there will be a new name.  Now, I would like to refer to what has happened with the boundaries of Rumney and compare that with what has happened with the boundaries of both Hobart and Launceston and I deal with this on page 6 of the submission that I made yesterday and I say:

I find it difficult to understand why the committee and the Tribunal has treated Rumney and Paterson/Launceston differently.  The name of Rumney is being retained -
and I make it clear again, I support that -

when 10,524 electors out of a total of 20,673, that is, slightly more than half ...(reads)... coming from Cornwall and Macquarie.
Now, there is a similar situation with the proposed division of Wellington although I have not set it out in my submission but I refer to that on page 27 of the initial redistribution proposal reasons because from the existing division of Hobart there are 11,138 electors, again, just slightly more - well, it is slightly fewer than half and from the division of Newdegate and Buckingham combined 11,572, slightly more than half. 

So only a few hundred voters difference there compared with Rumney and Launceston but even though the name Rumney does not have anywhere near the same significance or historical importance or statewide or nationwide acceptance and identification as Hobart and Launceston, for some reason which is not explained in any reasons that I can find the committee and subsequently the Tribunal are retaining the name Rumney but abandoning the names Hobart and Launceston.  Now, I am conscious that in the reasoning the committee has said that:

Where the great majority of electors of an existing division are ...(reads)... existing names were suggested.
And I support that, I applaud that, but Rumney does not come into that category.  Rumney is in an exact category of Hobart and Launceston - well, I say exact, within a few hundred voters, almost an identical position with Hobart and Launceston even though its name is less significant and not known nationally or probably not so well known on a statewide basis, that is being retained.  Now, I would be really interested to know why that is so because there has been no explanation of that and it does make it a little difficult making submissions and I am very conscious that this is the last opportunity that I will have or anybody else will have to make submissions to the Tribunal on this name and I wanted to come down here this morning because I place so much importance on this.

And I would hope that the Tribunal will see the importance of retaining the names Hobart and Launceston and apart from anything else it will show a consistency of approach to treat them the same as Rumney and it would be appalling, nothing less than appalling if Rumney is retained and Hobart and Launceston were not and I do not suggest Rumney be changed because people have become accustomed to the name Rumney in that area and if there is yet another change that makes it more difficult for people to become accustomed to the total redistribution proposal.

For the same reasons, whatever they are, for Rumney being retained, they must apply to Hobart and Launceston in respect of the figures and the circumstances that I have just spoken about but there are stronger and more convincing reasons why Hobart and Launceston should be retained because of the historical significance, the national significance, the acceptance, the tradition, the heritage.  Now, I cannot speak for people in this area but I know the feeling in the Launceston area about this and much more discussion has taken place and much more concern has been expressed since it has been revealed that the proposed name, Paterson, is coming from the name of a street and that has sparked a good deal of discussion in my area and I have said, with great respect, in my submission that people - there are a number of people who have discussed this with me who are quite incredulous about it, they cannot believe that it is proposed and there are people who actually scoff at it and I have said, again I want to emphasise with respect, that there is some risk of a decision on this basis if it is maintained being held to ridicule because Paterson Street is mainly in another electorate. 

The proposed division of Paterson is close to an area, a district known as Patersonia, which is in yet another electorate and it seems to me from looking at maps that Wellington, that Mount Wellington is not only not in the proposed Division of Wellington but it is actually shared by parts of three other divisions.  Now, I cannot be sure of that.  It looks to me on the map as if that is the case, as if there are parts of Mount Wellington in Huon, Elwick and Derwent but the outstanding feature is none of it appears to be in Wellington.

So I cannot understand the reasoning, whatever it is, or the logic, of calling the only local division around Mount Wellington that does not have Mount Wellington in it Wellington and then I view that with the overall concern that I have of not understanding from any of the reasons why the name Hobart is being abandoned, why the name Launceston is being abandoned.  So people looking at this as a cold, hard fact on a contemporary and an historical basis would be at least bewildered, I think, to find that the new division containing the central business district of Hobart, 84 per cent of its electors of whom are in the Hobart City Council boundary which contains the Port of Hobart being named Wellington when no part of Mount Wellington is in it when three other electorates share parts of Mount Wellington and I can understand the same contemporary and historical bewilderment about people trying to understand why the new Division of Paterson is being called Paterson after a street.

I am told by an engineer at the Launceston City Council that Paterson Street is one of about 3000 streets in Launceston.  It is not the most significant.  It is not the main street.  It is not the biggest and most of it is in another electorate.  I did not use the expression that the decision to retain Wellington and Paterson could leave that decision open to ridicule lightly because it is being treated in that way by people at the moment scoffing to ridiculing it but there is a ground swell of concern in my area because people cannot understand why the name Launceston is being abandoned in the first place and that is a very big problem but they equally cannot understand why the name of a street is being used when the guidelines say that new names are based on well recognised geographical features.

I mean, there would be people in Launceston, probably mainly children but there would be people in Launceston who would not know where Paterson Street is.  There would be many people throughout Tasmania who would not know where Paterson Street is.  If you say where is Lake Rowallan most people would know.  They know where the Mersey River is;  they know where the Huon is, probably most would know where Rumney is.  I do not know that so many would know Montgomery but many people would not have any idea where Paterson Street is.

I have represented the electorate of Launceston since May 1982 and, Mr Chairman and gentlemen, I want to tell you that I have always been very proud to say that I am the Member for Launceston.  I really could not say with any degree of pride I am the Member for Paterson named after a street, most of which is not in my electorate.  I would feel uncomfortable about that because it seems to me, with respect, highly inappropriate.  Now, Mr Chairman, I realise that there are a number of factors that have been put to the Tribunal that have not been perhaps available before and I do not under-estimate the difficult task that the Tribunal has grappling with so many elements of the redistribution process:  the boundaries, the naming, the transitional provisions and matters such as that.

So it has probably been easier for some of us who have a particular interest in a particular area to look more closely into a number of aspects of some of the decisions than it has been with the competing factors time-wise that the Tribunal has to deal with all at once.  I recognise that and that is why I have said in my submission I hope the Tribunal will be prepared to step back from its previous thoughts on the naming of these two electoral divisions and look afresh at it.  As I said earlier, there is a different component which has come about only because of the tidying up of the boundaries at the bottom of Wellington Street and that has put the majority of the street out of the electorate, that factor alone.

It was not quite - the majority was not out of the proposed division before then so that is, I think, a very good reason for the Tribunal to re-visit that and look at it totally afresh.  Apart from the matter that you raised, Mr Chairman, which I have accorded the respect that that deserved by doing further research about whether naming Launceston would give the impression that the member represented the whole of Launceston and similarly with Hobart.  I am not aware of any other reasons why Hobart and Launceston are not continuing to be used and perhaps - I do not know whether you or any member of the Tribunal would want to tell me of the thinking on that so that I can deal with it.

It would be unfortunate, as this is my last opportunity to make any submission on this and because I am one of a growing number of people who are very greatly concerned about this, if there were some reasons that came out later and I did not have an opportunity of considering but I have looked carefully page by page at all the reasons given in the findings of the Tribunal and I really cannot find anything that says this is the justification for ceasing to use the names Hobart and Launceston except one factor and, that is, that it may give a hint of transitional arrangements to come and I recognise the validity of that and in the electorates of - well, the electorate of Rowallan I realise that there could be a difficulty there by retaining the name Roland or Macquarie although Roland was one where on page 12 of the reasons the committee suggested that should be retained even though there was quite a difference in the structure of that electorate. 

Probably the significant majority of the electors - I will just check that - in the existing Roland electorate, no, I do not think they are actually.  Yes, that makes it a little more difficult to understand when I focus on that which I have not done before.  The committee was saying the name of Roland should be retained because there is no significant change in the nature of the proposed division.  When, when I look at page 24 of the reasons under the heading from the existing division of Roland, there is 3971, 3349, 2955 and 162, I will just do a quick calculation, that seems to be no more than 11,000 electors and probably about 10½ at a rough guess whereas the total number of electors in that proposed division was 20,863.

So the other electors come from Macquarie, Derwent, Leven and about even numbers in total.  So that really puts Roland in the same position as Rumney which puts them both in the almost identical position of Hobart and Launceston, yet the committee proposed that Roland - that the name Roland be continued and the Tribunal found that it should be changed to Rowallan and I support that, with respect, because it is a more central feature in the electorate, but the committee which made the first allocation of names which have been retained by the Tribunal except in the case of Rowallan were saying we should retain Roland.

Now, I do not see, Mr Chairman and gentlemen, any difference of significance between the allocation of electors in Roland as originally named comparing those from the existing division of Roland and those from three other existing divisions from the situation in Rumney, Hobart, Launceston and the decision that you are making of course is a most important decision and it is important that it be academically defensible.  With the greatest of respect at this stage the decision is not academically defensible in a number of respects, especially the point that I am making now, the different treatment of Roland and Rumney on the one hand and Hobart and Launceston on the other hand.

So the reasons given on page 12 do not provide an explanation which is academically defensible, why Roland and Rumney were recommended to have their names retained and Hobart and Launceston not.  The other point is on page 11 of the initial redistribution proposal reasons where the committee said:

On the matter of names the Redistribution Committee was cautious ...(reads)... arrangements in some eyes.
I believe that is a valid point in the cases where there is and should be some doubt as to what the traditional transitional arrangements may be but, Mr Chairman and gentlemen, I want to submit that in the case of Hobart and Launceston there can be no doubt about that because, with respect, there could be no doubt that on the majority elector basis and looking at the new boundaries I could not imagine the Tribunal coming to any decision other than to allocate the seat of Wellington to the current member for Hobart on the majority principle. 

There is no other electorate whose electors are contained in that boundary with a greater number of electors than those from the existing seat of Hobart and in the case of Paterson on the majority principle there is no other electorate in the vicinity where there are more voters from an existing electorate in the new division.  So there would be no secret about who would be allocated to that and I do not want to presume anything except what must be regarded by anybody as the obvious.

So that wise cautionary statement which I believe is appropriate does not apply to the electorates of Wellington or to the electorate of Paterson.  It may apply to the electorate of Roland but on the majority principle I think not, but if there is an electorate that may have reference to that statement I have referred to, it could be the electorate of Roland yet the name of Roland was proposed to be retained and is being changed only because that refers to a district on the outskirts.  In one particular part of the electorate it was not ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   Mr Wing, that assumption on your part is wrong, do you realise that?

MR WING:   No ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, it is.

MR WING:   ‑ ‑ ‑ but I would be grateful perhaps if you ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, I can only speak for myself as I explained to you the last time you put most of these arguments to us, I do not purport to speak for the Tribunal but I do speak for myself and will have further to say later, but your assumption about that is wrong.  My recollection is that the main consideration why the name of Roland was abandoned by the Tribunal, having been adopted by the committee, was that it was felt that that may give to the sitting member, Mr Loone, a political advantage over other people who may seek that seat and in particular it was thought it would give him an unfair advantage as against Mr Anderson who has lost his seat and who stated to the Tribunal that he would be contesting the seat of - or that was his present intention, I am speaking from memory on all of this, that was his present intention when that seat became available.

Now, I remember raising it myself that having regard to what the committee had said that it was unfair to others, particularly Mr Anderson to leave Mr Loone with that position advantage, the neighbouring member having lost his seat.  So I raised it myself so your assumption that it is thought that Mount Roland ceased to be appropriate, it was not, that the mountain ceased to be appropriate.  The politics were a bit doubtful.

MR WING:   Right.  I thank you for that, Mr Chairman, because I support what you said and I am pleased to hear that that is the case because I did say when I started to discuss this point that Roland is a possible - could be an exception to that, to the fact that some are fairly predictable and others not and I did say that Roland is probably a case where that was not, but it was my understanding that it was - the name Rowallan came probably because of the more central feature, so I thank you very much for explaining that and I do not challenge anything that you have said in any way and I understand the reasoning totally in relation to that.

As I foreshadowed with the comment that I made that Roland is - the transcript will show what I did say but I was foreshadowing that Roland is probably an exception to the point that I was making and I just had a quick look at the figures and I said it may or may not be but certainly with Macquarie and Roland sort of merging I recognise that that is the situation as you have explained it, Mr Chairman.   And on the question of the reason for naming, I only had available to me the reasons given on 9 January which said with one exception the Tribunal accepted each of the division names in the initial redistribution proposal.

The Tribunal believed it inappropriate to continue the name Roland as the geographical make up of the division has significantly changed.  In addition no parts of the existing Roland - existing parts of the existing Roland, the proposed decision now includes a large number of electors from Macquarie, part of the Central Highlands from Derwent and a small part of Leven.  The Tribunal proposes that the division be named Rowallan, so I was not quite sure the exact reasoning there but it certainly - what is said there is consistent with what you have just said and I support all that you have said and I thank you for that clarification.

MR FARRELL:   Mr Chairman, with your permission perhaps I could make a comment now about Rumney to clarify a couple of issues.  You have quoted quite correctly from page 11 of the initial redistribution paper reasons where we discussed the possible singling of transitional arrangements in some eyes.  In that context we believed that Rumney was new in that there had been no election held in Rumney and there was no member for Rumney.  It could have been better expressed with an extra sentence and I regret that now, but it is exactly consistent with what the Tribunal so rightly pointed out to us, that we had been slightly inconsistent with Roland and made that change, so Rumney fits into the same boat being new, in that there is no incumbent member and no election ever held in that division.

MR WING:   Thank you.  I am not sure why that puts it in a different category.  I would have thought with an incumbent member, unless there was the doubt as there can be as I acknowledged in Rowallan, why it makes any difference whether a member has actually been elected or not when there are existing boundaries because as we are all aware efforts were made to see whether it may be possible to have a member for Rumney and I think the Tribunal recommended that there be 20 members for a period so that that be filled.  

That did not occur but that was certainly a strong desire in some areas, not only within the Tribunal but in other places in the state.  The fact that that did not happen I do not see that that is a reason for treating Rumney differently in terms of name from Hobart and Launceston unless either could be in the same category as Rowallan which I submit they are not, where there is a doubt about who might represent that area.

There is really no reason for any serious doubt about that and that is my submission that there is not in the case of Wellington or Paterson, then I believe that the treatment for Rumney and Wellington and Paterson should be the same because the effect of the redistribution in terms of numbers is almost identical but added to that is the historical situation.  

Now, in terms of status of cities, as I pointed out Hobart is the second oldest city in Australia, it is the second oldest capital city in Australia, Launceston is the third oldest city in Australia.  I think it would be regrettable in the extreme if neither of those cities with that historical significance continue to have their names registered in an electoral division in the state.  It would be totally out of kilter with what is happening everywhere and it is not a case of everywhere else having electorates named only after cities or places, there are some named after people, but every other capital city, every other regional city as far as I know are named.

I have referred - and on that basis I highlighted on my original submission but it did not come through of course on the fax, in the House of Representatives, just to take a few names, Adelaide, Ballarat, Bendigo, Brisbane, Canberra, Newcastle, Parramatta, Perth, Sydney. Kalgoorlie, Kooyong I think which is a suburb, Fremantle, Melbourne, all named in Federal seats.  We do not rate in that but in the Legislative Assembly in new South Wales cities such as Albury, Ballina, quite a small place, Bankstown, Bathurst, Bega, another small place, Broken Hill, Canberra, Camden, Campbell Town, Cessnock, Coffs Harbour, Dubbo, Kiama even, Lake Macquarie, Lane Cove I think is a suburb, Lismore, Liverpool, Maitland, Newcastle, Orange, Parramatta, Penrith, Port Macquarie, Tamworth, Wagga Wagga, Wollongong, Wyong.  

In Victorian Legislative Assembly Benalla, Bendigo, East West, Geelong, Keilor, Melbourne, Mildura, Portland, Shepparton, Swan Hill, Warrnambool, Werribee, Williamstown, many much smaller than either Hobart or Launceston, and without the same historical significance and I doubt if they have ben bearing those names for as long as either of these two cities have, and in the Legislative Council Ballarat, Geelong, Melbourne.  Queensland is the same and Western Australia in the state is the same, Albany, Bunbury, Fremantle, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie, Perth and do it goes on and I believe that there is strength in the argument that there should be some consistency there, some uniformity, and even in the state, looking at our state alone without drawing the comparisons that I have, continuity I believe is important when we are dealing with two cities of the national as well as the state significance that we have.

Mr Chairman, I thank you and the members of the Tribunal, for this opportunity.  Dr John Morris has made two submissions.  I have copies of his submissions and he refers in one of them that he is the co-author of a book history of Our Streets, that is history of the streets of Launceston.  He is a member of the Launceston Historical Society, a leading member, and he has a great feel for the history.  I believe his views expresses are valid and are representative of a large number of citizens of Launceston.  

The Mayor of Launceston made a submission on the first round and I just received copies of the other submissions made here and I see that the Launceston City Council has made a submission in which they adopt many if not most of the reasons in my second last submission and they debated this matter at the council yesterday and I noticed in the Examiner this morning it said that every alderman expressed concern about this.  Now, that is typical of what I have described as the growing concern in our area about this, with good reason, and I  hope, Mr Chairman, and I do request that the Tribunal give anxious consideration to all these matters and decides to retain the names Hobart and Launceston.  Thank you very much.  I am happy to attempt to answer any questions that you have.

THE CHAIRMAN:   Any questions for Mr Wing, please?

MR CASWELL:   Not from me, Chairman.

MR GREEN:   Nothing.

MR ROWE:   No.

MR FARRELL:   Not from me, Mr Chairman.

THE CHAIRMAN:   Mr Wing, I do not think for the Tribunal, I do not presume like that, you would realise that but I think it right to tell you that when the Tribunal sits to make a decision I will be voting to retain the name of Paterson.

Some of the advocacy presented in favour of the view that the name Launceston should be retained disappoints me.  It is emotional and contains a great deal of hyperbole, and I particularly regret a form of advocacy where a Tribunal is informed that some people in Launceston are scoffing at them, or rather, I am sorry, not at them, at their decision.  Would you convey to them, please, on behalf of the Chairman of this Tribunal, that if they - as far as he personally is concerned, if they want to scoff at the decision of the Tribunal on this or any other matter, could you tell them that I would like them to feel free to continue.  I had hoped they would have been more constructive, but if they do not feel able to, let them go for it.

Now, it is not true that you have not had an explanation of the general approach to this matter.  You had it the last time you were here.  Again I speak for myself and I speak in accordance with my own understanding, which may not be complete.  I was not a member of the committee and I did not make notes of all that was said in the discussions of names when we got to the Tribunal stage, but I have a general recollection of what occurred.  There is no doubt that the general approach was that there was a preference for geographic names over the names of certainly politicians from the modern era of Tasmanian politics, say, for example, the period since the last World War, and for me I would want to go back further than that.

See, what happens, I believe, about - take, for example, we have been pressed over and over, we are pressed again to name Cimitiere Barnard.  Now, what happens about that?  There is not any doubt in my mind that the Barnard family was - I do not know if there is a member at the moment, is there?  There is not as far as I know, but whether there is or not does not matter, they were a distinguished political family, they gave distinguished service, but they come from one recognisable political group and they pressed that argument, that name.  I can think of lots and lots of people, not in relation to a Launceston electorate, but generally, just speaking generally, who would have a strong preference for names like Bethune.

Now, if you adopt the name Barnard or if you adopt the name Bethune, the people who come from the other side of the political fence will be terribly polite about it and courteous and say what marvellous people the Barnards were or the Bethunes were, as the case may be, but they would have a quiet preference.  A friend of mine said once he had the privilege of travelling around Tasmania with that very great Tasmanian Sir Reginald Wright when Sir Reginald was beginning his political career, and he said, "By Christ, mate, if I ever get any political power these names Cosgrove" - and he reeled them off - "are going to get pulled down."  Now, that is a fair approach.  They were distinguished people, those Labor people who got their names all over schools, but there are other people to be considered.

I find that kind of thing invidious, and it is worse than that, it creates the risk that your objectivity will come under challenge in circumstances where it is extremely important that the Tribunal's reputation for objectivity and impartiality is jealously guarded because we have a terribly difficult task.  I spent yesterday afternoon, the whole of the afternoon, reflecting on the terms of that statute which we not long into the future have got to put into effect.

It gives us - it is like telling someone how to make a stew and you use this ingredient, that ingredient, that and that and that, but there is no indication of quantities, and this is going to have a very serious effect on the practical distribution of political power in Tasmania and really that factor, that that transitional process is so important to our political machinery in this State, that the great concern that the members had was not to do anything in relation to naming, which might impinge upon the exercise of those largely undefined powers which we have to put into effect.

We wanted to make absolutely sure that we would not be in any way inhibited or affected in our exercise of an extraordinarily difficult discretion by considerations such as this name continues and gives an advantage to the sitting member.  Now you say, well, in the case of this seat which you would like to call Launceston and I will be voting to call Paterson, you say, well, there could not possibly be any effect on the exercise of that discretion.  I am not sure about that, and not being sure about it I am not prepared to take the risk.

I thought when you were speaking that the name Rumney was not - that there was an anomaly disclosed by your submissions there, but in view of Mr Farrell's explanation as at present advised I can see no difficulty in retaining the name Rumney, but in view of your submissions the matter would need to be considered by the Tribunal again I would think.  Speaking entirely for myself, if a change had to be made my vote would go to change the name Rumney rather than to abandon the name Paterson.

Now, further consideration of this matter leads me to put great weight on the following considerations which I actually, for the sake of making absolutely sure that I am accurate, I wrote down.  The first proposition which I will be voting on is this.  Whatever your reasons - I am using "your" in an objective sense, impersonal sense - whatever your reasons may be for choosing Paterson as the name of this division, it is clear that Paterson is an appropriate name for a Launceston-based seat.  Second, on balance, Launceston is not an appropriate name for a Launceston-based seat because it involves an element of misdescription.  There are three Launceston-based seats, not just one.

Then you called in aid practices in other States in relation to the naming of electorates, but of course some of the material you called in aid does not aid your case.  You see if you take Ballarat they are not naming one seat Ballarat and the other seat Goldfield Street, or Goldfield, they are naming them East Ballarat and West Ballarat.  So that if I were minded to retain the name Launceston I would only do it on the basis that you talked about Central Launceston and - I do not know - Western Launceston, East Launceston, North Launceston, but to use Launceston for one of a number of Launceston seats is misleading to the general public.  It is not misleading I am sure to the elite, but we are not here to serve only the elite, although it is a privilege to serve them, but it is a privilege to serve everyone else, and that element of misdescription, I think, is important.

The factor where Paterson Street begins and ends really is of no moment to me at all, but your primary question really was, why is Launceston not acceptable?  Well, they are the reasons why it is not acceptable.  They are my reasons why it is not acceptable and I do not think there is anything further I wish to add, thank you.

MR WING:   Well, thank you, Mr Chairman, for explaining those matters to me.  On that last point if I may comment.  You say that the question - the example used of Ballarat does not help my case, but of course there are the other examples I used of Brisbane, Wollongong, etcetera, and you say that people can be confused.  You have made up your mind.  Nothing that I say is going to change that, obviously, and that is a regrettable thing, I think.  We have not even finished the hearing and you have made up your mind.

THE CHAIRMAN:   I am sorry, I have made up my mind.  I have heard this argument how many times?  This is the third time.  Each time - the last time I was here I explained to you why your argument was unacceptable.  I have now explained to you again why your argument is unacceptable to me.  Now, your argument is unacceptable to me.  There is nothing unjudicial about that.  I have heard you three times.  Now, in theory one of the members of the Tribunal - rather, a number of them, could persuade me out of my point of view.  I have told you, it is my point of view, but I think you - it is fair to say they will be battling to persuade me otherwise.

I gave long, sustained thought to what you said.  I fought very hard in 1995, or whenever it was, to retain those things.  I am persuaded, particularly in view of the broad discretion that exists in those transitional provisions - I would like, in approaching a task which I regard as an extremely serious, burdensome task, a matter of great concern to me to make whatever small contribution I can to get that right.  I want a clean slate as far as possible and I want to be absolutely sure that I am not being restricted, inhibited in any way at all in discharging that important duty, and I am sorry if you think I am being premature, but there is only one further step can possibly occur and that is my colleagues talk me out of it.  Well, they have done that before quite a few times, but I do not know that they will be doing it this time.

MR WING:   I would not like their chances and I hope they are more successful than I have been.  You mentioned hearing me three times.  We have had a telephone ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, I have had submissions from you three times, have I not?

MR WING:   Yes.  There are quite a few matters in this that were not in the other ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   I know that.  I have been through it all.  I have given a lot of thought to this, particularly yesterday.

MR WING:   On the question of Ballarat, the examples that I have written on page 5 of my submission, Brisbane, Wollongong, Newcastle, Melbourne, and although you find that description misleading I am not aware of any evidence.  I do not know if you have any evidence or any concrete material that shows that that has ever been a problem.  I would have thought it would have been addressed before 148 years if it had been ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, of course that is not right either, is it, because the name Launceston for a Launceston-based seat has become increasingly inappropriate as the geographic size of the electorate expands ‑ ‑ ‑ 

MR WING:   I would have thought the ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   ‑ ‑ ‑ as the relevant electorates expand.

MR WING:   I would have thought the converse, sir, because it is getting more of Launceston into the electorate.  It makes it more justifiable to retain the name.  When I was first elected, in my electorate there were parts of four different municipalities and I cannot remember the numbers, but Riverside was in the Beaconsfield Council;  Prospect was in the Westbury Council as it was then called;  half of Kings Meadows, Youngtown, Norwood - no, Norwood was not in it - half of Kings Meadows, Youngtown were in the St Leonards Municipality.

I would have thought that there are more voters in the Local Government area of Launceston now in the electorate division of Paterson than there were in 1982 Launceston City voters.  So as the electorate gets larger it can take in more of the city, and since 1982 there has been a significant amalgamation bringing in St Leonards to the City of Launceston and Lilydale as well, so Launceston has grown.  The seat of Launceston now, since 1982, has more people in Launceston, so I respectfully submit the converse of the point that you just made.

Now, I accept the point that you made about the comment in the submission of scoffing.  I feel that it is important to be frank with the Tribunal, not offensive, frank, and it is important to know the reaction that the Tribunal's decisions are having and are likely to have in the community and I do not think I should baulk at properly informing the Tribunal.  I phoned somebody for information yesterday and that is how - when they found what was happening that was their reaction, they could not believe it.  I have said the reaction ranges from incredulity, etcetera.  I think it is important when the Tribunal is making decisions which impact upon the total community, and this is the second round of redistribution, the community needs to accept these as much as possible.

If in fact there is a risk of the decisions being regarded with derision for reasons that have not convinced you, Mr Chairman, then I believe it is important for the Tribunal to know about that at the time and not afterwards.

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, I do not think it is important for them to know about it at all because there is no intellectual content in scoffing.  It would be a very weak character who would be affected by anyone scoffing.  If it affected me at all, which of course it would not, it would have the opposite effect.

MR WING:   But I see it has and that is regrettable.

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, you regret it but I will not allow people to stay - well, now, you know, come on, your decision is only worthy of being scoffed at.  Well, I am very confident about the vote I am going to deliver.  It is right and I have given you the reasons for it and I object to the use of a word like scoffing.  It is an implied threat.  I do not take kindly to it but it does not affect me.

MR WING:   Well, certainly there is no threat involved.  I cannot recall and I shall look and see if I can find that.

THE CHAIRMAN:   Why tell me and others that people are scoffing at our decision.  What is the point of that?

MR WING:   Because I would assume that you and the members of the Tribunal, Mr Chairman, would want to come up with a decision which is not only fair and academically defensible but is perceived to be both.  I mean, it is a bit like justice, it is a matter of being seen to be just as well as being just so if you are getting a reaction in the community that is adverse I believe that it is important for the Tribunal, and you obviously do not agree, to know what the reaction is.  

You have said that there are people who would prefer the name of Bethune and others who do not speak out and take any positive action.  Of course there are a lot of people who would not even think of making a submission but who are going to be affected by the decision, who have a pride in their area and in their city and the name and the history and the tradition, who react in certain ways so I would have thought that it is a matter of minimising it.

THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, the way to convey that is to say there are people in Launceston, whoever they are, who strongly disagree with what your decision is, not to say there are people in Launceston scoffing at you.

MR WING:   Well, that was the way of conveying that as accurate - and I am sorry you have taken offensive at the expression.  I was trying to think of a way ‑ ‑ ‑ 

THE CHAIRMAN:   I would not sit in silence without a protest at that kind of advocacy directed at me, no.

MR WING:   No, well, I understand the point that you are making and I just wanted to explain that I was doing my best to convey to the Tribunal the reaction among certain people and I believe that I had some sort of duty to do that and so I say no more on that.

THE CHAIRMAN:   All right, thank you.

MR WING:   Thank you very much, Mr Chairman and gentlemen.  I hope not everybody has made up their mind against the submission.  Thank you very much.

THE SPEAKER WITHDREW
ADJOURNED INDEFINITELY
[12.25pm]
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