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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Resources and Assisting the Minister for State 
Development) [2.49 pm]:  When debate was interrupted, I was going through some of the points raised by 
members of the opposition, and I had reached the last of the points raised by the Leader of the Opposition, who 
is not in the chamber today.  He asked whether local government elections would be like elections for the Senate, 
in which there was the option of an above-the-line vote.  My reply to that is that there will be no above-the-line 
vote; all boxes will have to be filled in.  

I now move on to points raised by the member for Hillarys.  He raised some very good points.  The member also 
pointed out that, before coming to Australia, he was mayor of a London borough.  The member for Hillarys was 
proudly a member of the borough and followed politics in Australia.  He pointed out that the trouble with the 
London system was that it was dominated by politics.  He went to some length to explain the workings of the 
Conservative Party and the Labour Party.  Then he went on to explain that that system uses the first-past-the-post 
method.  He came from a London system that he said was dominated by politics, yet it was using the system of 
voting that he says will not introduce politics into local government in Western Australia.  The hypocrisy is 
unbelievable. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Minister, it was honest politics.  It was open politics. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It was politics.  The member should get used to it.  He has been hoisted on his own 
petard and he is embarrassed by it.  He is either a hypocrite or he does not know what is going on.  He wants the 
system in London but not in Australia.  It is unbelievable.  The member for Hillarys also pointed out that when 
he came to Australia, he said that he would not become involved in politics.  Then his wife gave him a leave pass 
and he got involved.  Firstly, he went into local government.  He got elected in 1991, when we had a preferential 
system in WA.  Once again, he said the system we want to go back to will introduce politics.  When he was in 
local government in 1991, it did not involve politics.  The hypocrisy or the stupidity is quite staggering.  The 
member for Hillarys did not want politics but he got it. 

The member for Capel raised one very good point. 

Mr G. Snook interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Moore cannot talk.  As the opposition spokesman on local government, 
he does not even know that local government is on a two-year cycle.  He wanted to put this bill back one year, 
which would mean that we would not have local government in WA for a year.  He wanted to just cancel local 
government for a whole year.  He does not know how local government works.  I think he made a mistake and 
he has recognised it.   

The member for Capel raised a couple of good points.  He said that the election date was good and he supported 
the change to October but he had a query.  He asked what would happen if it clashed with a particular date.  He 
asked about the flexibility of the date.  If the third Saturday in October clashes with something else - say, a 
federal or state election or a big by-election in WA - the election can be moved to either the next Saturday or the 
Saturday after.  If it does clash, it can be moved two weeks. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  It will still be problematic.  Two weeks will still be a bit of a pain for organisational factors. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It gives us more flexibility than we currently have.  Currently there is no flexibility.  I 
think it is a step in the right direction.  We can have it either the following Saturday or the Saturday after that. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are you going to answer a question today?  You said you would.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Okay, I will listen to the member.  What does he want to say? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You were going to tell me in your response what groups came to you as a government and 
said, �We want this system of voting.� 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I told the member that 11 councils - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No, you didn�t. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  A common cry on the other side was that there was no consultation.  I have 488 pages of 
consultation by the Local Government Advisory Board.  I happened to be the minister when the process was 
initiated in November.  The advisory board consulted with every council in the state.  A total of 107 councils 
responded - but they were not consulted!  That is beautiful. 
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I will move on.  The member for Capel raised a good point.  He wanted to make sure that the talent pool in local 
government would not be narrowed down.  I agree with him.  I have no doubt that once he studies this new 
system of voting that we will introduce, he will see that it will have the opposite effect.  I am willing to have a 
discussion with him.  I am also willing to say something to the member for Hillarys.   

Professor Black�s name was mentioned earlier.  He knows a bit about politics.  I am willing to take three 
methods of voting to him.  The first is exhaustive preferential, which the member for Hillarys got elected on in 
1991 before the current Leader of the Opposition changed the act in 1995.  The second method is the first-past-
the-post system, which was introduced in 1995.  The third method is proportional representation, which we 
propose.  We will ask the good professor which one he thinks lends itself to use by a political party of any 
persuasion to control local government.  I will submit myself to his judgment.  Is the opposition prepared to do 
that?  No, because this method that we are introducing will make it harder for a political party to get into local 
government.  The member for Capel�s question about reducing the talent pool in local government was very 
good. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Hillarys should calm down.  He is getting excited.  The member for 
Capel made a very good point.  We want to keep the talent pool in local government as wide as possible.  I 
believe in my heart - I am prepared to submit this to Professor Black - that this method will make sure that we 
have a wider talent pool of individuals who can get onto council, particularly when there are multiple vacancies. 

The member for Avon, the former Leader of the National Party, mentioned that councillors in Northam did not 
care which voting method was used.  He said that they were angry at the lack of consultation.  As I said, we have 
been consulting since November. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  But you didn�t tell them.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  At the end of the day, ministers have to make decisions.  The decision was made and we 
have announced it.  The Local Government Advisory Board consulted for month after month, and 488 pages of 
consultation later, the Northam councillors say that they were not consulted.   

The member for Cottesloe, the former Leader of the Opposition, claimed that the first-past-the-post system is 
easy to understand and that proportional representation is difficult. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Do you agree with that? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Just because it is simple to understand, if it is not fairer or better, we should not have it.  
Just because something is more difficult for the opposition to understand, it does not want to consider it.  I will 
give the member for Hillarys a personal presentation of the new system when it is introduced so that he can 
understand it.  It will take more than a couple of days; it will take a couple of years.  We could use the one year 
when we have the hiatus in local government that the member for Moore wants.  We could use that whole year 
to explain to the member for Hillarys how this voting method works.  Just because a method is simple does not 
mean it is better.  Just because it is easy to understand does not make it better.  It is difficult to understand how 
voting is done under this other method.  It makes sure that no one group can dominate a council election.  That is 
exactly what certain members of the opposition have said they want to achieve.  We will make sure they are 
given a lesson in this new method.  I am confident that when Professor Black brings down his judgment, they 
will say, hand on their hearts, that I was right. 

The member for Cottesloe made another claim.  I ask to be corrected if I am wrong.  The member for Hillarys 
was sitting next to him at the time.  Did the member for Cottesloe say that it would cost some councils $200 000 
or $300 000? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He said that based on the information he had, based on this South Australian information, for 
larger councils there could be an extra cost of about $200 000, and a lot less for smaller councils. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I wanted to make sure that that was right.  The member for Cottesloe is usually very 
good with his information.  However, the research by the advisory board was that the City of Stirling, one of the 
biggest municipalities in the state, if not the biggest, would be up for a cost of about $6 500.  Given that, with the 
minister making these commitments, the Department of Local Government and Regional Development will 
develop the software for the 144 councils to run the elections.  Once the software is installed, it will not cost an 
extra cent.  The department will also develop 145 manuals, one for every council and one for the opposition 
members so that they can understand the act.  We will even put in pictures for the opposition so that it can 
understand it.  We will also have seminars around the state so that local government is well educated on the new 
process.  We will also develop an education program and campaign so that not only the councillors but also the 
voting public understand the new system.  Claims that there was political interference in this new voting system 
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are absolutely ridiculous.  As I have said, I will now take this system to Professor Black to prove to him that of 
the three systems we are proposing - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Hang on!  The councillors in the member for Avon�s electorate said that they did not 
care which way the voting system went.  Their only complaint was a lack of consultation. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I do not have a lot of time for Professor Black�s point of view. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member can name someone else and we will take it to him. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I have one last interjection.  Will you please tell me now, so that it will be in Hansard, who 
were the members of that advisory board appointed by you?  I know that Charlie Gregorini was one. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Charlie Gregorini and Ron Yuryevich. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Who are the others? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will get the list and provide it to the member at the end of this debate.  Member for 
Moore? 

Mr G. Snook:  I�m glad that I have your gracious approval to make an interjection. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No, come on.  Do not waste any more time.  Spit it out. 

Mr G. Snook:  You�re very good, minister, at interjecting when you�re sitting over there. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I am giving the member the chance to interject.  What does he want?  

Mr G. Snook:  The minister held up a big report.  Tell me: has the government responded formally to all the 
recommendations in it? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No.  We have responded to some and not to others. 

Mr G. Snook:  Why not? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Governments are elected to govern, take advice and then make a decision.  My friend 
the member for Moore will never be in that position, because he is destined for permanency on the opposition 
benches.  He could stay in this place for three terms, but he would have to get used to being on the other side. 

I will go back to the member for Hillarys.  He wanted to know who the advisory board members are. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The ones you appointed. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Some of them were on the board previously.  The members are Charlie Gregorini, who I 
think was appointed in the member�s term of government; Quentin Harrington, who comes from the department; 
Helen Dullard; Ron Yuryevich, who is a Western Australian Local Government Association representative; and 
Eric Lumsden, who is from the City of Swan, I think, although he may have moved from the city now.  I say to 
the member for Hillarys that I always give to him everything he wants. 

I thank the opposition for its general support for the change of the date.  I initiated that change when I was the 
Minister for Local Government and Regional Development.  However, before I came into politics I was a 
journalist.  I covered many council elections in May and June, and I was always staggered when I saw new 
councillors come in, and a week after coming in they would have to adopt a budget of maybe, as was the case in 
Kalgoorlie then, $4 million or $5 million.  I could see the questioning looks on their faces.  They did not know 
what they were doing.  Therefore, I think there is general agreement, not only in this house, but also in local 
government, that the new date in October is one that will generally be welcomed. 

I also thank the opposition for their support for the changes to the provision under which, inadvertently, 17-year-
olds could have voted.  We are closing the loophole that exists in the current act because it adheres to a part of 
the Electoral Act, but not in total.  This meant that those who had enrolled before they turned 18 may have voted 
in local government elections.  Although we want young people to enrol and to vote, we do not want them to 
vote when they are under the age of 18.  That is the law of the land. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Unless they are in the Young Labor movement; then it�s okay. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  We make exceptions for everyone! 
As I said, the two main complaints have been, first of all, the claimed lack of consultation.  Minister Ford has 
visited and met 80 councils in the short time he has been Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development.  Many of those councils have said to Minister Ford recently that they support the changes.  The 
other main point of contention was the claim that because we are introducing this change, it must be good for the 
Labor Party.  As I have said and as any expert will prove - whether it be Professor Black or someone else whom 
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the member for Avon wants to pick - the opposite is the case; that is, it will be harder under the system we are 
proposing for one group of people to dominate a multivacancy election.  That is the fact and that is the reality, 
despite all the rhetoric that came from the other side.  I am sure that the members for Hillarys, Moore and 
Bunbury, who I think are all fine people, will, at the end of the day, realise that they were wrong, and I hope that 
they will say so publicly. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  
Ayes (25) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr T.G. Stephens  

Noes (21) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Mr N.R. Marlborough Ms S.E. Walker 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.D. Omodei 
 Mr M.P. Murray Dr S.C. Thomas 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time.   

Motion 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [3.10 pm]:  I move - 

That the Local Government Amendment Bill 2006 be divided into two bills as follows - 

(1) The Local Government Amendment Bill 2006, consisting of - 

(a) the existing title and clause 1; 

(b) the following clause - 

 �2. Commencement 

    This Act comes into operation on a day fixed by proclamation.�; and 

  (c) clauses 3 to 11, 14, 15, 17 and 18. 

 (2) The Local Government Further Amendment Bill 2006, consisting of - 

  (a) a title - 

    �A Bill for an Act to further amend the Local Government Act 1995.�; 

  (b) the following clauses - 

   �1. Short title 

     This is the Local Government Further Amendment Bill 2006. 

   2. Commencement 
     This Act comes into operation on a day fixed by proclamation.�; 

  (c) clauses 3, 12, 13 and 16. 

It has been made exceptionally clear by the Western Australian Local Government Association and numerous 
councils that they feel there has been inadequate consultation.  Despite what members opposite have said, 
including the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development and the Leader of the House, it must be 
conceded that the consultation process has been neither conclusive nor full enough to satisfy WALGA that there 
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had been a fair and reasonable discussion about the process of changing this very major part of the Local 
Government Act.  What the government is trying to accomplish is not insignificant.  It will alter the structure of 
how local government conducts the voting process to elect councillors. 

I hope that the reason I have called for the bill to be split is understood by most members.  Members on this side 
of the house agree with those sections of the Local Government Act that the minister just alluded to concerning 
ensuring that 17-year-olds cannot vote until after they turn 18 years of age.  There is no problem with that.  We 
agree with that, and industry agrees with that.  Industry has told us that there was adequate consultation on that 
matter and that the process went through an agreed outcome. 

The former Minister for Local Government and Regional Development claims to have initiated changing the 
election date for local governments from May to October for the obvious reasons that have been outlined, which 
is for councillors to familiarise themselves with the budgeting system upon their election.  That is 
notwithstanding the fact that local governments function on a four-year forward planning budget.  A council 
prior to the year of the election would have reviewed and reset its four-year budget.  Arguments could be put for 
and against that proposal.  In essence, local government and WALGA agreed with it; it was not disputed and it 
was widely debated in the community.  In WALGA�s view, adequate consultation had taken place on that matter 
and an adequate process was instituted.  The Liberal Party agrees with those sections of the bill as proposed by 
the government.  I have indicated to the Leader of the House and to the minister that the Liberal Party does not 
have a problem with that.  Members� speeches have indicated that they too have no problem with it.  We totally 
support those proposals. 

By moving this motion, my objective, if the motion is agreed to, is to allow the bill to be divided into two bills 
and be carried through the normal process.  As I understand it, there is indicative support for that across all 
parties.  Dividing the bill into two parts would not delay the process.  The point I make is that there has been a 
total lack of consultation.  This matter has upset local government and the industry as a whole.  Members in this 
house have had many approaches by and contacts with a range of councillors, chief executive officers and 
councils about the government�s decision.  I have several letters in my file from people who have taken the 
trouble to write me.  Some of them are from people outside of my electorate.  That is a fair indication that they 
are a grumpy mob.  WALGA, which represents the whole industry and the 142 local governments within the 
state and the two local governments in the territories, is very well respected by all governments.  It is very sad 
that WALGA is so dissatisfied and disgruntled that it is running critical advertisements against the minister.  
Further, WALGA is advising the councils it represents to move a vote of no confidence in the minister.  Over the 
years WALGA has been very upset with various ministers and governments of different political persuasions.  It 
has expressed those views through the normal process and it has done that publicly.  However, I cannot recollect 
having detected such dissatisfaction and bitterness during the time I was in local government.  That is not good 
for the process of government.  The government will argue that consultation has taken place.  I am not trying to 
put the Leader of the House on the spot, but I take his point that possibly towards the end of the process there 
could have been a more complete consultation process. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I didn�t say that.  I said there may be some dispute over how effective the final stages were 
on this particular issue.  I certainly took issue with the statement that you and others have made that there had 
not been consultation.  I was open to some difference of opinion as to whether the finalisation of the consultation 
process could have been more effective. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  That is fine; I accept that.  WALGA, which is a reputable organisation, would not be as 
vociferous in the normal course of its functioning to the degree that it is if it were not very upset.  That is the 
defining point.  We must pause and recognise that.  At the end of the day, the government has the numbers and it 
can carry sway with whatever it likes.  That is respected and acknowledged.  The democratic process will 
prevail.  That is how we work.  I am saying to the government: stop and take a breath.  Even if the government is 
not convinced about WALGA�s concerns and is not assured that there is some merit in WALGA�s arguments, 
and even if it continues along the path it has been taking, at least if the government stops and take a breath 
WALGA will not be able to say that this process has been unfair and has been railroaded through.  That is the 
type of language WALGA is using.  WALGA is using words such as �arrogance� and �unfairness�.  Those are 
powerful words.  In my view, this change will be with us for a long time, as has been the change from 1995.  
This is a vitally important part of the process of local government elections.  I do not want to argue about the 
merits of the election system that the government is proposing and whether it will be better or worse, or whether 
it will be politically loaded.  I do not think I need to repeat that.  I am not in this chamber to filibuster and hold 
up this debate.  I am genuinely attempting to address, on behalf of WALGA and local government, the concern 
that there has not been enough consultation about this process.   

To emphasise that, most members would have received by either e-mail or fax a document from WALGA titled 
�Parliamentary Brief�.  The document is addressed to MPs, so I believe every member of Parliament will have 
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received it.  It is from the President of the Western Australian Local Government Association, Councillor Bill 
Mitchell.  It starts in a critical way with a lot of words that I will not read, because all members will have read 
them.  I will try to remain focused on the issues that are of concern.  The document lists seven myths, and 
WALGA�s response to those myths.  I will read out a couple of them to highlight the point that I am making in 
supporting the motion and the reasoning behind it.  It states -  

Myth No. 2:  The Government is attempting to achieve an alignment of voting systems, between 
Federal, State and Local Government elections.   

Response:  Proportional Preferential voting is only used for Upper House elections at State and Federal 
level.  It is the Lower House of Parliament, where the representatives of the local electorate are elected, 
that has the greatest similarity to Local Government. 

I would argue that is a case in point.  Only the upper houses at the state and federal level use a proportional 
preferential voting system.  It is well known that part of the Labor Party�s long-held philosophy is that it does not 
believe there is a need for an upper house.  If there is not a need for an upper house, why are we using this 
system?  To add to that, if this proportional preferential voting system is so good, I would love to have explained 
to me by members on the other side of the house, or someone else, why that system should not apply also to the 
Legislative Assembly and the House of Representatives.  If that process is the best reflection of the wishes of the 
electorate with regard to choice of candidate, it goes without saying that the Legislative Assembly should also 
adopt that system.  I do not favour that system.  I believe that the system for the election of members to the 
Legislative Assembly in this state, and for the House of Representatives in Canberra, is an adequate reflection of 
the will of the electorate and provides fair representation.  I would like the Leader of the House or the minister to 
respond to that when the debate on this bill continues.   

The WALGA response goes on to say -  

In all Lower House elections the Preferential voting system is used.  

That backs up the comments I have just made.  It continues -  

If consistency in the voting system was the true objective of these changes, the State Government would 
be introducing Preferential, not Proportional, voting.  

That is a good point.  The minister has espoused that this is the best system.  It has been argued by way of 
interjection from a number of members opposite that this is the best system.  We on this side have argued the 
contrary.  It is interesting to note that WALGA, which is asking for more representation and more opportunity to 
discuss this matter with the government before this matter is determined in this place, is also arguing the 
contrary.  I assure members opposite that I have spoken only twice to Councillor Bill Mitchell on this issue.  I 
spoke to him yesterday when he was in the gallery as an observer.  I also phoned him this morning to ensure that 
WALGA�s position was firm and clear.  He said I should go to the e-mail and download this document, and I 
said I already had.   

WALGA goes on to say -  

Myth No. 3:  There has already been consultation, through the LGAB process. 

This claim has been made by the minister and the Leader of the House. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am not taking a point of order.  However, I suggest that these matters are not actually 
relevant to the motion that is before the house.  These are matters that go to the component parts of the bill.  We 
are currently dealing with the member�s motion to split the bill.  You need to talk a bit about those matters, but I 
put it to you that it is not appropriate that you engage in a full debate on the component parts of the bill. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Can I not give the reasons that the bill should be split?  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes, but you have spent most of the past 15 minutes debating the content of the bill, which 
we have already debated during the second reading debate. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He is giving the reasons that the bill should be split.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am not taking a point of order.  I am just saying that you need to address the matters that 
are in the motion.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  I will endeavour to do that.  As I have said, I am genuinely not filibustering.  I do not want to 
waste the time of the government or this house.  I want to get on with the job.  However, we need to seriously 
consider this matter and the reasons that I have moved this motion.  I will be brief.  I will then get back to the 
substance of the motion.   

The WALGA document continues -  
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Response:  Are they joking?  The Local Government Advisory Board was tasked with investigating 
Structural and Electoral Reform.  In doing so the LGAB sought input from the sector.  In its report the 
LGAB made a number of recommendations (including that no change be made to the voting system), 
which the Minister released for comment to the sector.  

That was the consultation to which I think the Leader of the House and the minister are referring.  This is vitally 
important.  I tried to get the ear of the minister by way of interjection, but the minister continued to speak and I 
could not get through to him.  I often allow interjections when I am speaking.  I think that is reasonable.  
However, never mind.  I respect the minister�s right.   

The WALGA response continues -  

The Government has not yet offered its formal response to the full range of recommendations of the 
LGAB.  This DOES NOT constitute consultation on a legislative proposal.  

That is the very point I am making.  That is critical.  That is, in essence, the very reason that we need to split this 
bill.  We need to allow the main sections of the bill to go through so that local government can get on with the 
job.  If we split the bill, it will not change or inhibit anything.  It is probably clear to the Leader of the House and 
most members that in this current financial year most local governments - I am told the majority - have not 
budgeted for an election.  There was a lot of consultation over a number of years leading up to this proposal to 
change the day of local government elections.  Local government was expecting the bill to be passed.  We on 
this side of the house have indicated that we support the bill.  Of course, the government supports the bill 
because it is the government�s bill.  My motion to divide the bill into two bills will allow that to occur without 
any problems whatsoever; indeed, it will be as though the whole bill was going to go through.  Local government 
has claimed - this is where there has been inadequate consultation, although it has been mentioned that there was 
a survey etc - that it was stunned to find that the bill included a provision to change the voting system.  I am 
aware that drafters of legislation fail to include parts of legislation.  However, I highlight to the house the six 
pages of amendments that are absolutely critical to changing the voting system.  Without proposed clause 16, 
which is on the notice paper, the bill will not work.  It has taken six pages of amendments to get it right.  Without 
proposed clause 16 being right, the whole thing will not work.  Page 25 of the notice paper contains the heading 
�Division 1 - Preliminary�.  Page 26 deals with division 2 and sets out a raft of provisions about what can and 
cannot happen and how the new electoral voting system will work.  Page 27 deals with division 3, and pages 28, 
29 and 30 all include amendments.  There are 25 proposed clauses on the notice paper that, whoops, the 
government forgot to include.  Without those proposed 25 clauses, the bill will not work.  The six pages of 
amendments are the result of the bill being rushed and ill-prepared.  If it had been well prepared, and if the 
industry had been well consulted, these clauses would have been included in the original bill.  However, they 
were not.  I am not talking about a minor amendment; rather, I am talking about six pages of amendments.  The 
six pages of amendments almost surpass the bill in size.  That is extraordinary.  It is fair and reasonable for me to 
assume - other members can think what they like - that the drafting of this legislation has been rushed.  The bill 
was introduced as a matter of priority.  The government decided to slip into the bill the part about changing the 
voting system.  The Liberal and National Parties agree with the provisions that seek to correct the anomaly in the 
voting age and with the change in the month for ordinary council elections from May to October.  At some stage 
during the process, the government decided to include the provision to change the voting system.  That is fine; 
the government can do that.  That is why it is in government.  However, the government must keep its word and 
consult people thoroughly, particularly about a major issue such as the voting system used in local government 
elections.   

The minister has been inundated with approaches from people in the industry who are not happy.  A motion of 
no confidence will be moved against the minister.  One might say that that is politics - so be it.  We are not 
dealing with merely a group of people or demonstrators who are upset about an issue; rather, we are dealing with 
the third tier of government.  We are dealing with a system of government that should be respected.  The state 
government can disagree with local government.  However, it should have a reasonable and well-based working 
relationship with local government and the Western Australian Local Government Association.   

That is the essence of my argument.  I have outlined the genuine reason that I want the bill to be split.  If I have 
the support of members, I intend to move a motion to send the second bill to a standing committee.  That will 
provide maximum opportunity for the issue to be discussed and investigated.  In that way, WALGA will not be 
able to criticise the government.  Indeed, if the matter is given a proper hearing by a standing committee, I will 
stand in this place and support the government and say that it has done everything possible to recognise 
WALGA�s dissatisfaction.  If members agree to the second bill being referred to a standing committee, I will 
suggest that the standing committee report back to Parliament when we reassemble in the new year.  In that way, 
the process can still be implemented.  Sending the second bill to a standing committee will allow WALGA�s 
views to be heard.  After that consultation, we will be able to move forward.  We are talking about a major 
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change.  In the lead-up to the 1995 amendments to the Local Government Act were many years of consultation.  
I recollect meetings being held throughout the state.  In fact, the local authority in which I was involved travelled 
to Cunderdin to attend one such meeting.  Local government was given ample opportunity to determine what 
impact the legislative changes would have.  I rest my case.  I seek the support of the house for my motion, which 
has been moved in a genuine attempt to rebuild some bridges between WALGA and the government, to give us 
some breathing space and to allow part of the bill to be passed so that a process can be put in place.  The system 
of voting proposed will be around for a long time; therefore we must dispel the issues.  The Labor Party is the 
government of the day.  After a period of consultation, the government will be able to get on with the job and 
implement its policy.  However, it must give local government fair recognition so that it cannot say that the 
government is inconsiderate, inconsistent and arrogant, which is what it is saying now.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [3.38 pm]:  The government will not support the 
motion moved by the member for Moore to split the bill.  I acknowledge that the member for Moore is genuine 
in his approach to the provisions contained in the bill.  He has been extremely reasonable in the way he has put 
his case and, as a result, one tends to have some sympathy for his argument.  As I indicated by way of 
interjection, the member for Moore dealt with the substance of the issue rather than the reasons that the bill 
should be split.  Of course, the member had to refer to the substance to explain why he wanted to split the bill.  
However, many of those issues should be taken up in debate during the second reading, as they have already, or 
in consideration of the relevant clauses as the bill proceeds.   

In dealing with the motion to split the bill, we must consider the two major proposals contained in the bill.  The 
first proposal is to shift the date on which local government elections will be held.  Given that the opposition 
supports that provision, the member for Moore has decided that that provision should be retained in the Local 
Government Amendment Bill.  Members opposite do not support the provision that seeks to change the voting 
system used in local government elections; therefore, they wish to have that provision placed in a separate bill so 
that the matter does not proceed.  As members are aware, the Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development, Hon Jon Ford, brought this proposal forward.  The bill has the full support of the government.  We 
believe that the provisions contained in the bill should proceed together.  The minister has made it clear that he 
does not countenance splitting the bill.  For those reasons, the government will not support the motion. 

Without straying from the standing orders, I will comment on one suggestion raised by the member for Moore.  
When talking about the content of the bill, he asked why, if proportional representative voting is so good, we do 
not use it for every seat.  Those remarks indicate that the member has no understanding of voting systems.  A 
proportional preferential system is applicable only to multi-member wards; namely, when a number of members 
are elected for the same ward or for the same constituency.  That is why proportional representation is used in 
the Senate where a number of senators represent each state.  Similarly, that system is used in the state upper 
house because numerous members are elected from the same region.  It would apply in councils only when more 
than one member was elected at the same time from the same ward or same constituency, because it might be a 
whole-of-council election.  It is fair and is based on many attributes that I will not elaborate on now because that 
is not the motion before the house.  This motion reflects a lack of understanding that would best be taken up in 
debate when we deal with the bill as a whole.  For the reasons I have given, the bill contains two specific 
proposals that the government wishes to take forward and, therefore, it does not agree to the splitting of the bill.   

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury) [3.40 pm]:  I support the motion moved by the member for Moore to split 
the Local Government Amendment Bill 2006.  In acknowledging the interjection from the Leader of the House 
on the member for Moore about the time frame, I will not take too long.  The Western Australian Local 
Government Association has requested that the council election date be moved from the first Saturday to the 
third Saturday in October.  That is a sensible proposition.  As do other members who have served in local 
governments as mayors, councillors or shire presidents, I know what a baptism of fire new council members face 
when they are expected to deliberate on a budget process in the first week in May and when that process has 
already started.  Large councils, of course, have large budgets and they can be very complex and daunting.  The 
City of Bunbury, of which I was the mayor, manages a budget of well over $50 million, so I know first-hand that 
it takes time to get used to the budget process.  Some new councillors find it very daunting indeed.  Councillors 
who are elected in October will be able to experience the process over March, April, May and into June.  Six or 
seven months� involvement in the process before dealing with the budget will assist a little, although it will not 
necessarily help altogether.  Some members can probably attest to the fact that even councillors who have been 
involved in the local government system for some time do not understand the full ramifications of a local 
government budget.  However small that assistance might be to new councillors as a result of a change in the 
election date to October, I totally support it.   

I support also the amendment to the Local Government Act that will ensure that the voting age of people at local 
government elections is 18 years and over.  I have no argument whatsoever with the first of the bills that will 
result from the member for Moore�s motion.  I fully support those two proposed changes that I have just referred 
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to.  However, I support the member for Moore�s proposition concerning the second bill, the Local Government 
Further Amendment Bill 2006.  As I said during the second reading debate on the original bill, I do not support 
the provisions to amend the voting system for councils.  WALGA�s and my biggest fear is that the new voting 
system proposed by this government will politicise local government in this state.  I absolutely do not want that 
to happen.  I do not know whether government members want that.  Members who are sincere about this issue 
and who have served in local government do not want politicisation of local government as we know it.  Political 
interference is totally out of the question, and should be discouraged at all costs.  I am totally against political 
interference in local government.  The Western Australian Local Government Association was not consulted 
about legislation that affects every one of its members.   

As the member for Moore indicated, the original bill comprises seven pages, and six pages of amendments to the 
bill are on the notice paper.  You will be aware more than I, Madam Deputy Speaker, that those six pages of 
amendments, when incorporated into the bill, can amount to eight or nine pages of legislation.  When the number 
of pages of amendments is greater than the number of pages in the bill, we must ask what the hell is going on.  It 
is very important legislation, yet the number of pages of amendments is greater than the pages in the bill itself.  I 
find that totally incomprehensible.  Who was consulted about the amendments?  WALGA was not consulted 
before the original bill was introduced, so I doubt it was consulted on the amendments.  WALGA is, after all, the 
peak body, so it defies belief that it has not been consulted on such an important issue.  As we stated before, 
90 per cent of local governments surveyed - I acknowledge the percentage the minister alluded to earlier - are 
vehemently against the change to the voting system, so much so that they have mounted a major television 
campaign against it.  As I said yesterday during the second reading debate, it is a very big step for any council to 
consider a motion of no confidence against a government.  That reflects how strongly WALGA feels about the 
issue.  WALGA has articulated the reasons behind its motion of no confidence, so I will not go into them again 
because I talked enough yesterday about the politicisation of local government, ticketing systems, block voting 
etc.   

I hope these changes do not lead to candidates needing the endorsement of a political party to run for local 
government.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  There is more chance of that influencing the vote in the current system.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The minister spoke about that before, and I understand that.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Do you think I am right or wrong?   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Before Jeff Kennett�s structural reforms to local government in the early 1990s, 
political parties in Victoria were ticking off candidates - they had to be endorsed by a political party.  I do not 
want that and I am sure the minister does not want that.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  These changes will lead to less chance of that happening.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I do not want that to happen in Western Australia.  The minister says he wants to align 
the voting system with the federal and state government systems.  Proportional representation is used only in the 
Senate and the state upper house.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  That is because there are multi-vacancies in the Senate and the Legislative Council, as 
occurs now in local government.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  We are not debating the substantive motion; we are dealing with the motion moved 
by the member for Moore; so if the member for Bunbury could address that, it would be helpful.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I am trying to enunciate why I support the member for Moore�s motion to split the bill 
in two.  I do not want to spend too much time going over ground that I covered yesterday.  The member for 
Moore adequately covered a lot of ground today, so I will move on from that.  The reason for wanting to split 
this bill is that, to my knowledge, no local government has budgeted for an election to be held in May this year.  
Local governments were caught totally unaware of the government�s intention to introduce this bill.  As I said, 
local government did not mind the amendments in the first part of the proposed split bill to which I referred, 
which seeks to change the date of elections and to ensure that the minimum voting age at council elections is 18.  
I have no problems with that whatsoever, but local governments were caught totally unaware about the proposed 
new voting system.  As I said, I support the member for Moore�s proposal to refer the second part of the split bill 
to a committee.  The change to the voting system is the only aspect of the legislation with which I am not happy.  
I do not want to hold up the bill.  The opposition is seeking to split the bill to ensure that progress can be made, 
given that regulations must be prepared etc.  If we split the bill in two and pass the first of the two proposed bills, 
we will not hold up the council election process.  Splitting the bill will also give the government a genuine 
reason to consult with local government about the system it is trying to introduce.  The government may be able 
to convince WALGA that the system the minister is talking about is right.  This would give the government an 
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opportunity to go back to WALGA, which is the peak body, put the cards on the table, go through the whole 
system and try to move on.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I reckon that I could win them over in half an hour.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  If half an hour is all the minister needs to convince WALGA, what reason is there for 
him not to support this motion? 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I�m meeting Bill Mitchell on Friday, and I reckon that by half an hour after the start of the 
meeting, he�ll be agreeing with me.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  If the minister is serious and genuine about what he just said, he will support our 
motion to split the bill.  He could get the new provisions through to allow elections to be held in October.  Then 
he can go to WALGA for half an hour next week and sort it all out.  If WALGA then comes back with a changed 
position I will support the minister, recognising that he has done everything he can in terms of consultation.  I 
might not agree with his decision, but I would acknowledge the fact that he had done everything he could to 
consult properly with WALGA.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It is pretty complicated, and you mightn�t understand it, but this is the best and fairest 
voting method.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  First of all, I do not agree with the minister.  However, the main point for me is that - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I am adhering to the wishes of the Leader of the House in 
trying to progress this matter quickly.  The minister is only delaying the process.  

Mr J.E. McGrath:  Maybe that�s what he wants.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I am quite happy, because the delay supports us.  The Local Government Advisory 
Board investigated structural and electoral reform and recommended that the first-past-the-post system remain.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Was that at page 177?  Did the board not say that optional preferential was the best system? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  First-past-the-post was the system recommended to be retained by the Local 
Government Advisory Board.  What is more, that advisory board was hand-picked by the government.  The 
chairman and chief executive officer came from the same council at the time, although they are not in the same 
council now.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Are you casting aspersions on Eric Lumsden and Charlie Gregorini? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  No, I am not, because both of them are very good friends of mine.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I just wanted to make sure, because you implied that you were.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The minister should not imply something that is not factual.  I have a great deal of 
respect for both those men.  I have talked to them on occasions and sought their guidance.  The government has 
not even formally responded to the full set of recommendations in that report.  The point is that it has not 
consulted with WALGA on a piece of legislation.  We are not talking about the report put out by the board, but a 
piece of legislation introduced into this Parliament.  That is what the government has not consulted on.  It has 
done some investigations through the advisory board, but it did not consult on the bill, which is the legislative 
proposal.  The minister needs to do a lot of work on this.  Splitting the bill in two can accommodate a fair 
outcome.  It would ensure that sufficient time was available so that the October elections proposal could proceed 
properly.  As I said before, regulations need to be drafted.  It would also give the government a genuine 
opportunity to properly consult with the peak body of local government on this very important issue.  I hope that 
the minister understands that I am genuine in this.  If he can sort this problem out by talking with WALGA for 
half an hour, I suggest he do that.  

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin - Deputy Leader of the National Party) [3.56 pm]:  I will be brief, because 
everything has been said and this debate has gone on long enough.  I might not agree with the member for Moore 
on wheat marketing and things like that, but I do agree very much with what he is trying to do now.  I fully 
support him on the motion to split this bill.  It is interesting listening to the members for Moore and Bunbury, 
who have vast experience in local government, and I respect their views on this.  It makes sense to split this bill 
after listening to this debate.  It makes sense to split this bill after talking to people in local government.  We 
need to progress the bill for the sake of having the election time changed.  We do not want that held up.  Splitting 
the bill and allowing the clause on 18-year-olds to go through as well is commonsense.  The Leader of the House 
made the point, briefly, about consultation.  I will not go into that again, other than to say that the government�s 
problem is that no matter what we say and argue in this house, out there in local government land, whether it be 
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right or wrong, people feel that they have not been consulted.  Whatever we do in this chamber will not change 
that.  That is why I said in my second reading contribution that the government should listen to what people are 
saying.  Splitting this bill is commonsense.  The government should take some more time for consultation.  If the 
minister has said that he can turn WALGA and local government around in half an hour, let him do it.  The 
National Party strongly supports the motion of the member for Moore.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (22) 

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

Noes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O�Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D�Orazio Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts  

            

Pairs 

 Ms S.E. Walker Mr N.R. Marlborough 
 Mr P.D. Omodei Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Dr S.C. Thomas Mr M.P. Murray 

Question thus negatived. 

Debate interrupted until a later stage of the sitting, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 7667.] 
 


