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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Third Reading 

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Resources and Assisting the Minister for State 
Development) [2.58 pm]:  On behalf of the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development, I move -  

That the bill be now read a third time. 
MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [2.58 pm]:  The third reading will bring to a conclusion the passage through this 
house of the Local Government Amendment Bill.  I rise to give a brief overview of the culmination of events 
over the past day and a half.  The conclusion of this bill’s passage through this house is a sad day for local 
government.  As I have previously outlined, that is because we missed the opportunity yesterday to rebuild some 
goodwill and the bridge between state government, local government and the Western Australian Local 
Government Association.  I maintain vigorously, and members on this side of the house maintain vigorously - I 
can speak with their full support - that we should have split this bill, which would have responded to the request 
from WALGA for additional consultation.  That request and the arguments put by this side of the house have 
sadly fallen on deaf ears.  That will stand as a reflection on and indictment of this government in the future.  As I 
said yesterday, it is acknowledged that the change in the voting procedure will be around for a long time.  The 
last change was made in 1995, and here we are in 2006, so these provisions do not change very often.  We 
should carefully note today the provisions we shall be imposing on local government through the passage of this 
bill to the upper house.  It will be interesting to find out exactly what happens in the other place.  I am fairly 
confident that the concerns raised in the Legislative Assembly by the National Party, the Independents and the 
Liberal Party will be carried through to the Legislative Council.  It will be interesting to see what course of 
action the members of the Greens (WA) take in the upper house; it will be very interesting to find out what their 
views are about the adequacy or otherwise of the process of consultation.  It should be clearly noted today that it 
is a sad reflection on the Legislative Assembly that additional consideration and consultation did not take place. 
The issue is still relevant.  This morning I received a letter from another council, expressing similar views to 
those expressed in the letters that I read out in the house yesterday.  I note that we read out the letters in 
contravention of the standing orders; however, it was important to note those views.  It is ironic that I have today 
received formal correspondence expressing the same opposition and the same concerns and views as those 
expressed in the letters read out yesterday by the member for Bunbury and me.  They say the same things.  They 
wish to respect the government of the day; they acknowledge the government; their approach is one of respect, 
acknowledgement and partnership.  They say that it is a pity that the state Labor government does not reflect the 
same acknowledgement in response to a request from another tier of government.  I think that that is a very 
important point to focus on.  I said yesterday that we are not dealing with a group of individuals; we are not 
dealing with some noisy minority group.  We are dealing, under the Constitution and the democratic process, 
with the third tier of government.   
Madam Deputy Speaker, you have been involved in local government and I know you hold it in the highest 
regard.  It is a great experience, privilege and honour to serve in local government.  It certainly stands members 
of Parliament in good stead to have served as members of local government.  These people have a decent and 
reasonable approach to this issue.  It deeply saddens and disappoints me on a personal level that my request to 
the minister, and the motion I moved yesterday on behalf of the opposition, were not acknowledged as being 
reasonable.  It was not considered reasonable to give local government the opportunity to comment on the 
section of the bill concerning the proposed change in the electoral process from first-past-the-post to 
proportional, preferential voting.  It is not to be; the bill will move on from the Legislative Assembly. 
The legacy of this legislation also concerns me.  Sadly, although the minister may try to bridge the disaffection 
that the Western Australian Local Government Association now has with the government, WALGA will 
definitely continue to be aggrieved in a serious way; so serious that WALGA is encouraging councils to move a 
vote of no confidence in the minister.  As I said yesterday, that is very significant.  The Leader of the Opposition 
mentioned in his speech that in his vast experience in this area as a former Minister for Local Government, he 
had never experienced such a thing.  The honourable member for Warren-Blackwood - our Premier-to-be and 
Leader of the Opposition - would presumably have experienced many powerful and vociferous approaches from 
members of local government, be they individual councillors, council delegations, or representatives of 
WALGA.  In fact, I recollect that from time to time in the past I met with the Leader of the Opposition when he 
was Minister for Local Government. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  In no uncertain fashion; I recall it very well.  It was a very intense discussion. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  It was! 
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  I’m still not sure who won. 
Mr G. SNOOK:  I am not sure who won, either!  However, as minister, his door was open.  He listened, and 
made his point of view and the government’s point of view very clear.  We had a very, very strong debate and 
exchange of viewpoints; we held very different opinions on the matter under discussion.  The subject of that 
debate is of no consequence.  However, it demonstrated that it was possible to engage in a process in which 
powerful points of view could be heard by a government minister.  I tell members that, apart from disagreement 
over the point being debated, there was respect.  At no time after that did a situation arise in which there was 
disrespect between our local council and the minister.  However, that is sadly not to be the case in this instance.  
It needs to be placed on record that the minister will be left with a legacy of ill-feeling because of his 
intransigence in refusing to accept the request put forward by WALGA that it be heard in accordance with the 
written agreement between the state and local government.  

Yesterday we heard the minister say that a lot of consultation had taken place in the form of the report from the 
Local Government Advisory Board’s inquiry into local government structural reform and sustainability.  The 
report discussed a raft of issues, amongst which was the voting process.  It was there; there is no question about 
that.  A raft of other issues were discussed and various recommendations were made.  Yesterday I made the point 
to the minister by way of interjection that not all of those recommendations had been formally considered or 
dealt with, or further discussed with WALGA.  That is the point that WALGA is trying to make.  WALGA 
wants the government to acknowledge that the electoral process was one of the matters discussed in the report.  
A recommendation was made against changes to the local government voting system.  If the minister wanted to 
fully and frankly impose the clause within the amendment that we are faced with, he should, under the terms of 
the agreement, have advised WALGA of the government’s intentions, canvassed WALGA’s comments, abided 
by the agreement between the state government and WALGA and afforded WALGA the right of consultation 
and comment.  According to WALGA, that did not occur.  The minister held a series of meetings and breakfasts 
around the state with groups of local governments.  This was not intended as a forum to discuss that issue alone, 
but I can assure members that the issue was raised by the member councils that attended the meetings and 
seminars.  The meetings were of great value, and I applaud the minister for the initiative.  They are a good way 
to get involved at a grassroots level and to hear what councils have to say on a range of issues.   

However, the point is that local government did not know about the amendment to the bill.  To emphasise its 
unawareness I highlight again to the house the fact that the amendment to clause 16 was only introduced at a 
briefing meeting last Thursday, which was a week ago today.  Unfortunately, I could not make that briefing.  The 
amendment is the meat or workings of the process of how the new electoral system of preferential voting will 
occur.  The amendment ran to six pages and was as big as the original bill.  When the original bill was 
introduced, the amendment was missing.  We are not talking about just a clause or an amendment of a line or 
two or the misinterpretation of an intent, which often occurs in bills that we pass in this place.  Like politicians, 
draftsmen are not perfect; they sometimes get things wrong.  We need the opportunity to make corrections; that 
is recognised.  The size of the amendment indicates to me that the minister and the government were not ready or 
well prepared with this bill.  It indicates that there should have been a long lead up of discussion around the 
amendment.  It is evidence that this bill was rushed and brought in at late notice.  Whether it is the fault of the 
minister, the Premier or the caucus or whatever system it is that the government works under, it is blatantly 
obvious to members on this side of the house that it was a rushed decision.  The decision could be framed in 
terms of, “Hello, hello, hello - this is our opportunity; if we do not slip this in here now, we will have to wait for 
another process.”  A group within the government or caucus or even the minister himself decided that this should 
occur because it was a one-off opportunity to change profoundly the method of electing councillors in local 
government in Western Australia.  It is a not insignificant measure; it is a not insignificant change.  It is a major 
change, which has been highlighted by the concerns of many members on this side of the house.  Why has it 
been done?  We are not convinced by the arguments put forward by the minister representing the Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development.   

By way of interjection the minister said yesterday that if he could meet with the president of the Western 
Australian Local Government Association, he would wager how long it would take to convince him of the 
benefits and merits of the new system and explain how it works. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Half an hour. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes, he thought he could convince the president in half an hour.  When we went to 
consideration in detail, the minister was asked whether he could explain how the process works.  He was asked 
to outline the preferential voting system step by step.  Members will recall that I held a slide show of 11 pages of 
the Victorian model.  I admit that I do not understand it.  I learnt a bit from the minister yesterday about how the 
system works.  By the minister’s own admission, this is a complex, detailed and very difficult electoral system.  
It is not simple.  The minister had great difficulty explaining it.  He had to have a couple of goes, using advice 
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from his advisers about how quotas work.  There will need to be a good effort put in by the department to ensure 
that there are no stuff-ups with this, because otherwise there will be a litany of claims and counterclaims and 
appeals.  If this bill is implemented, there will need to be a good effort by the department to cover all the 
likelihoods of misinterpretation of how the process works.  Therein lies another cost, which, no doubt, will be 
borne by us all. 

I put it on record that this is a disappointing day in this place.  The ears of the government have been blocked by 
its own fingers.  The government refuses to accept another tier of government’s request that it be afforded the 
opportunity - as per the agreement between local government and the state - to have fair and reasonable 
consultation.  We have come a long way over the years in getting a better and closer working relationship 
between local government and state government.  Over the years there has been a certain degree of conflict 
across the political spectrum with various governments and ministers.  The agreements that were signed and put 
in place between the Gallop government and WALGA were good agreements.  They showed real commitment to 
partnership and to try to bridge differences and get better results and outcomes for local government.  It is sad 
that there has not been recognition and acknowledgement in this process that those agreements have merit.  The 
community will see that as contempt and arrogance by this government. 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury) [3.17 pm]:  I will say a few words on the Local Government Amendment 
Bill 2006.  My colleague the member for Moore has covered the major points very well and very thoroughly.  I 
place on record my disappointment that this bill is going through in its present form.  I was hoping that the 
government would listen to us and at least allow us to split the bill.   

I have no problems whatsoever about changing the date of local government elections from May to October.  I 
support that change.  We have all been through the local government system and we all know that, when we step 
into the lion’s den at the beginning of May, we are usually halfway through a budget.  Some of the bigger 
councils have budgets of more than $50 million.  It is a very daunting task.  I understand and appreciate that.  
There is a need for an additional six, seven or eight months to help people to bed in their understanding of the 
process.  Whatever help they can get will be better than nothing.  I also support the changes affecting the voting 
age of 18 years and above.  I have no problems with that. 

I totally reject the amendment to the bill that changes the voting process.  I am very disappointed with it.  If I 
were the president of WALGA, I would take the local government partnership agreement with the state 
government and tear it up.  I would throw it in a bin or burn it because it means absolutely nothing.  There was a 
big song and dance about getting together and having a 12-week consultation period.  We are talking about the 
peak body of the third tier of government.  The state government said that when there was major legislation or 
major changes to the Local Government Act, local government would be consulted.  The government does not 
necessarily have to agree with the Western Australian Local Government Association, but it should take on 
board its concerns and considerations.  WALGA might have a few good ideas, and the government might have a 
few good ideas that WALGA might agree with.  Although the report of the Local Government Advisory Board, 
which was handpicked by this government, is a big report that addresses many issues, the board recommended 
that the first-past-the-post system remain.  Yes, other issues were canvassed, and I have acknowledged that.  If I 
were the president of WALGA and I read this 400-odd page report and found that one of the recommendations 
of the advisory board to the government was that the first-past-the-post system should remain, I would have 
assumed - I know that I should never assume anything, but I would have reasonably assumed - that nothing 
would change because that was the recommendation.  However, the bill that was introduced to this place 
included clause 16.  The amendment that the minister moved to clause 16 was longer than the entire bill. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  No, it wasn’t.  It was one page shorter! 

Mr G. Snook:  Yesterday, member for Bunbury, you explained that if it were written out in the proper form of a 
bill, it would have been double that size. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  That is what I was about to explain.  If this one page of the notice paper were 
translated into a bill, it would form close to one and three-quarter pages.  A six-page amendment would form a 
nine-page bill, and that is two pages longer than this bill.  I must agree with the minister; it is a damn complex 
system to understand.  I asked a couple of questions about it because I am struggling to understand the new 
system of voting.  The minister said that it is complex and some computer programs will be required.  I spent 14 
years in local government before I was elected to Parliament, and I do not understand the full concept of this 
system.  A lot of chief executive officers do not understand the full concept of it.  If the people in local 
government do not understand it, how does the minister expect the people in the community to understand it?  
They will wonder who the hell they will be voting for and will want to know how the system works and where 
the surpluses will go. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Are you saying that the CEOs in my electorate are inferior to the CEOs in your electorate? 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  No, I did not say that at all, minister. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I will let them know that you said that. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The minister should not impute comments to me that I did not say. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected. 

Mr G. Snook:  What did your mayor say in the letter yesterday? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Yes, and the mayor was a member of the advisory board.  It is a sad state of affairs 
when a local government considers passing a motion of no confidence in the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development.  That is unprecedented.  It is not something that a minister would take lightly.  If I were 
the mayor of a council, the last thing I would want to do is upset the minister.  As part of the local government 
industry, I would want to get on well with the minister, because that would be in everyone’s interests.  I am sure 
that the minister also would want to get on well with the industry, because that is the industry that he represents.  
As minister, he is supposed to represent the industry to the best of his ability and protect and promote local 
government.  I know that the minister does not agree with my thoughts on this matter, and I appreciate that.  
However, changing the voting system will politicise local government.  It will promote alliances, ticketing 
systems, sweetheart deals and block voting. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I understand that it is basically impossible for local governments to be free of political 
interference.  We know that that happens.  There is some interference somewhere along the line.  I want that 
political interference to be kept to an absolute minimum.  However, I am a realist; I know that there is political 
interference.  People in local government should be looking after the issues at a local level, and should not be 
told by a third party or people in the closet how to block vote or whom they should vote for, just so that they can 
get an endorsement from a political party and get a ticket at a local government election, as happened in Victoria 
before the structural reform.  I do not want that.  Local government is very dear to my heart.  It is about 
representing local people at a local level.  Political parties are not supposed to be involved in local government 
elections.  Local governments are not the place for political parties; they should be left alone.  I register my 
absolute disappointment with that part of the bill.  The proposal to split the bill would have allowed a 
compromise so that the change in the date for local government elections from May to October and the change in 
the age of voters could still be made.  The government would have then had a genuine opportunity to consult 
with WALGA, the peak body in local government, about the change in the voting system.  The government did 
not consult WALGA about that change.  It might have been referred to in the report of the Local Government 
Advisory Board, but WALGA was not told that it would be included in the bill.  The government was given an 
opportunity to agree to the proposal to split the bill, but it knocked it back; it just did not care.  Partnership 
agreements mean absolutely nothing.  Local governments might as well rip them up and burn them, because they 
are a waste of time. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin - Deputy Leader of the National Party) [3.27 pm]:  I reinforce the National 
Party’s position on this bill.  We strongly supported the member for Moore’s proposal to split the bill and refer 
the section on proportional preferential voting to a committee.  It was a very sensible proposal.  The minister is 
not in the chamber at the moment.  I congratulate the member for Mindarie; he is running the state.  It is all his. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There is one member of the Labor Party in the chamber at the moment. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes, only one member. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  The member for Mindarie is always here, looking after Western Australia! 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I am here looking after Western Australia and, in particular, the interests of Mindarie.  I 
will not be slagged off by the opposition. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  The minister is a good person.  I think he takes his role very seriously.  I appreciate that 
he tried to explain to me yesterday the proportional preferential voting system.  I probably was not as receptive 
as I should have been. 
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Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I don’t think you were really listening to me. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  No, I was not, and that is not like me.  I was disappointed with the debate.  Yesterday’s 
debate was constructive and members tried to make the minister realise that the government, for which he is 
carrying the flag on this bill, has misjudged the people in the community.  There is one thing about country 
people that I am sure the minister knows - I say this often because I reckon I have lived it - which is that if 
people work with country people and give them time and the opportunity to work out what we are trying to get 
them to do, nine times out of 10 country people will grasp the proposition and accept it, unless it is completely 
out of the book.  However, when the minister wipes them off as he has done, up goes the brick wall. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Like you did with me last night. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I did.  I was not very happy. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You are one in 10. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I was trying to give the minister credit but he is doing to me now what he did during the 
debate, which caused me to do what I did to him last night! 

I tried to make the point to the minister that he may be right that it is a better system.  I do not think it is; I do not 
understand it properly.  As a member of Parliament, I can only go on what the people on the ground tell me.  I 
have to say to the minister that I have heard from a lot of them.  I have mentioned Ian Craven, a good 
hardworking CEO and one who is representative of a lot of CEOs.  They are really concerned about this 
legislation.  The minister might have been able to turn them around if only he had consulted them.  I know that 
the minister says he has, but I do not think the minister really believes that himself.  I understand that he has to 
play his role.  I think he should have listened and consulted, and it may have saved the government a bit of pain 
down the track.  However, it has not happened, and if the government gets the bill through, fair enough.  I want 
to voice our strong opposition to that part of the bill and my strong concern about the lack of consultation.  It 
does not matter which political party we belong to, this proposal will be really important.  I call on the Greens in 
the upper house to side with the Liberals and the Nationals to stop this bill because what has happened in this 
place is not right. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.31 pm]:  Like previous speakers in this debate, I have supported the 
important part of the bill, the part which local government actually asked the government to introduce - the 
minister should not shake his head; he knows it is the truth - and which was to change the date of local 
government elections from May to October.  The minister tried to claim the glory for the government and say 
that it was the government’s motivation and initiative to look at changing the date for local elections.  That is an 
absolute untruth.  I know that the City of Joondalup and other cities have been seriously looking at changing the 
date for elections from May to October because of the budgetary process. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  For many years. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister denied that yesterday.  He said it was the government’s idea.  That is not 
true.  Let us get it in perspective.  The fact is that local government asked the minister to legislate to hold local 
government elections in October rather than May.  It is a good move; we all support that.  That is what local 
government wants.  However, local government did not for one moment go to the minister and say, “Can we 
have a new system of voting at local elections?”  Local government did not say that to the minister at all.  I have 
asked consistently throughout this debate who went to see the minister and who asked him to change the 
electoral system for local government elections, and he has not been able to answer the question.  I thought until 
now that nobody had asked him, because we know that the Western Australian Local Government Association 
does not want it and did not ask the minister to do it.  We know that the minister’s own advisory board, people 
he appointed, recommended that the first-past-the-post system of voting be kept for local elections.  We know 
that for a fact; it is a recommendation in the report.  We are left to wonder who actually went to see the minister.  
Who actually asked for this?  I think I have worked it out.  I think it has been those Labor Party people who 
stood for election in local government elections in May this year and missed out. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  That is cynical. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is the absolute truth.  I know that some did. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  That is very cynical.  I cannot believe you can say that in all seriousness! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is the truth, my friend.  Normally the member for Mindarie stands up for the truth. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  I have a public record of being truthful, I agree. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Let me put it on the record.  I have already said it is the left-wing, pinko-commo division 
of the Labor Party.  We know who heads that up.  The top person, of course, is the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  
He heads up the real left-wing group in the Labor Party.  He would not have done this without some sort of 
motivation from within the Labor Party.  I have come up with the answer now.  I have thought about it seriously, 
because no normal member of the public would have come to the minister to ask him to introduce this system of 
voting.  No member of the Liberal Party or anybody else would have done so.  WALGA did not and even the 
minister’s advisory board did not.  They all recommended that first-past-the-post be retained.  I want the minister 
to own up and be honest in this chamber.  The left-wing, pinko-commo group within the Labor Party, headed by 
the leader of the left faction, the Attorney General, obviously wants this as some sort of social change and, in 
keeping with the so-called one vote, one value system, to try to give the Labor Party the best chance of winning 
elections.  This has been devised so that candidates who are supported by the Labor Party at local government 
elections have the best chance of winning seats on councils.  That is what it is. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  That will improve the world! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Those Labor people who missed out because the public had the good sense to vote for 
other candidates in May - most members of the public know that the Labor Party is behind a lot of candidates in 
local elections - 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  Are you serious? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely.  It used to be headed up by Jim McKiernan in Wanneroo.  His wife, Jackie 
Watkins, used to have meetings in her electorate office of people who were nominated for council in the City of 
Wanneroo at the time.  Those candidates were invited to her office, with Jim McKiernan there, and were advised 
where they should direct their preferences.  I am telling members the absolute truth.  I know candidates who 
stood for local elections in Wanneroo in 1991 and who were invited to Jackie Watkins’ office and virtually told 
where they would put their preferences on their how-to-vote cards. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  No!  You are joking! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister thinks it is a joke.  He thinks it is perfectly okay for Labor members to do 
that.  I know other Labor members who have done it as well, but I will not embarrass them in this chamber 
today.  It is important that the public knows, and that it is recorded in Hansard, why the minister is bringing in 
this basically corrupt system of voting for local elections. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  The member for Peel used to have this phrase, “Vote early and vote often.” 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly.  That is another Labor member who advocates a corruption within the voting 
system, no matter what it is for.   
If the minister does not know that that is the truth, then, as I said yesterday, he is living in cloud-cuckoo-land.  It 
is the truth.  This part of the bill exists for purely party political reasons for the benefit of the Labor Party.  It has 
been done at the request of those people who missed out on election at the local government elections in May 
this year.  They have asked the minister to change the system because obviously the first-past-the-post system 
did not suit them.  In fact, the new system might work against them because they may find residents groups will 
get behind certain candidates in local elections who are not members or supporters of the Labor Party.  It could 
work against the government. 
I do not intend to keep the house any longer on this bill.  I said what I had to say during the second reading and 
consideration in detail debates.  We are now on the third reading, the last stage of the bill.  It has taken me this 
long to work out exactly who requested the change to what has been a very successful and simple electoral 
system for voting in local government elections, which the public loves.  This government has not had the guts to 
go out and consult properly, honestly and fairly.  It is foisting its ideology on the people of Western Australia, 
based on this left-wing, pinko-commo group within the party, to encourage the festering of corrupt voting in 
local elections.  That is what will happen.  I put the minister, the government and all members of the Labor Party 
on notice that I will be watching them. 
Mr G. Snook:  Along with a lot of other people. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely! 
If this rubbish manages to get through the upper house without being radically changed, that will happen.  I have 
a bit more faith in the upper house.  I know that the Greens (WA) usually vote with the government on 
everything. 
Mr G. Snook:  It depends on the deal. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know it depends on the deal they are offered.  The Attorney General is very good at 
doing deals with the Greens.  However, if the Greens show some fortitude and represent the people of Western 
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Australia, which is what they are supposed to do, they will reject this part of the bill and pass through the upper 
house only those parts that are good for the people of Western Australia, and particularly for local government 
authorities.  I will call on the Greens in the upper house to vote against this part of the bill, which I think is 
corrupt; it goes against the wishes of the Western Australian Local Government Association and it goes against 
the wishes of the government’s hand-picked advisory board.  The government must have been staggered when 
the advisory board came back with a recommendation that was not what a certain group in the Labor Party 
wanted.  I will be watching what happens to this bill, and I will be asking the Greens to not allow it to pass 
through the upper house because I believe it is a corruption of the Local Government Act. 
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [3.41 pm]:  I rise to make my 
concluding remarks on this Local Government Amendment Bill 2006.  I understand that the member for 
Murchison-Eyre is acting Minister for Local Government and Regional Development. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  No. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  In what capacity does he represent the Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development?  Does he represent the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  No.  The member for Collie-Wellington, who is the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
for Local Government and Regional Development, intended to proceed with this legislation and I stepped in. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  For how long was the member for Murchison-Eyre the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  About a year. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The feedback that I have received from local governments as I travel around the state 
indicates that they had a deal of respect for the member for Murchison-Eyre when he was the Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development.  It is a shame; perhaps he should have stayed there. 

During the second reading debate I described this bill as the most treacherous act of bastardry that I have seen 
imposed on local government in all the time that I have been a member of this place.  Given the debate since 
then and during the consideration in detail stage, I have not changed my view.  I do not say that just because of 
the six pages of amendments to the seven-page bill, but because of the way in which the government has handled 
this issue.  It is not just about the method of counting votes under the proportional preferential voting system in 
the legislation, which is complex by any means.  The voting system, particularly for local government, needs to 
be easily described to the community.  The same question could be asked about the system of voting in the upper 
house and the Senate; this legislation is almost the same system.  We must ask ourselves whether the returning 
officer at a local government election could readily describe the way this system works if someone at a polling 
booth asked the officer to explain it; rather than, as the minister suggested, the officer saying that the numbers 
would be put into a computer, a few buttons would be pressed and the result would come out at the end. 

Mr G. Snook:  I’d like to see that. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I accept that that is distinctly possible.  However, it is important that the voting public 
understand clearly how the voting system works. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Did you understand the voting system fully when you were elected in 1995? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The first-past-the-post system? 
Mr J.N. Hyde:  No, the proportional preferential system that you introduced in 1995 when I was elected after 
the City of Perth was carved up? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Perth can make his own speech.  I am saying that this issue was poorly 
handled by the government.  The president of the Western Australian Local Government Association became 
aware of this proposal by the government via a radio report while he was on his way to a meeting.  Most 
members of this place will admit that that is not the ideal way for the head of all the Western Australian 
municipalities to find out about the government’s so-called initiative.  I expect the member for Murchison-Eyre 
is concerned about the letter that was read into Hansard yesterday from the Mayor of the City of Kalgoorlie-
Boulder.  The mayor is well known in local government and political circles.  He has been described as a great 
champion of the Kalgoorlie and Coolgardie areas for a long period.  Members will understand why there is 
concern in the community when he put pen to paper and wrote to the Premier - not just to the minister - 
expressing his deep concern about this bill, given that he was a member of the Local Government Advisory 
Board and contributed to the 400-page report that recommended the government retain the current system.  He is 
a prominent person in local government, and he was highly critical of the Labor Party and the minister. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 26 October 2006] 

 p7802a-7811a 
Mr John Bowler; Mr Gary Snook; Mr John Castrilli; Mr Terry Waldron; Mr John Quigley; Acting Speaker; Mr 

Rob Johnson; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John Hyde 

 [8] 

That brings us to the conclusion that we must add the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development 
to the list of lame-duck ex-ministers - the members for Yokine and Ballajura, the Minister for Indigenous 
Affairs, the Minister for Education and Training, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the 
Minister for Water Resources.  That is a nice little repertoire of ministers in Western Australia who have failed 
to do their jobs.  There is no doubt that the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development has no 
credibility in the regional sector.  The house dealt yesterday with a motion of no confidence in the Minister for 
Education and Training.  It would not surprise me to hear next week a motion of no confidence in the Minister 
for Local Government and Regional Development being moved.  That leads me to think that the government is 
not listening to the community. 
Mr G. Snook:  Arrogance! 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is a question of arrogance. 
I will return to the debate.  I ask the member for Murchison-Eyre, on behalf of the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, to explain the voting system, in particular the issues 
of surplus fraction votes and continued transfer value.  I asked a question about those issues three times during 
the consideration in detail stage, and the minister was unable to explain them to the house.  If the member for 
Murchison-Eyre, who was the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development for a year, cannot 
explain his voting system, how will returning officers during a local government election be able to explain it to 
the general public?  It is a matter of real concern. 

The Local Government Advisory Board produced a 400-page report that recommended that the first-past-the-
post system should stay in place.  There are also a number of other reports.  This issue begs the question of how 
much credibility we should give the government for the local government sustainability report by Professor Greg 
Craven.  Who was the other author of that report?  The name eludes me at the moment. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Professor Fiona McKenzie. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The local government report is a very important report.  It shows that 83 per cent of local 
governments in this state are in difficult circumstances in relation to their financial sustainability.  I wonder how 
much notice the government will take of that report, when it clearly refuses to accept the recommendation of the 
Local Government Advisory Board that the current voting system be retained.  That is a great shame.  I believe 
the government could claw back some credibility by stating publicly to local government that it regrets the way 
in which this bill was brought into the Parliament, regrets that the Western Australian Local Government 
Association was not consulted further, regrets that it will now affect the protocol that was set down between the 
state and local governments, and makes a commitment to restore its credibility and relationship with local 
government. 

I know that in this place the member for Murchison-Eyre has carriage of the bill on behalf of the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, and that the member for Murchison-
Eyre has some experience in local government matters.  However, the main part of this bill introduces a complex 
voting system that local government has not asked for and does not want.  Local government requests that the 
current system remain in place.  To that extent, the minister needs to restore and rebuild bridges with local 
government.  It is very important for the state government to have credibility in the protocols between it and 
local government.  It is fundamental to our system of government.   

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [3.50 pm]:  I support the third reading of the Local Government Amendment Bill.  I 
remind members opposite that when I was elected to local government in 1995 it was under the Omodei 
proportional preferential system.  I would dearly love the Leader of the Opposition to explain the system to me, 
because I do not know how I was elected or, more importantly, how the woman who came in at number one on 
the ballot paper got to that position and not the person at number two.  That said, the intricacies of mathematics 
are not an important factor that should impinge upon the democratic process.  The preferential proportional 
system is similar to the system that the member for Warren-Blackwood introduced into the 1995 local 
government elections.  That system produced a spread of talent in local government in Western Australia.  The 
councillors were younger, there were more female members and the system was definitely more democratic.  It 
was one of the most democratic election results that we have had in Western Australia.   

I applaud the government and the Labor Party caucus for embellishing the cabinet recommendation with this 
very important voting change.  I feel there is a touch of hypocrisy from members opposite on this issue.  There is 
a slight touch of hypocrisy also from my friends at the Western Australian Local Government Association.  I am 
a former president of the Local Government Association.  The voting system at WALGA is an even worse 
gerrymander than that for the upper house.  It is weighted horrendously against the 26 metropolitan councils and 
towards the country members.  That is fine and WALGA is quite up front that it is not a democratic body 
representing -  
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Mr G. Snook:  Why is that so?   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Because there is not one vote, one value for the population of the state.  Tiny councils have the 
same vote as big councils, such as Stirling.   

Importantly, the City of Canning is no longer a member of WALGA, and other councils have also opted out of 
the association.  I am concerned that some members opposite are comfortable with the idea of a lobby group’s 
elite members thinking they will come to a cosy deal with a minister before legislation is introduced into 
Parliament.  The real democratic process is that members of Parliament are involved in dialogue with their local 
councils, and that did not happen on this bill.  I am delighted that the Town of Vincent has come out strongly in 
support of this legislation.  I would not be hypocritical enough to suggest that the majority of councils have done 
likewise. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Members, Hansard will have trouble following the debate.  The 
member for Perth is on his feet.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  What about the City of Perth?   
Mr J.N. HYDE:  It has not got around to forming a view yet.  The City of Perth is a tiny council like 
Dumbleyung and elsewhere.   

Several members interjected. 
Mr J.N. HYDE:  The City of Perth has about 4 000 residents; it is a very small council.   

Mr G. Snook:  How regularly do you meet with it?   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I give it a lot more of my time considering the number of constituents in that very tiny local 
government, the City of Perth.   

Mr G. Snook:  Get in touch with the real world.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I am in touch with the real world of one vote, one value.   

Mr G. Snook:  There is no such thing.  You go to the bush and tell people that.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I think some members will be in for a surprise in 2009 if they do not understand one vote, one 
value.  

Mr G. Snook:  What about the mining and pastoral area? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members!  

Mr J.N. HYDE:  In a third reading debate on a bill, members are not able to introduce new material, particularly 
by interjection.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member is absolutely right. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I will restrict my comments to brevity and to endorsing this legislation.  My concern is the 
primacy of Parliament and the ability of members to consider well-weighted amendments, changes and issues 
that come up in consideration in detail.  To think that deals can be done before legislation comes into the 
Parliament is abhorrent to those of us on this side who promote democracy and believe in it.   

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Resources and Assisting the Minister for State 
Development) [3.55 pm]:  I will be brief because I think when we finish this third reading stage we will go 
home, and members who live in the country will be delighted with that prospect.   

The member for Hillarys said that it was local government that initiated the change to the timing of elections to 
October.  I will clarify that situation.  The president of the Western Australian Local Government Association is 
in the gallery.  I concede that the possibility of a move from the holding of elections in May to October has been 
in local government circles for decades.  However, when I say I initiated this change, I advise that when I 
became the Minister for Local Government I raised the prospect with WALGA.  The president of WALGA took 
it to his executive and reported back to me that the majority favoured the change.  That is what happened and I 
announced that a month later at the Local Government Week before the last one.   

Mr G. Snook:  If we knock off early, which it seems we will do, you will have the opportunity to shout the 
president of WALGA a cup of coffee and spend that half an hour with him to explain to him how it works.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will make a change to that half an hour.  In hindsight, having developed a good 
relationship with the president of WALGA, I reckon 20 minutes will be enough.  I am insulting him by saying 
half an hour.  It may take a couple of days to explain it to the member for Moore, but knowing the president of 
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WALGA, he will crack it in 20 minutes.  I apologise for saying half an hour; 20 minutes is all he will need.  If he 
takes 20 minutes to understand the voting system that is fairer and better, we have 12 months, minus a week, to 
educate the member for Moore and everyone in local government.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Seeing that you will save yourself 10 minutes, how about buying me a beer?   
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will do that.   
We have 12 months, and I concede that the system is complicated.  I said many times yesterday, and I think I 
was starting to get through to the members for Moore and Bunbury, because they are fair people, that it is a 
better system.  Their initial claim was that this move would politicise local government and the member for 
Moore said that the proof of the pudding would be in the eating.  I stand by the member’s statement and I join 
him in saying that the proof of the pudding will be in the eating.  The best demonstration of that occurred in the 
upper house in 2001.  When the system of voting was changed, it was said that the Labor Party would take all 
the seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  In the Mining and Pastoral Region in 2001 there were five 
vacancies, and the Liberal Party, Labor Party, Greens (WA) and One Nation were successful in gaining those 
five vacancies.  So much for one party dominating the election!  Under the current system, any group can 
dominate and win every vacancy.  As soon as members understand the system, they will see what I mean.  Time 
will prove that I am right.   
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I find your arguments extremely convincing.  You are a capable minister.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Exactly.   
Just because a system is complicated - and the member for Bunbury conceded that - does not mean it is not 
better.  We have 12 months, and I said yesterday, and it was repeated again today, that we are putting the 
Department of Local Government and Regional Development on notice to sell this legislation and explain it to 
local government.  A member indicated that local authority chief executive officers might not be able to grasp 
this.  I have more confidence in them.  I am sure they will grasp it.   

Mr G. Snook:  They are all very good people; they talk about resources, not capacity. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I am sure.  We have also said that we will provide brochures, manuals and software.  
We are putting the department on notice.  I am sure that if the department does not carry that out, the member 
will be the first to knock on my door in 12 months. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (24) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

Noes (16) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr F.M. Logan Dr K.D. Hames 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Ms S.E. Walker 
 Mr M.P. Whitely Mr G.A. Woodhams 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.J. Birney 

Question thus passed.  

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

House adjourned at 4.03 pm 

__________ 
 


