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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL (NO. 2) 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 8 May. 

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [2.50 pm]:  The opposition remains opposed to the Local Government Amendment 
Bill (No. 2) 2006.  You, Madam Deputy Speaker, and other members would recall that back in May when we 
were debating this bill in its entirety, I attempted to split the bill by way of amendment, which of course was 
defeated.  Nonetheless, the bill in its entirety, after debate and passage through this house, went to the other place 
and, lo and behold, it was split.  I therefore feel somewhat satisfied.  The reason the bill was split was that the 
good members of the other place realised - 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Can you name them? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  There are too many of them.  They are called a series of names, but I will just call them jolly 
good members up there for doing their job of work. 
Principally, the reason the bill was split in a decision by those members was exactly the same reason that I had 
argued in this house; that is, there had been inadequate consultation, and the drafting and bringing forward of the 
bill for consideration by this house had been rushed.  That was proved by the simple fact that just before we 
considered the bill in this house, the government brought forward six pages of proposed amendments that were 
almost larger than the bill itself. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  It was almost.  The proposed amendments were within a smidgin of being as large as the bill.  
That clearly pointed out that an ill-prepared approach had been taken to drafting the bill and that the approach 
had been instigated at the last moment.  That was very sad, as that action exemplified to all of us in this place a 
slight on local government.  I seriously mean that; that action by this government was a slight on local 
government.  It is sad, because it exacerbated a tense situation between the state government and the Western 
Australian Local Government Association, the peak body that represents local governments in Western 
Australia.  It is possibly fair to say that there was a reasonable chance that the bill, once it was split in the upper 
house, would receive fair and due consideration, which I am sure it did.  However, the numbers, as they always 
do in these places of decision making, generally fall with the government of the day.  That was the outcome of 
the reconsideration of the split bill; that is, of the portion of the bill that refers to the proposed new method of 
voting in local government, which is to change from first-past-the-post voting to proportional preferential voting.   

I have read at length the report of the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs, chaired by Hon Louise Pratt.  It was interesting to note that the committee received 116 submissions for 
consideration during its deliberations.  Seventy-seven of those 116 submissions were from local government 
authorities, both metropolitan and regional.  I do not have any of those submissions with me, but as I flick 
through the report now, I see that a number of them were written to me, and I am sure to a number of other 
members in this place, including the Minister for Local Government and possibly the Premier.  The local 
government authorities complained bitterly about the way the government was proposing to change the way 
local government elections would be run should this bill be passed and become law.  The major concern that 
most of the smaller rural councils have about this bill is that it will be nigh on impossible for them to run their 
own elections under the first-past-the-post system as they have in the past.  A number of local authorities - 
metropolitan and country - have tended to swing towards postal voting.   
The complexity of this bill and the consideration that has to be given to work through how preferences and 
transferred votes are passed on is beyond what would be deemed to be reasonably acceptable to most small local 
governments.  We have to be accurate in these things, as you would know, Madam Deputy Speaker.  It is a very 
arduous, complex and extensive task.  Councils have three ways of doing this: firstly, to conduct the poll 
themselves, as they have done in the past; secondly, to hire assistance from within the industry itself; or, thirdly, 
to get the Western Australian Electoral Commission to run the poll for them.  More than likely that is what will 
happen.  Most authorities will see how difficult and complex the process is and how important it is to get it right, 
because they dare not make a mistake, particularly in closely contested elections in local authorities, which many 
elections are.  Many of them are very hotly contested, despite the low turnout of voters.  There is a legal 
requirement for propriety and accuracy of process to be followed.  Apart from that, it has to be accurate by law.   
Councils will possibly be faced with a considerable degree of expense in outsourcing polls to the Western 
Australian Electoral Commission.  It is ironic that the Western Australian Electoral Commission is the only 
choice available to outsource this task to.  I understand that a local authority cannot seek assistance from the 
Australian Electoral Commission to do this job; it has to be done by the state commission.  Local authorities are 
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virtually faced with a monopoly.  They have no way of ensuring that they are getting a competitive tender price 
when outsourcing to the commission.  I am sure that the commission is very good with its tendering and that the 
service it offers is first class.   
I make the point that when local authorities are holding their elections, they are given limited opportunity to 
ensure the process involves competitive tendering.  Of the 116 submissions received by the upper house 
committee, 77 came from local councils.  I am not a betting man, but I would put my money on the fact that 
90 per cent of those local authorities would have voiced their disapproval and opposition to the introduction of 
proportional preferential voting in local government elections.  It is disappointing that the government is going 
ahead with this proposal, because opposition to it has been clearly demonstrated during the course of the debate 
over the past 12 months.  In fact, I am aware that the former Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development’s advisory board recommended that there be no change to the method of voting used in local 
government elections.  The minister did not heed his own board’s advice, which is interesting in itself.  The local 
authority submissions received between now and October last year continue to highlight the industry’s 
opposition to the introduction of PP voting.  Interestingly, a large number of councils felt so aggrieved by the 
situation that they wrote to the minister and told him that they had moved a no-confidence vote against him.  
From my understanding of the issue, that significant course of action is unprecedented.  Members must 
remember that local government councils are principally governments under the Constitution and the Local 
Government Act.  They are creatures of the state.  They are a part of our democratic system of federal, state and 
local governments.  It is amazing that the minister took little notice of the opposition to his proposal by local 
councils and his advisory board.  Rather, he steamed ahead.  When the member for Murchison Eyre was the 
minister representing the former Minister for Local Government and Regional Development in this place, he said 
that consultation had taken place and that we on this side of the house did not know what we were talking about.  
He pointed to a 400-page report and suggested that its thickness and weight was evidence that consultation had 
taken place.  It was clearly shown at the end of the day that that was not the case.  Consultation took place on a 
range of other issues; however, there was inadequate consultation on the proposal to change the way local 
governments elect their members.   

During the debate, the Leader of the House acknowledged that, in his view, there was a considered opinion that 
it could have been the case that not enough opportunity was provided for consultation.  He did not agree that 
there was not, but, as I recall the debate, he said that possibly there was not.  Perhaps that is why the upper house 
decided to split the bill and we finished up with the committee’s report and also the recommendation that the 
proportional preferential voting system go ahead, and that solved the problem concerning the lack of 
consultation. 

What concerns local government is that in the past seven years under this government, six different ministers 
have had responsibility for the local government portfolio.  That indicates a number of things, but the most 
outstanding is that either this government gives little consideration to the role that local government plays, 
because it keeps switching ministers out of the portfolio for a range of reasons, or the ministers are not doing 
their jobs.  That does not happen in what are considered to be the major, important frontbench portfolios.  Sadly, 
that speaks volumes about the way local government feels it is being treated by the state government. 

The state government is a signatory to two documents in this area.  First, it is a signatory to the 
intergovernmental agreements and protocols document between the federal, state and local governments, which 
is a memorandum of understanding involving cooperation, consideration, consultation and a range of other 
matters.  Secondly, it is a signatory to the partnership agreement between the state and local governments.  It was 
an achievement that the Gallop Labor government and the Western Australian Local Government Association, 
the peak representative body of local government, signed that agreement.  It was designed to avoid a range of 
confrontational issues and misunderstandings, and to work towards a more collaborative approach so that 
services could be delivered effectively.  Local government understood its role in the delivery and administration 
of those services to the community, and the government respected that role.  What did the minister do?  Did the 
minister say, “Hang on a minute; what are we signatories to?  Who do we have to consult here?  We’d better 
consult the industry, so we’ll do a 400-page report.  Don’t worry too much about the nitty-gritty of what we have 
to consult on.  That’ll keep them quiet”?  I would have thought, as would the member for Bunbury, that the 
minister would have abided by his own government’s agreements to which it is a signatory. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  They had a big party about it. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  There was a huge to-do about it.  The government said, “Look at what we’ve done.  This is a 
changing time in the relationship between the state and local governments.”  Sadly, it was not to be.  It did not 
make one iota of difference because the minister did not even worry about those two agreements.  He did not say 
that he had an obligation under the partnership agreement between the state and local governments, that he had 
better have a chat to them about this and tell them that he was serious about it and that he would give due 
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consideration to the requirements of that agreement.  No, that did not happen; he did not even worry about that 
and, as I said, he did not even worry about his own Local Government Advisory Board’s recommendation that 
the first-past-the-post system should remain and not to worry about going down this proportional preferential 
voting system path.  The minister paid the advisory board no respect.  The result of that was the yawning gap, 
which is getting bigger by the day, between the minister and the government he represents and local government.  
I do not know whether all the letters that were written to the Premier, the minister, and members of Parliament 
outlining the lack of confidence in the minister by all those councils had any bearing on his removal; 
nonetheless, he was removed.  He was replaced, and he became the fifth ex-Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development.  Now there is a new minister.  We shall see what the future holds for the new minister’s 
relationship with local government based on her viewpoint about acknowledging those intergovernmental 
agreements.  
Much of the literature that surrounds this bill refers to the reasons we need to move towards a PP voting system.  
I have heard that one reason for it is the need to bring into line federal, state and local government voting 
processes, because local government election processes are out of step with government elections at both the 
state and federal level.  That argument is based on a myth.  Proportional preferential voting is used only for 
elections for the upper house of the Australian Parliament.  It is not used for this house, as you well know, 
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams).  Preferential voting is used, but not proportional preferential voting.  
The House of Representatives on the federal scene uses preferential voting, but not proportional preferential 
voting.  Only the Senate uses PPV, as I am sure you know, Mr Acting Speaker, and as do all of us.  The claim 
that the local government voting system is out of kilter with the systems used by the state and federal 
governments is a myth.  It is a load of rubbish, to put it quite bluntly.  Local government is probably closer to 
reflecting the role it plays within the place in which we sit - the Assembly - or the House of Representatives at 
the federal level.  Local government is the closest form of government to the people.  It determines expenditure, 
it makes regulations, it makes local laws, it determines planning decisions, it spends money and it borrows 
money, just as the Assembly does, unlike the other place, which cannot do that.  However, to “get into line” 
through this process, we must change the voting system for local government because it is out of step with the 
state and federal processes!  That is a load of absolute rubbish.  I do not think that the majority of electors 
understand what proportional preferential voting is all about.  Not many people in this place, myself included, 
could, within 20 minutes, convince someone of the benefits of PPV.  However, in October, the then minister said 
in this place, acting on behalf of the minister, that he could sit down with Bill Mitchell, the president of the 
Western Australian Local Government Association, and have him convinced inside half an hour how it works, 
how good it is and how great a system it is.  He then, somewhat humorously, went on to say that he had insulted 
the president of WALGA and would bring that back to 20 minutes, because he reckoned Mr Mitchell was a lot 
smarter than the rest of us. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  On the other hand, we have had several hours with the opposition, and we still have not been 
able to convince you. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  That is probably still the case, I concede.  However, in reality, can the Treasurer tell me that 
members on his side are convinced because they understand the system and know exactly how votes are 
transferred and how proportions and quotients work?  I do not.  Does the Treasurer?  I am not trying to be funny; 
I am trying to be specific.  It is a very complex matter, and I do not believe that many people would be able to 
understand it.  Some professors of politics, who have great minds, would be able to. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  To teach someone to conduct and count a ballot under the system could be a complicated 
matter, but there is now software that essentially does that.  The fundamental principles are relatively easy to 
understand.  This type of system delivers a better reflection of the diversity of opinion in the electorate, rather 
than a winner-takes-all outcome. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  That becomes a very debatable point.  We must be very careful.  The most important people in 
this debate are the electors - the people who pay the rates and keep the councils going with their contributions, 
and who do all the voluntary work; namely, all those people from whom councillors are elected.  I do not think 
we should insult their intelligence.  I believe we should give them credence.  They have been used to, and 
understand, preferential voting.  That is very simple.  The first-past-the-post system is simpler still, but 
preferential voting is very simple.  When we get into proportional preferential voting, we have to move through 
quotas.  There may be a contest in a local government election.  That happens quite a lot in the city, but 
occasionally in the country, even in some small, remote country local authorities.  There may be a number of 
candidates for one or maybe two positions - although, it is generally one position.  I remember that a number of 
years ago in my ward in my home town, I had five candidates against me. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Let me explain it this way: if there is only one vacancy, the system operates just as it does for 
a lower house seat in the state Parliament. 
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Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes, that is correct. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If there is more than one vacancy, the system operates as it does for the election of the upper 
house of Parliament or of the Senate. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Proportional - casting down. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Yes. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  However, generally, with proportional representation there is a cast of many candidates, and it 
is very complex and takes some time to get a result.  A case in point is the last Victorian state election.  I am led 
to believe, and have been informed, that it took the Victorian Electoral Commission, with all the firepower that it 
has at its disposal, quite some time to finalise the appointment of the very last successful candidate.  I believe, 
because I have been informed and I believe it is accurate, that the last candidate to be successful in gaining a seat 
did so with about 1.5 per cent or less of the vote. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Of the primary vote. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes.  He was elected to the Parliament on less than 1.5 per cent of the primary vote.  With the 
convoluted process involving quotients and dispersal of votes down through the system, it took a number of 
days.  Part of the argument that the Treasurer, the government and the previous Minister for Local Government 
and Regional Development put up is that that system is more representative and provides more diversity and 
more democratic opportunities for people.  One begins to question how a person who gets 1.5 per cent of the 
primary vote justifies being elected.  That is an anomaly.  A candidate should need a larger share of the primary 
vote than 1.5 per cent of the vote to earn his or her right of a representative cross-section of the community 
preferring that person to gain a seat.  Maybe that is one of the anomalies that will come out of this system.  I do 
not argue that the system will have anomalies and shortcomings.  No system is sufficiently perfect to show true 
democracy. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I agree with the member that no system is perfect.  Under some proportional representation 
systems, a threshold has to be met before one can continue in the count.  Therefore, if they do not get 
five per cent, or something like that, they cannot continue in the count.  That introduces its own complexities and 
sometimes anomalies.  The member is right; there is no perfect system, but the one the government is supporting 
in this bill is a pretty good one.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  I am genuinely concerned because there is a degree of competition and politics in local 
government, and that is a fact of life.  That degree of competition and politics in local government is not as great 
in the smaller remote rural councils as it is in the metropolitan and regional councils.  It may involve a different 
colour of politics - party politics - but there is competitiveness.   

Proportional preferential voting worries me.  I will use the example of a local issue on which, for whatever 
reason, there is local politics and competitiveness between different groups in the community.  It is obvious that 
in the case of a number and range of candidates, people could obtain good advice and work out that they could 
run a ticket alliance to counter the main threat of the opposition.  They would be able to use the quotient and the 
transfer of votes to stack the system to suit their purpose of getting rid of the main competition.  They would 
virtually have donkey candidates standing to support the main candidate.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I don’t agree with that, but it is best if I deal with that argument in my response.  I think the 
current system is more susceptible to that -  

Mr G. SNOOK:  First-past-the-post?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Yes, the current system is more susceptible than the proposed replacement. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I concede that there is an element of possibility in that.  I will be interested to hear the 
minister’s comments when he tries to convince me and other members that there is less chance of that happening 
under this system.  I do not agree that that is the case.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The basis of the argument is that only the surplus flows on.  Effectively, under the current 
system, if a voter turns up and there are two candidates, they could put down two ticks; therefore, 100 per cent of 
the vote is counted twice.  Under the new system, only the surplus beyond the quota gets transferred on.   

Mr G. SNOOK:  The elector is important and his views must be reflected.  The minister would have to concede 
that with an alliance-run ticket under this convoluted method, a person who went to the Badgingarra polling 
booth to cast his vote would be battling to understand the significance of how he filled in the so-called alliance 
ticket.  There is no clarity in those circumstances.   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  As long as he understands that his No 1 vote is more important than his No 2 or No 3 vote.  It 
is the first point of understanding that needs to be reached by any elector. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  A very important structure applies to a state election; that is, where different preferential 
candidates come in terms of where the benefits flow.  That is clearly understood by the majority of electors - 
state, federal and local government - in the case of preferential voting, but not in the case of the quotient flow 
down and transfer on of those votes.  That is a matter that will be for conjecture and only time will tell whether it 
will be effective.   
There is no question in my mind that the majority of councils oppose this change.  Members should remember 
that this is a democracy.  Seventy-seven councils have written a submission to the upper house committee.  In 
October, from my recollection, 44 councils wrote a submission in opposition to the introduction of proportional 
preferential voting.  I believe that 90 per cent of those 44 or 45 councils were totally opposed to it.  They were 
not prompted by the Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams) or by me, I am sure.  I am sure that the Acting Speaker 
has also received letters.  Clearly, the majority of local authorities were totally and unequivocally opposed to it.  
My good friend the member for Bunbury says that there were 69 submissions to the Local Government Advisory 
Board.   
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Eighty-four per cent supported the current system. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I am sure the member for Bunbury will be able to highlight that for us when he speaks. 

This is the frustrating thing that local authorities find themselves faced with.  The government is telling us that 
democracy will be better served if we have this method of electing candidates into local government.  The 
government says that it is representing a democratic and fair point of view.  I ask why they are not listening to 
what the other side of the democratic system is saying.  Members should remember that we are not talking about 
a private company.  This is not another organisation or institution.  We are talking about the third arm of 
government in the Westminster system.  It has a democratic process attached to it and it has responsibilities, yet 
the government, which obviously holds power over local government, as do all state governments, turns around 
and says, “We don’t want to hear your democratic point of view.  We don’t want to hear what the majority are 
saying.  We don’t want to hear all the points.”  The previous minister took no notice of the intergovernmental 
agreement or the partnership agreement between state and local government.  He said, “We’ll do this; this is 
what’s good for you, and you’re going to get it whether you like it or not.” 
The new Minister for Local Government, who has previously held the same office, has a job on her hands.  The 
new minister is faced with the job of rebuilding a sense of confidence and trust back into the relationship 
between state government and local government.  People in the local government industry are waiting, watching 
and hoping that there will be some good signals to rebuild and repair the damage that has occurred between local 
government and the state government.  There have been six local government ministers over the past seven 
years. 
A number of my colleagues would also like to speak on this bill, so I will now wind up.  In summary, the 
opposition remains totally and unequivocally opposed to this bill and what it sets out to do.  Undoubtedly, the 
message members on this side of the house from both a metropolitan and a regional point of view will bring to 
this debate will be similar to mine.  Their constituents and local authorities are asking them, “Please oppose this 
legislation.  Please speak against it.  Please don’t let them do this to us.  Give us a break.  Give us a chance to 
continue with what we’ve got and to get on with the job.”  Those of us who represent electorates in regional 
areas know that our areas are suffering pretty badly from the drought.  Things are pretty crook in the bush.  Local 
government is struggling in many regional areas.  If local governments have to conduct elections under this 
system, it will load an added cost and an unnecessary expense onto ratepayers, be they in metropolitan areas or 
regional areas.  We oppose this bill. 
MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin - Deputy Leader of the National Party) [3.30 pm]:  I want to congratulate the 
member for Moore for his speech on the bill.  I think he has covered it very well, particularly from a country 
point of view.  When the original bill went through, the National Party opposed it.  We had no problem with the 
alteration of the election date from May to October, but the change to introduce proportional preferential 
representation was an issue.  I do not want to go over all the ground covered by the member for Moore, but I 
want to make a couple of points.  I remember having quite a good debate at the time with the member for 
Murchison-Eyre, who was a member of the government at that time and representing the minister.  I talked about 
consultation.  I do not claim to have great local government knowledge, unlike the members for Moore and 
Bunbury, who have been heavily involved in that area.  I found throughout my electorate that our local councils 
were very much against the proposal.  They were up in arms about the fact that they did not know about this 
proposal; it was foisted on them.  I remember the argument that went on in the house that day about whether they 
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did or did not know.  As a local member, I listen to the people in my electorate and I am guided by them.  The 
point was made very strongly to me. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Whatever happened to leadership? 
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  We can use leadership when we want and have consultation when we want, I suppose.  I 
can tell the Treasurer, as a boy from Nyabing - I went past the Treasurer’s property; I think I chatted to him 
about it - that the Shire of Kent, located right there in that magnificent town where the Treasurer went to school -  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  You’re not telling me the Shire of Kent is opposed to this, are you? 
Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Of course it is!  Seriously, the consultation obviously did not occur, or, if it did, it was 
very rushed.  I remember using the word “rushed” in the debate because that was the word people in my 
electorate used for this matter.  That in itself is a real issue for the government.  It appears to me there is a reason 
the government wanted to push through this method of voting.  It was attached to the proposal to change the 
election date, which people agreed with.  It was interesting to hear from the member for Moore about the 
submissions, 77 of which were from local government, and the vote of no confidence in the minister at the time. 
I want to give credit to the member for Murchison-Eyre when he was Minister for Local Government.  He did 
get around and he talked a lot to councils.  The councils told me that at least he met them and they were 
confident that he knew how they felt.  That did not happen with this process and that is why they felt let down.  
Some may actually agree with the proposed voting system - I have not found many - but they still felt let down 
by the way they were just walked over and not included.  Every government needs to ensure it does not do that.  
If there is one way to lose people’s support and confidence, it is to walk over them like that.  I have no doubt that 
that happened.  When I debated that with the member for Murchison-Eyre that day, I think that aspect came 
through. 

There are quite a few reasons why local government does not like this new system.  I am no guru on this, as I 
said, and there may be some advantages for the big councils in Perth; I do not know.  Having had the system 
explained to me and having had a good debate with the member for Murchison-Eyre that day, which I remember 
well, I could not be convinced about this proposal.  There is no good reason for doing this.  I would like to know 
the real reason why the government wants to change it.  No-one has been able to give me a good reason to 
change it.  Many local governments have very experienced CEOs; they have been around for a long time and 
have worked in different places.  They are pointing out to me the problems this change will cause.  A lot of the 
smaller councils will find problems with running council elections.  Many of them do it themselves.  It is a good 
and a fair system that works and I have no issues with it.  Why change it?   

Other concerns are the cost of it and the confusion it will cause.  The other day, one of my constituents asked me 
how I was going with the election campaign.  He had mixed up state and federal politics.  We are involved with 
politics all the time.  We live and breathe it and know all about these things, but members of the general public 
know only about the issues that affect them.  I do not think that many people understand proportional 
representation.  They might say that they do, but I do not think they do.  I will not say much about that.  
However, local governments have issues with it and they should have been given the right to be listened to.   

Another matter is the politicising of councils.  The member for Moore and the Minister for Electoral Affairs 
disagree about that.  I will be interested to hear the minister point out some of the problems with the first-past-
the-post system. 

Another issue concerns confidence in local government and local government ministers.  The current Minister 
for Local Government has not held that position for very long.  Ministers need time to establish themselves.  It 
has been very unsettling to have six local government ministers in seven years.  The lack of consultation has not 
helped that situation.   

We first wanted to split the bill, which I think would have been sensible, but that did not happen.  The bill was 
sent to a committee and has now come back here.  The government will win the vote and away it will go.  This 
legislation is not in the best interests of local government.  It will cause a lot of concern, work and cost.  Many 
responsibilities are moved to local government to handle.  The National Party made its position very clear during 
the debate last year and it continues to hold the same position.  The government has made a mistake.  It has not 
properly consulted with or listened to the people who count in this debate.  We oppose the bill. 

MR G.M. CASTRILLI (Bunbury) [3.37 pm]:  I support the member for Moore’s opposition to the Local 
Government Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2006.  I concur entirely with the sentiments of the member for Moore and 
the member for Wagin.  When this bill was originally introduced, there was no consultation with the Western 
Australian Local Government Association, which is the peak body of local government, a situation that does not 
reflect the partnership agreement.  As I have previously said, the partnership agreement might as well be thrown 
out the window.  The government said that it would consult WALGA and local government on all major things.  
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It wanted a big signing ceremony.  Whoop-de-do!  That is what happened.  The government said that it and 
WALGA would be like brothers and that they would be comrades in arms.  The government said that it would 
consult, and be in a partnership with, local government.  Honestly, I thought that was a fantastic move.  I thought 
that local government, which is the third tier of government, was actually being recognised and afforded some 
importance by the partnership agreement.  I am wondering whether the partnership agreement is still operational 
and how effective it is.   

I will read an extract from the submission that WALGA sent to the Standing Committee on Environment and 
Public Affairs inquiry into the proportional preferential voting proposal, which was set up by the Legislative 
Council and announced on 23 November 2006.  Under “consultation: understanding our expectation”, it states - 

WALGA has a “Communication and Consultation Protocol” with State Government, which provides 
for a 12 week consultation process with the sector on legislative changes of this magnitude.   

The Minister commissioned the Local Government Advisory Board . . . to investigate Electoral Reform, 
including Proportional Voting, in October, 2005.  The Board consulted with Local Government on how 
it would advise the Minister in regard to its terms of reference.   

An important distinction needs to be made here.  Consultation by the LGAB on its Terms of Reference 
doesn’t constitute consultation on the Local Government Amendment Bill or compliance with the 
consultation protocol.   

Following the LGAB’s consultation process it formed a report which recommended that no change be 
made to the voting system.  The then Minister released that report and its recommendations to the 
sector.  To date the sector has received no advice on the status of these recommendations.   

There has been no consultation on the legislative proposal to change the voting system that is currently 
before the Parliament.   

Consultation on legislative changes is an important aspect of the Partnership Agreement between the 
State and Local Government, and Local Government acknowledges the important role that the 
Legislative Council has played in holding the Government accountable to its commitments under the 
Partnership Agreement.   

Equally, the Committee should acknowledge the important role that its process now plays and ensure 
that it is robust and inclusive.  Local Governments have a right to be heard and to put their perspectives 
directly to the Committee.   

In order to adequately cater for this expectation, we argue that the Committee should consider holding 
regional hearings and seek appropriate extensions to its reporting timetable to facilitate such 
arrangements.   

That is going back a bit in time, but I wanted to make that point.  There has been a lot of discussion about 
whether consultation has taken place.  What I have just read out demonstrates clearly and succinctly that the 
consultation with local government has been totally inadequate.  In April 2006, the Local Government Advisory 
Board recommended to the government that the first-past-the-post voting system be retained.  The Local 
Government Advisory Board was hand-picked by this government to conduct a review.  The Local Government 
Advisory Board said that the voting system should be left as it is.  The former minister was not willing to listen 
to that board.  The Western Australian Local Government Association, the official representative body of local 
government, also said that the voting system should be left as it is.  That minister was not even willing to listen 
to WALGA.   

Any change to the voting system for local government will encourage all kinds of political allegiances.  I believe 
the first-past-the-post voting system minimises the potential for dummy candidates to stand for election.  In 
many cases, those dummy candidates have no interest in local government, but just want to bolster the election 
prospects of a political candidate, or their mate.  I believe that political parties on all sides of the political 
spectrum will be able to use this voting system to politicise local government.  That is not right.  I am totally 
opposed to that.  The member for Moore and I have a lot of respect for local government.  If my memory serves 
me correctly, the member for Moore spent 23 years in local government.  I spent 14 years in local government.  
There are members on both sides of this house who have spent a lot of time in local government.  We know how 
the system works, and we understand and appreciate the system.  The government wants to be able to control 
local government, for its own ends.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I think you are pretty close to the mark! 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The member for Wagin raised that same question.  What is the answer?  Why is the 
government doing this?  There is no logical explanation for what the government is doing.  As I have said, I 
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believe the government wants to control and politicise local government, for its own ends.  This change will lead 
to deal making, factions, allegiances, and sweetheart deals.  I acknowledge that there is some political 
interference in local government.  That is not healthy for anyone.  However, I believe - I may be wrong - that 
local government is largely free of political influences and party politics.  That situation should continue.  Under 
the system proposed by this bill, electors will not know where the deals are, what they are all about and who is 
making them.  They will not even know which candidates their votes will end up going to.  There should be no 
politics in local government.  I know that is a purist statement, and we will never achieve 100 per cent of it, but, 
generally speaking, this house should try to make sure that local government is as free of politics as it can be.  
Local government is a system in which people have a direct say in what is going on, or should go on, in their 
own communities.  They should not be influenced by a third party, whether it be a political party, a state 
government or an opposition.  They should be totally free of those influences.  The Local Government Act 
aspires to better decision making in local government; greater community participation in the way in which the 
community is governed and who represents it; and greater accountability for local government.  Local 
governments should aspire to be more effective and efficient.  These changes will not enhance that; in fact, they 
will have the opposite effect.  That is a real shame. 

I am aware that the vast majority of local governments are totally opposed to this change.  Ninety per cent of 
participating local governments are against it.  I will quote some of the figures from the Western Australian 
Local Government Association submission -   

69 submissions were received by the LGAB from Local Governments - a representative sample of 48% 
of all councils.  84% supported the current voting system. 

Only 11 individual submissions were received from elected members and CEOs, an infinitesimally 
small - and therefore invalid - sample of the 1400 elected members and 144 CEOs that serve Local 
Government in WA. 

The Minister cited 26 submissions from Community Groups and individuals which were split nearly 
50/50 in support and opposition to changing the voting system. 

This is hardly justification for change. 
In contrast, WALGA surveyed councils on electoral reform as part of our submission to the LGAB.  
Eighty-four (84) Local Governments responded to the survey, representing a sample of 55% of all 
Local Governments, which provides a high level of confidence in the results as trend indicators for the 
sector. 
90% of respondent councils want the First Past The Post (FPTP) voting system retained. 
Of the 10% who don’t want FPTP, 63% of these prefer preferential voting over proportional voting. 
We asked all councils if they supported the introduction of a Proportional Voting system - 93% of 
respondents said “NO”.   

That clarifies information sent by WALGA.  There is such a depth of feeling about this issue, as the member for 
Moore has said.  Such is the depth of feeling that - I stand to be corrected on this - about 40 local governments, 
or thereabouts, actually supported a vote of no confidence in the former Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development.  That is unheard of.  I have never known this to happen before.  Local governments are 
bodies of people that usually do not do that sort of thing; it is not in their make-up.  It goes to show the depth of 
feeling in local government.  I think there were about 40 of them.  It is unheard of.  Local governments are a 
creature of the state government, so it is not something that they do.  Moving a motion of no confidence in a 
minister just for the hell of it is not something local governments do, especially if they are a creature of the state 
government.  I have said in this place before that friends of mine on the eastern seaboard have told me that what 
happens with local government elections there is totally different from what happens in Western Australia.  They 
said that they are based on party politics, they are more of a personal nature with personal attacks during election 
campaigns, and there is more venom and acrimony in the whole process.  I for one, being a former local 
government person, do not want that sort of thing creeping into local government in Western Australia, I do not 
want that sort of action taking place and I do not want local government to go down that path. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  But, member, this electoral system won’t have any effect like that. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I think it will.  The minister and I differ on that, and I am sure he will have his say later 
on.  However, I do not want the state of Western Australia to go down the path that states over east have gone.  I 
think the people of Western Australia, quite frankly, are sick and tired of some actions and carryings on of 
members - us I am talking about - in state and federal politics.  I think they are sick to death of them and, quite 
frankly, I do not think they want those actions in local government.  I think people get more than enough with us 
poncing about the place and doing things in the state and federal scenes - 
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An opposition member interjected. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Poncing about, I said. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Liberal campaigns might be conducted like that. 
Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I will not tell the minister what I think about the way in which Labor campaigns are 
conducted! 
I think people have had enough.  They do not want local government to go down that track.  The Local 
Government Advisory Board has also talked about a rise in the running costs of elections.  It is okay for some of 
the larger councils that can absorb those extra running costs in their enormous budgets, but what about smaller 
councils that have only small budgets?  We know that some of them are battling to survive as it is.  Some of 
those councils conduct their own in-house elections.  Some, because of the complexities of this new voting 
system, might have to ask the Electoral Commission to conduct their elections for them.  I have to say, if I recall 
correctly, WALGA itself suggested that the cost of introducing this change will add 20 per cent to the cost of 
running local government elections.  I say again that 90 per cent of local governments want to retain the current 
system; so why do we not listen to them?  Ninety per cent is an overwhelming vote in anybody’s language, but 
we just do not listen.  WALGA is the peak body and it says leave it alone.  The government’s own hand-picked 
Local Government Advisory Body says leave it alone.  I do not know what more the government wants from the 
local government system.  Here we are with the government’s own Local Government Advisory Board saying 
leave it alone; the peak body of local government saying leave it alone; and more than 90 per cent of local 
governments saying leave it alone.  What more does the government want?  I would have thought that 
percentage in anybody’s language was overwhelming.  The government obviously does not care about local 
government.  It does not care about local government’s wishes.  It does not care about local government full 
stop.  As the member for Moore said, in the past seven years there have been six Ministers for Local 
Government.  What a joke!  That indicates the high regard in which this government holds local government - 
six ministers in seven years. 
If you do not mind, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams), I will read into Hansard two short paragraphs of a 
letter I received from the Shire of Dardanup, which is headed - 

RE: OPPOSITION TO PROPORTIONAL PREFERENTIAL VOTING & COMPULSORY VOTING 

In the second paragraph the letter states - 

Council has registered opposition to this system of voting when the idea was first promoted in 2005.  
Council position has not changed.  PPV provides the opportunity for political parties and other groups 
with an axe to grind to form running tickets for local government elections and have people elected not 
by popular vote of the electors but because of the way the preferential system is manipulated to gain 
office even if their primary vote is the lowest of all candidates.   

This system of voting creates an opportunity to politicize local government and should be opposed in 
the strongest possible way. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Who said that? 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The Shire of Dardanup.  It continues - 

Council seeks your support to oppose Proportional Preferential Voting and retain the exiting first past 
the post system.   

That letter was from the CEO of the Shire of Dardanup. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Next time I’m down there I’d be delighted to talk to them about the issue.  I think they 
fundamentally misunderstood.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The Treasurer might have to.  If the Treasurer is willing to do that in the interest and 
for the sake of local government to build up harmonious relations with the state, maybe he should let the 
standing committee interview local governments around Western Australia.  Maybe they can convince local 
governments that what the Treasurer is saying is correct.  If that is an outcome, fine.   

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  If the Treasurer wants to follow through with that system and convince local 
governments that they are wrong, maybe he should let the standing committee or the Local Government 
Advisory Board consult with every local government in Western Australia, put the proposition to them and try to 
convince them that it is a better system. 
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Mr G. Snook:  While he’s visiting Dardanup, he should swing around the great southern, go back up around the 
wheatbelt, back down through the central coast and talk to the 77 shires and convince them while he’s at it 
because it’s not just one shire that he might have a contrary view to. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have a bit of work to do as Treasurer but I’m happy to talk to the Shire of Dardanup. 

Mr G. Snook:  Take the Minister for Local Government with you.  I’m sure you’ll be able to do that.  Toddle 
around on your trip and call in.  It would be a good experience. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  The letter from the Shire of Dardanup says it all.  I have had more correspondence 
since this issue was raised last year.  I strongly suggest, and hope, that the government stop and thinks about this 
bill very carefully.  It should at least leave one level of government relatively free of political interference.  At a 
grassroots level local people should be able to influence their own outcomes and directions and elect their own 
representatives without being tainted by political parties or third parties.  The first-past-the-post system is easily 
understood, uncomplicated and straightforward.  I do not want any political party or party politics of any kind 
being substituted for independent opinions of councillors who have been elected to individual local governments. 

How often is the downfall of some local governments as a result of the trouble they sometimes get into blamed 
on what I refer to as deal-making factions or alliances?  I think it is quite high.  The Department of Local 
Government and Regional Development carries out these investigations and inquiries.  I suspect that the 
government will need to dramatically increase the number of staff in the Department of Local Government 
because the number of inquiries will increase as a result of all this deal making.  We have just seen the 
Corruption and Crime Commission go through the system and tell us about all this deal making.  I do not want to 
see local government fall any more.  I think that is what will happen as a result of this bill.  We will see deal 
making, factions and sweetheart deals left, right and centre.  I do not want that one little bit. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’m strongly of the view that this system is less susceptible than the existing system to that 
deal making. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I hope that the Treasurer is right but I suspect the opposite.  I am only saying this 
because I have great respect for local government.  I have spent 14 years in local government.  The member for 
Moore spent 23 years in local government, the Leader of the Opposition has been in local government, the 
member for Serpentine-Jarrahdale has been in local government and numerous members on the Treasurer’s side 
of the house have been in local government.  It is a very good institution.  What I am saying is that I have regard 
for local governments.  This government should start again and properly consult local governments on this issue.  
There is no urgency surrounding this matter.  The next local government elections will still be based on a 
first-past-the-post voting system.  There is plenty of time for the Local Government Advisory Board to talk to 
every individual local government.  If the Treasurer is right, and if the Western Australian Local Government 
Association can be convinced, I would be happy to support the proposal.  However, until that happens, as is the 
case with the member for Moore and other members on this side of the house, I will not support this legislation 
because I have too much regard for local government.   
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.02 pm]:  This is a very important 
debate.  I congratulate the member for Moore for his knowledge of local governments and for his contribution to 
this debate.  The opposition has held extensive talks with Western Australia’s local governments, and their faith 
in the state government has deteriorated dramatically, even though at one stage partnership agreements were 
being signed.   
There have been six local government ministers in the past seven years, which is a disgrace by any standard.  As 
a member of the Court government, I was privileged to be the local government minister for eight years; indeed, 
I was the local government minister for the whole eight years that we were in government.  Prior to that, I was 
the shadow minister for local government and, prior to that, I was a councillor on the Shire of Manjimup for 
12 years.  Therefore, I have a long association with local government.  It is a wonderful field of endeavour.  As 
previously stated, it is the level of government that is closest to the people.  The whole local government system 
is about to be corrupted because of a whim of the Labor Party.  The plan to introduce proportional preferential 
voting in this state is part and parcel of the Labor Party’s plan, along with the so-called one vote, one value 
system.  I will refer to that system for a moment.   
Governments can put forward the altruistic idea of equal vote weighting across the state.  However, we all know 
that the day after the district boundaries are set at a state level, they become distorted because within weeks, 
maybe months, some areas of the state will grow in population, some will remain static and others will go 
backwards.  There has never been equal representation.  I raise that issue because along with the issue of 
proportional preferential voting, the notion of ensuring that all seats comprise exactly the same number of voters 
will work to the detriment of regional and rural Western Australia.  The representation that has been achieved in 
those areas in the past will not be achieved again.  I am a proponent for some kind of vote weighting in regional 
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Western Australia.  If the government was serious about electoral reform and electoral redistribution, it should 
embark on a three-tiered arrangement whereby certain seats in the far-flung areas of the state would have a 
certain quota, followed by a medium quota in the regional centres and another quota for metropolitan areas.  
There have been anomalies in the past - there is no doubt about that.  For all intents and purposes, the seats of 
Albany, Bunbury and Geraldton had the same number of voters as a country seat, which had somewhere between 
10 000 and 15 000 voters.  A residential seat in the metropolitan area may have comprised between 21 000 and 
30 000 voters.  There was a distortion between a regional centre seat and a metropolitan seat.  There was room 
for change; however, it should not have been the widespread change introduced by this government that will 
disenfranchise people in regional Western Australia.   
I refer to the Premier’s seat of Willagee.  The Premier is able to cycle around his seat in a couple of hours.  In 
any one week, he can visit the one, two or three schools in his electorate.  However, the electorate of the Leader 
of the Opposition, who has the same voting power as the Premier in Parliament, will now encompass about 
30 000 or 40 000 square kilometres and will contain 40-odd schools and 13 local governments.  Members of the 
Assembly are closest to the people and to their electorates.  Members of the Council, who represent regions, are 
supposed to cover a much bigger area.  We know that the Council is the house of review and members’ conduct 
there is a little more gentlemanly than that in this house.  Those members have a role to investigate legislation.  
Assembly members are at the coalface and are more directly in line with their electorates; they see their 
constituents on a day-to-day basis.  Within the current boundaries of my electorate, there are 26 schools and four 
local governments.  It is difficult for me to visit all those schools in any one year.  Obviously, I try to visit them 
once a year and, as all members know, presentation nights are helter-skelter. 
This process of proportional preferential voting will allow the entrenchment of Australian Labor Party politics in 
local government.  That has been the whole aim behind this process of the government, and the government 
stands condemned for it.  It has totally ignored the constituent representatives - those people elected to local 
governments - who said that they did not want this system.  When Minister Ford and Minister Bowler were 
involved in the campaign, about 99 Western Australian councils passed motions criticising the then minister over 
his handling of the issue, and 41 councils out of 140 moved motions of no confidence in the then minister.  That 
is unprecedented in the history of Western Australia.  Even with all the controversy that surrounded me when I 
was local government minister over the split-up of the City of Perth and the creation of the three new towns, the 
Wanneroo royal commission, the issues with the Cockburn council and so on, there was not one council that 
would not welcome me with open arms.  It shows the difference between the people on this side of politics and 
those on the Labor side.  They will go cap in hand to the local governments after they have got their way and all 
the Labor councils are in place.  Only three out of 102 councils held meetings that did not criticise the state 
government’s actions.  In the six-week campaign conducted by the Western Australian Local Government 
Association, there were 118 reports in the metropolitan -  

Mr P.B. Watson:  Which were the three councils that didn’t? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I do not know, but I can find out for the member if he would like. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  I think Albany was one of them. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Albany was one that did not criticise the proposal? 

Mr P.B. Watson:  That’s right; not through council anyway. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I find that hard to believe, knowing some of the councillors in Albany. 

In the six-week campaign, there were 118 reports in the metropolitan and regional press on the issue of the 
voting change, not counting the duplications between those editions.  Ninety of the 118 articles expressed the 
sector’s view and were critical of the minister’s actions.  Only 23 press items were supportive of the state 
government, and 18 of those were letters to the editor, of which 12 were written by the same five people.  Five 
articles did not favour either position. 

We have had proportional preferential voting in both the upper house and the Senate for a long time, and they are 
purely political elections.  There has not been overt politics in local government in Western Australia, 
particularly in regional Western Australia.  People from any walk of life who are capable and who are prepared 
to put up their hand can join the local council.  On a first-past-the-post basis, it is much easier for a single-
interest person, whatever his or her issue, to get elected to a council rather than to have a political party organise 
the numbers and campaigns.  We need look only at what the Labor Party is about to do in its federal election 
campaign against WorkChoices and the inclusion of unions.  This is a perfect opportunity for either the Labor 
Party or the union movement in Western Australia to take over local government.  If there are multi vacancies in 
an election under a proportional representation system, when it gets down to the last seat, people will get into the 
nitty-gritty.  It has been already said that a person with two or three per cent of the primary vote can be voted in. 
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Mr G. Snook:  It’s 1.5 per cent. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  As the member just said, it can be as low as 1.5 per cent.  No voting system is perfect.  One 
of the criticisms of the first-past-the-post system is that a person with 15 per cent of the vote can be elected.  
However, under proportional preferential voting, it is possible for a person to be elected with 1.5 per cent of the 
vote.  My fear about this proposal is that there will be so much disdain for how the government forced this 
process on local government and the electorate that people will stay away in droves from voting.  That will drive 
the number of voters down and it will play into the hands of the Labor Party.  If that is the plan, it is a cynical, 
devious plan.  In his campaign, the former Minister for Local Government and Regional Development went out 
to the public saying that local government was spending $750 000 on the campaign when less than $100 000 was 
spent on it.  Why should local government on behalf of the ratepayers not put up their hand and stand up for their 
people?  This is a disgrace of monumental proportions.  In all my days in this place I have never seen such an 
underhanded attempt by a political party to take control of an electorate.  
I will read some of the myths put forward by the then minister, of which there are about a dozen.  The first myth 
is Minister Ford’s claim that the change in local government elections from May to October would avoid clashes 
of local and federal elections.  Under section 4.1A of the Local Government Act that cannot happen.  I know that 
has been replaced.   
The second myth is Minister Ford’s claim that the proposed changes were not about exercising political control.  
The response from local government was that, of course it would increase party political control of councils.  
The minister himself said that the change was part of the ALP’s policy: it was not about the betterment of local 
government or the improvement of democracy in local government; it was about applying the doctrine of the 
Labor Party in Western Australia.  The third myth is the minister’s claim that the proposed change has involved 
consultation through his own Local Government Advisory Board.  The advisory board recommended against the 
proposed change.  As far as consultation goes, the state-local government partnership agreement and the 
intergovernmental agreement were ignored.  The Western Australian Local Government Association received a 
phone call five minutes before the amendment was written, and it was confirmed two days later.  In other words, 
there was a phone call and then confirmation after the event.  That is what we call a partnership - my godfather!   

The fourth myth was the claim that the proposed change is supported by personal submissions from councillors 
and senior staff to the recent Local Government Advisory Board inquiry.  The facts are that 90 per cent of 
councils opposed the change.  Representative organisations from the Western Australian Local Government 
Association and Local Government Managers Australia opposed the change.  Even the minister’s own advisory 
board recommended against the change, but it had to tail along behind the Labor Party and the minister and 
agree with what they proposed.   

The fifth myth was that the minister claimed the proposed change would give electors a bigger say in who was 
being elected.  The only people who will get a bigger say will be political parties in Western Australia.  The 
union movement, the ALP and other parties will be running helter-skelter to see who will corner the local 
government vote.  In fact, they will be able to manipulate the process, which will be far more confusing to 
electors and, as is the case in state and federal elections, the big winners will be the political parties, with their 
ability to field dummy candidates, do preference deals and outmanoeuvre the little person in the street who just 
wants to make a contribution to his community. 

The sixth myth was a claim by the minister that the Western Australian Local Government Association requested 
that he communicate only with the association, and not with councils, over the proposed change to local 
government elections.  The facts are that the minister told the association that he planned to communicate 
directly with councils only, to which the association president, Bill Mitchell, replied that keeping WALGA out 
of the communication loop would not be helpful.  Councillor Mitchell said that the minister was hoping to dilute 
the resolve of local government over the proposed changes to elections.  Therefore, it was the old divide-and-
conquer strategy.  What a cynical approach.  This group of people virtually volunteer their efforts - they get a 
very low stipend - to their community.  They give up a lot of their time.  What do they see?  They see big brother 
ALP manipulating their electoral system for political gain. 

The seventh myth was that the local government minister claimed that there was no evidence that the proposed 
change to local government elections would increase party political control of councils.  The minister himself 
said that councils in New South Wales were under party political control.  Any preferential system encourages 
alliances and factions, and who is best placed to assist that?  It is the big political parties with their big 
membership bases.  The previous speaker was the member for Bunbury, the former Mayor of Bunbury.  The 
Department of Local Government and Regional Development itself said that factions and alliances were the 
cause of most of the problems in local government in Western Australia.  We can see what is happening in 
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Cockburn.  We can see how the ALP works in local government now.  Why exacerbate the situation?  Why 
make it worse? 

I go on to the eighth myth.  This was the eighth allegation by the minister.  He claimed that he follows Labor 
Party policy, which is part of his reason for forcing the proposed change to local government elections.  The 
minister had told the association that he planned to deal directly with councils on an individual basis, and not 
update the association on the issues.  Such a position seems contradictory to the Labor Party policy of supporting 
collective negotiation and representation.  It means that the minister no longer supports union-type representation 
of the workforce.  The Labor Party was going in the right direction, with partnerships with local government, and 
yet its actions fly in the face of those agreements because of a desire for political gain.  Let me tell the house 
what I think will happen.  Straight after the Labor Party takes over these elections in October this year, it will go 
around, cap in hand, nice as pie, to all the local governments to curry favour with those local governments.  
Again, it is the most cynical approach to governance in Western Australia that I have ever seen. 

There are another two myths.  The ninth myth was that Local Government Minister Ford said that WALGA had 
let 60 to 70 per cent of councils get to the verge of going broke.  That is most astounding.  It demonstrates that 
the minister had an absolute lack of knowledge and understanding of his portfolio.  I must say that the former 
minister, the member for Murchison-Eyre, had a much better rapport with local governments in Western 
Australia.  At least they listened to him and he listened to them.  Firstly, the association says that it has no 
legislative power over councils.  That authority is with the state government.  Local government in this state is a 
creature of the state.  Local governments exist only because of state legislation. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The association obviously conducts exhaustive consultation with its councils.  I believe 
local government in Western Australia has deteriorated to this extent: that since the departments have been 
amalgamated, there has been a change of focus on local government in Western Australia.  Many very good 
officers are still in local government, and some former local government officers are in this chamber today.  
Local government has fallen down.  There is not the same focus on local government that there was, and more 
and more councils around the state are in trouble.  Only a couple of years ago the minister set aside $3 million 
for sustainability projects, which equates to about $10 000 per council.  Although that funding was a start, it was 
hardly sufficient for a minister who believed that 70 per cent of councils were on the verge of going broke.  
Members are aware that the extensive report by the Local Government Advisory Board indicated that 83 per cent 
of councils were unviable.  That should be ringing alarm bells to the Western Australian state government.  
Local government is the next level of government after state government.  The state government continues to 
shift its responsibilities to local government, be it planning, sports grounds, home and community care, security 
or a range of other things.   

The last myth is that the previous minister allocated his limited parliamentary time in an effort to achieving what 
is most important to the operation of local government in Western Australia.  Even the minister should realise 
that changing the local government election system is not the most important issue facing that sector.  After all, 
he told Parliament that he did not believe that changing the voting system was the most important issue facing 
local government.  Why did the minister not apply his efforts and parliamentary time to the most important 
things?  Why did he attempt the change, if, in the scheme of things, there were far more pressing issues?  It is 
because this change is Labor Party policy.   

The government stands condemned for the way it has dealt with this issue.  I will refer to the Western Australian 
Local Government Association’s survey of local governments seeking their preference on electoral reform.  In 
all, 84 local governments responded to the survey, representing a sample of 55 per cent of all local governments, 
which provides a higher level of confidence in the results than the Local Government Advisory Board data.  Of 
the respondent councils, 90 per cent want the first-past-the-post system retained.  Of the remaining 10 per cent, 
63 per cent preferred preferential voting over proportional voting.  The councils were asked whether they 
supported the introduction of a proportional voting system and 93 per cent said no.  All this information was 
conveyed to the state government and the various ministers in a clear fashion.  These people do not mince 
matters - they are usually pretty blunt and they are usually very honest.  They gave the message - the message I 
am repeating in this house today - very clearly to the state government, and it has ignored them.   

When the Minister for Local Government receives visitors to this state, generally their first port of call is to the 
relevant local government.  I have a good mind to tell local governments to slam the door in the minister’s face, 
because the way in which they have been treated is despicable.   

I have been provided with an interesting note by the member for Capel.  The member for Albany will find it 
interesting.  It states that the councils that opposed the vote of no confidence in Minister Ford were those that 
have been exposed by the Corruption and Crime Commission or are ALP aligned, proving the point that the PPV 
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system supports the political and corrupt.  The people concerned are the former ALP member, Mr Catania, 
Mayor of Vincent; Cockburn Mayor Stephen Lee; and Bayswater contracts person, Mr Spagnola.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  I apologise.  I did not know that.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am repeating a note that was handed to me and I can only take it at face value.   

Not one member of this house can deny that we strenuously debated this issue when the legislation first came 
into Parliament.  I advise, for the benefit of local government, that if I could keep this debate going for another 
week, I would.  Local government in this state does not deserve to have this system put in place for the next local 
government election.  What we will see, whether it is politicisation by the ALP or other political parties, will not 
be for the general good of local government in Western Australia.  Therefore, it will not be a good thing for the 
ratepayers of those councils, who are of course the general public.  We can continue to argue this and we will 
certainly do so in consideration in detail. 

Let us look at the cost basis of this proposal.  There is no doubt that the imposition of proportional preferential 
voting will probably mean local governments will ask the Electoral Commission to carry out their elections.  
That will mean an extra cost to local government.  There is no doubt the first-past-the-post system is a very easy 
system to operate.  A number of councils can still continue to use their own resources to run elections.  My 
preference, as local government knows, is the postal voting system, provided it is policed very strongly.  I think 
it is a much better system than personal attendance for voting.  There is a much bigger turnout and that is why I 
believe it is far more democratic.  I repeat: I do not believe in compulsory voting for local government.  I think 
that as a result of this measure attendance at the poll will be driven down and it will probably lead to compulsory 
voting in this state, which will further play into the hands of the ALP.  That is what it is about.  I do not believe 
in having compulsory voting for local government because I do not believe people should be herded into a 
polling booth and forced to vote to avoid having to pay a $50 fine.  That is what happens to some extent with 
compulsory voting.  We should have voluntary voting in this state.  People should vote because they want to 
vote, because they are patriotic, and because they want to do something for their community, their state or their 
nation.  They should not be herded into polling booths to avoid having to pay a $50 fine. 

I commend local government for standing up for its democratic right to protest at what it sees as an incursion 
into, or an undermining of, local government in Western Australia.  This legislation has shown very clearly that 
the government did not consult; members of local government did not want the process; political factions and 
alliances undermine good governance of local government; it will cost more; and it cannot be resourced in the 
short term.  This will mean an extra cost to local government, which translates to the ratepayer.  As the member 
for Moore said, the government should have a look at the soil moisture maps that appeared in today’s paper.  The 
drought this year is shaping up to be worse than it was last year.  There are 112 local governments in regional 
Western Australia, which is a big proportion of the 144 local governments.  It is not looking good but if the 
government wants to impose yet another burden on people in far-flung parts of Western Australia, then let it do 
so.  I tell members this: we will fight the government every inch of the way on this issue. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [4.28 pm]:  I rise to join the debate as an ex-councillor of 
Serpentine-Jarrahdale for some four years.  Madam Acting Speaker (Mrs J. Hughes), you would understand 
having been a councillor that it is a hard slog out there; it is unforgiving.  Councillors do not get paid anywhere 
near enough for the amount of work they do.  I can say from my time being the local baker that there is nothing 
worse on a Saturday morning when one is running around than to have someone come in with a complaint about 
a road or a tree; one feels like asking them to come back another time. 

I have concerns that the government is forcing legislation on local government that it clearly does not want.  It 
concerns me more than ever that in our three levels of government the lowest level is working on a shoestring 
budget.  That has been proven many times before.  There are many dedicated people who are working for local 
government for next to nothing, and all of a sudden the government comes in with its big boots and says, 
“You’re going to have proportional preferential voting whether you like it or not.”  That does not sit very well 
with me as a former councillor.  The history of local government goes back a long way.  Members would have a 
good understanding of when the road board started.  The original road board building is still standing in 
Serpentine-Jarrahdale and has been converted into a telecentre.  It is still in its original condition and has original 
photos of the Serpentine-Jarrahdale road board on the walls.  The road board was established many years ago to 
decide where roads would be built and how they would be sealed.  The board was established in rural areas to 
help farmers get their produce to market.  Money was originally allocated for building roads and then it was 
raised for other issues.  The local government budget takes care of day care, child care and community service 
groups.  It used to deal only with rates, roads and rubbish but now it involves much more.  The state government 
is now stepping in and has said that preferential voting will be introduced.  A few members have said that only 
1.5 per cent of the vote in a local government election will get someone into local government.  Anyone who has 
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been involved in local government knows that there are some squeaky wheels in our community who run one-
issue campaigns.  I have seen it happen many times in my area alone.  Electing people to local government with 
only1.5 per cent of the primary vote is fraught with danger.  It will fill up the councils with people who run 
single-issue campaigns that are irrelevant to the process of running local government.  Some local governments 
have budgets of $50 million or $60 million and yet single-issue councillors will be elected to run them.  The 
squeaky wheels will be voted in and they will try to tear apart the system and utilise it for their own purposes. 

Another concern I have with the preferential process is that a candidate could run against a sitting member and 
put himself second on the how-to-vote card after the sitting candidate.  It would not matter if the sitting 
councillor did not like the candidate; the candidate could ride on the sitting member’s coat-tails.  The candidate 
could ask people to vote for him after voting for the most popular candidate.  Therefore, the number two 
candidate would be riding on the coat-tails of the popular candidate regardless of whether the popular candidate 
wanted him to.  That is the kind of thing that concerns me.  A candidate whom I did not like could jump on my 
coat-tails when there was a vacancy and ask the voters to vote for me first and then him.  He could then be voted 
in on my popularity.  I would have to spend my time trying to convince people that the other candidate was not 
with me and that it just looked like he was.  Many issues have not been thought through. 

A major issue is the involvement of political parties in local government.  Many members have said that many 
councillors are already involved with political parties.  I suppose they could be.  I came from local government.  
In the last six months when I was involved in local government, I took a leave of absence for three or four 
months.  When I was on the council, I declared my interest in any issue that was raised relating to the state 
government and I left the room when a vote was conducted.  That drew a clear line concerning the decision-
making processes of local government.  When I was running as a candidate for the state election, I made sure 
that the council was not seen to be aligned with a political party.   

People come from small areas.  The member for Moore mentioned the process at Dandaragan.  Farmers travel 
for miles to get to council meetings.  That issue must be looked at.  As I said at the beginning, I believe that 
councillors are underpaid.  They do a lot of work in the community.  The state government has said that 
preferential voting will happen whether or not they like it.  It has told them that it is tough titties and that they 
will have to get used to it. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  That is an old saying.  It is something that someone who is the member’s age would 
understand.  The member is celebrating his birthday this weekend.  I congratulate him.  I understand that he will 
buy me a drink at 5.00 o’clock in the strangers’ bar. 

Local government is a fantastic organisation.  There are 144 local governments.  Many people who work for 
local government spend their entire careers in it.  I have met people who work in local government and who have 
worked in it for 20 or 30 years and whose children also work for local government.  It is a great employer.  It 
provides the sorts of jobs that enable people to work anywhere in the state or in Australia.  As I have said, local 
government deals with more than just roads, rates and rubbish.  It employs community development officers and 
operates land care centres and much more.  I believe that the land care centres belong to a state government 
agency, but it is something that local government must take on board because the towns want the services but 
they do not want to wait for the state government to provide them.  Local government does a lot of work for the 
state government that the state government is not thankful for.  The state government seems to say that if that is 
what the councils want, they have to do it.  We must acknowledge the work done by local government and 
encourage it.  I would actually call it cost-shifting.  Local governments are doing work that should be done by 
the state government, but they are doing it off their own bat, and they should be rewarded for it. 
The Local Government Grants Commission allocates money to local governments.  Those members who have 
been involved in local government would understand that it is often very difficult for local governments to get 
their hands on that grant money that comes around each year.  It seems to go more to the wealthier councils than 
it does to the councils that really need it.  The member for Bunbury has just pointed out to me that it depends on 
which consultant the local government brings in to help it get the grant!  That was always an issue during my 
time in local government.   
There are about 12 000 people in the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale.  The shire is only 900 square kilometres in 
size, so it is relatively small.  However, because it is on the urban fringe, it has a great need for infrastructure to 
provide for its growing population.  I mentioned during the budget debate that Western Power in its transmission 
reports has identified that in the coming years, the Byford area will be either the first or second fastest growing 
area in the state.  However, in this state budget, my electorate has not been given one cent for schools, roads or 
police.  During question time today, the member for Wagin asked the Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services a question about police stations in regional Western Australia.  He was told by the minister that the 
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government has no plan to close down police stations in regional Western Australia.  That is very interesting.  In 
response to a grievance that I raised with the same minister last year, the minister agreed that the police station in 
my electorate, which is just over 50 years old and was designed for two police officers but now houses seven, 
needs to be rebuilt, or, at the very least, upgraded.  However, there is no money in this budget to build a new 
police station in my electorate.  Local governments in many areas are trying to deal with the problem of ageing 
police stations.  The local government in my area is pushing very hard to get the state government to build a new 
police station in this fast growing area.  Each year, the local government goes through a budget process.  Its goal 
is to build a new fire station-police station complex.  The local government understands that it will need to 
contribute some moneys towards that project, and it has set aside moneys for that purpose.  However, as each 
year goes by, it keeps rolling over that money, in the hope that the state budget will deliver the necessary funding 
to enable it to move to the next stage.   
Local governments are fantastic organisations.  Local governments do a lot for our communities, particularly in 
rural areas.  Local governments are usually the first port of call in a fire or other emergency, and people come 
out in droves to help out.  Local governments facilitate many community activities in their communities.  The 
local government in my area holds an Australia Day breakfast every year that is attended by about 500 or 
600 people.  It is a great day.  It normally does not finish until after lunch.  It provides a great opportunity for the 
community to get together, and it is driven by one organisation, our local government.  When we consider all the 
things that local governments do in their communities, it is a real shame that this new voting system is being 
forced upon them.  
Mr A.D. McRae:  Why is it a real shame?   
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Because they do not want it!  They are being forced into it!  They have all voted no.  They 
are being forced into something that they do not want. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  So all the people who were elected under the first-past-the-post system have voted against 
proportional preferential voting? 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I am saying that the Western Australian Local Government Association has canvassed all 
the 144 local governments in this state.  The majority of those local governments do not want to move to this 
new voting system.  
Mr A.D. McRae:  Why?   
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I am about to sit down.  If the member wants to speak, I am happy for him to get up and 
put his point of view. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  I just want you to explain the reasons for your argument. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Local governments do not want it.  Local governments are being forced to accept a 
proportional preferential voting system.  I have explained the reasons.  It is a great shame that they are being 
forced to go through this process. 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [4.39 pm]:  I have listened to what previous speakers have said on the 
Local Government Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2006.  I did speak on this bill when it was first introduced.  As I said 
at the time, I have never worked in local government.  However, I have spoken to the two local government 
organisations in my electorate, the City of South Perth and the Town of Victoria Park.  Both of those 
organisations are very much against this move to proportional preferential voting.  I will be interested to hear 
what the member for Victoria Park says about this, because the Town of Victoria Park is also in his electorate.  
Those people are definitely against it, and I cannot see why the government would want to bring it in.  As other 
speakers have asked, why foist this on local government when there has been such an overwhelming objection to 
it from the local governments themselves?  They do not want this change away from first-past-the-post, for a 
range of reasons.  I heard what the member for Riverton said - that these objections have been raised by people 
who were elected under first-past-the-post - but I do not think they are doing it for selfish reasons.  The actual 
councils have been asked, not the individual councillors.   
We have to ask ourselves why the government is in such a hurry to rush this in.  I have been informed that 
nominations for council elections are due to open on 6 September.  By my reckoning, that is less than three 
months away.  How much time does that give people to prepare for such a huge change in the system and the 
style under which we vote for our councils?  Why introduce this legislation with such little time before the 
process actually happens?  As other members have mentioned, local government is already under enough 
pressure, especially in country areas.  Local governments in the metropolitan area with rapidly expanding 
communities are also affected, including the City of Joondalup, which we visited earlier this year.  The 
Joondalup council made the point that the population of the city grows every year by the equivalent of the 
population of Kalgoorlie.  There is huge pressure on such councils for the provision of infrastructure and things 
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like that.  Now we are going to interfere in a process that has withstood the test of time.  There have never been 
any great problems, as far as I can gather, with that process, and I cannot understand why this process is being 
introduced.  Getting back to the time frame, if this is rushed in now, so that it can be used in this year’s elections, 
how much time will there be to train the people who will conduct these elections?  I am informed that some of 
the councils conduct their own elections.  They have people who will have to be trained and brought up to speed 
on preferential voting.  Some comments have been made in this chamber about how it is a very easy system and 
anyone can pick it up, but I am not so sure about that.  The community needs more time.  Why rush this in, with 
less than three months until nominations open?  It is being rushed through for political purposes, and the 
government should be ashamed of itself for trying to do it. 
I cannot see how the government can expect to get away with standing over so many local governments in 
Western Australia, when they have clearly indicated that they do not want this change.  As has been mentioned 
by another speaker, 41 out of 144 councils even passed a vote of no confidence in the minister at the time.  That 
is a huge reaction.  
Mr G. Snook:  It is unprecedented.  
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  As the member for Moore said, it is an unprecedented reaction by local government 
against a move by the state government.  I cannot understand why the minister at the time did not get that 
message, and why he was so keen to push this through.  There is no democracy in this issue.  
Today I was at a pioneer lunch in South Perth that was attended by 350 residents who have lived in South Perth 
for more than 50 years.  Those people support their local council and the local council supports them.  The 
council has had some problems that it is now working through, and I am confident they will be sorted out.  
However, the last thing the council wants, as it goes into an election that will give it an opportunity to have new 
people elected and give the community more say in the process, is to have foisted on it a new and more 
confusing voting style that will not help the process.  The point I am making is: why not wait and bring in this 
legislation next year?  Local governments are saying that this government has the numbers to bring in this 
legislation and they believe that it is a fait accompli that it will happen.  Local governments are saying that if 
they must have the legislation, why rush to impose it on them now with such short notice - less than three 
months - before they call for nominations for the next elections?  Local governments are saying, “Give us some 
time.”  This legislation could be introduced to take effect after this year’s local government elections, so that it 
would become law in 2009.  In that way, people would become more familiar with the voting system; it would 
be better advertised; the community would understand it better; potential candidates would understand it better; 
and the people who conduct elections in some country towns where councils run their own elections would be 
more up to speed with the process.  I therefore urge the government, and I hope the minister takes this on board - 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  If 90 per cent of local governments don’t want it and most members of this chamber 
represent that 90 per cent - I suppose very few would fall outside the 90 per cent - you would think that the 
majority of us would be voting for the wishes of local government, wouldn’t you? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I think we all support local government. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  You would think government members on that side would support it as well. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I think we have to trust the process of local government.  I know there have been 
problems with some local governments that have had to be attended to by the state government.  At the end of 
the day, we support the process of electing people to local government.  I do not believe there has been any 
problem with the process of electing people to local government.  There have been a few problems with the 
conduct of some people who finally found their way into local government, but that can also happen with state 
governments and commonwealth governments; it can happen anywhere.  However, to my knowledge, there has 
never been any real problem expressed about the way in which members of local governments are elected.  I 
therefore say to the government that if it is hell-bent on bringing in this legislation, which I am sure it is - all the 
indications are that that is the government’s modus operandi - why not bring it in to take effect after 2008?  It 
could then come into being for the 2009 local government elections and people would be at least better prepared 
for it. 
The opposition opposes the legislation.  As other speakers have said, including our leader, we oppose this 
legislation in the strongest possible manner, as we did when it was previously introduced into this chamber.  We 
continue to oppose it, as we do not want it.  We are supporting councils, as they do not want it.  We believe the 
government will pay a price to the community for foisting this on local government.  However, if the 
government gets its way - we know it has the numbers - and if it gets support in the upper house and the 
legislation is passed, why not give the community a bit of time to prepare for it and not rush it in?  I am sure it 
will only lead to problems.  There is just not enough time to pass this legislation in this place, to pass it through 
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the upper house, to have it finally approved and then to put it out in the community.  I believe we will run out of 
time to do all that.  I therefore urge the minister to defer this legislation at least until after this year’s elections.   
MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton) [4.49 pm]:  I rise because I am concerned about the line of debate that has been 
pushed by the Liberal Party concerning the amendments to the Local Government Act, particularly because not 
one skerrick of argument has been put to explain what is so fundamentally disenfranchising about the use of a 
proportional preferential voting system in local government. 
Mr J.E. McGrath:  What’s wrong with the current system?  
Mr A.D. McRAE:  Local governments have simply argued that they are opposed to it.  One would expect that 
the people who have been elected to local government under a first-past-the-post system are comfortable with it 
and are supportive of it and, indeed, owe their elected positions to that very voting system.  Of course change 
will be unsettling and uncomfortable for them.  That is not a reason to seek to extend a system of voting that is 
seen at all other levels of government in Australia as being the best mechanism for ensuring that representatives 
have the greatest level of support possible before they are appointed to elected positions. 
Mr G. Snook:  Like people in Victoria being elected with 1.5 per cent of the vote.  Explain to us how that works 
when a member was elected to the Victorian Parliament on less than 1.5 per cent of the primary vote.  That’s 
democracy?  That’s your view?  Explain that to me. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  An interesting argument has been mounted by the member for Moore.   
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  As my good friend the member for Victoria Park has just pointed out, that member in 
Victoria who was elected with a primary vote of 1.5 per cent or thereabouts probably got more votes than the 
member for Moore.  The point is that those who are wedded to what is essentially an English model of voting - 
first-past-the-post - misunderstand the sheer democratic value, and, yes, slightly higher levels of complexity, of a 
proportional preferential voting system.  
Mr G. Snook:  Why don’t we have it in this house?   
Mr A.D. McRAE:  Because we don’t have multi-member constituencies. 
Mr G. Snook:  Why don’t you change that, too? 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  We will see that occur in the upper house at the next election when we get true democratic 
representation in this state.  We will be the last jurisdiction in Australia to move to a system whereby one 
person’s vote is equal to every other person’s in the state, regardless of where they come from, who they are and 
where they live.  We are the last jurisdiction in the country to go to that system.  It is because of members 
opposite that we have had to wait more than 100 years for democracy to arrive in Western Australia.  Is it any 
surprise that this mob is now standing in this place like a bunch of bricks in a wall trying to withstand democratic 
flow to the rest of the jurisdiction in this state?  We will see an extension of the idea that people’s votes should 
be equal and that a person elected to an elected position should be there as a result of receiving support from the 
majority of people in that constituency.  That is a pretty basic, elementary piece of democracy.  I would not have 
thought it was beyond the capacity of members opposite to understand how that principle needs to be enshrined 
at every level of government in Australia, yet this afternoon we saw them trying to defend a group of people 
who, for no other reason than that that is the vehicle by which they came to be elected representatives, want to 
keep the mechanism that they were elected on.   
I have not heard one argument from the other side about whether there is some disadvantage to constituents and 
ratepayers in local governments throughout Western Australia.  I have not heard one argument that explains how 
a proportional preferential voting system disenfranchises any constituent or ratepayer in Australia.  That is where 
members opposite failed.  I asked on two occasions when members opposite were on their feet to give me the 
reasons and explain one argument.  All they came up with was that the Western Australian Local Government 
Association voted against it.  That is not an argument.  They are just citing another group that has developed its 
argument.  Members opposite are expected to come in here and explain why they want to vote in a particular 
way.  The opposition is expected to have a view about why a piece of law should be framed in a particular way.  
It should be able to explain its principles and its practical application.  The opposition should not come into the 
chamber citing some organisation that, by the way, has no elected base whatsoever.  The Western Australian 
Local Government Association is not an elected organisation.  It is not a democratically representative agency.  
It is a representative organisation.  It does not owe its allegiance to any constituents.  Not one citizen of this state 
has elected a member of the WALGA board in any democratically open and public election campaign process.  
How can opposition members cite WALGA as the source of their authority to argue against the extension of 
democratic principles of voting into local government?  It is an absolute sham.  Opposition members have 
shamed themselves.  When the local government people who are backing members opposite become aware of 
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the absence of any argument in the contribution they have advanced today, they will shake their heads and 
wonder why on earth those people are members of Parliament.  Why on earth have they not been able to put 
together one argument?   
Several members interjected. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have a pretty loud voice when I want to project it, but I am competing with three members 
opposite. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members!  I ask members to tone it down a bit.  I am 
a bit concerned about the member for Riverton’s blood pressure because in trying to be heard he is exerting 
himself.   
Mr A.D. McRAE:  Given that today we had a Crunch&Sip moment on the floor of the chamber, I will drink the 
water that was provided by students from two schools in my constituency.  One is Kinlock Primary School in 
Ferndale.  
Mr G. Snook:  Will you shut up if I give you an apple? 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have already had a mandarin.   
I also want to mention the fantastic kids from Castlereagh School.  Both schools are fantastic.  I have been to 
Castlereagh School assemblies.  Those kids are so much in love with their capacity to participate in the education 
institutions of our state that they and their families deserve our honour and congratulations at every opportunity.  
I do that by drinking the water they provided to us today during our Crunch&Sip moment.   
I return to the point of debate, which is whether extending a proportional preferential voting system to local 
government will advance democratic principles or whether, as some members opposite would have us believe, it 
will be a disaster.  I am quite open to -  
Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  I ask the member for South Perth to listen to what I am about to say.  I am open to taking an 
interjection that will in some way answer the question I have posed.  Rather than confronting a barrage from 
members opposite, I ask one member to explain why a proportional preferential voting scheme will be a 
detrimental step in the democratic processes of local government.   
Mr J.E. McGrath:  As previous opposition speakers said quite clearly, local government is worried about your 
government politicising the process.  That is the greatest concern of people in local government.  The 
government has not told us what is wrong with the system that has stood the test of time.  No-one has ever said 
publicly -  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  For how long has the first-past-the-post system been used in local government elections?  
Several members interjected. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  I think it was 1995.  Regardless of the date -  
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  What system was used before then?   
Mr A.D. McRAE:  It was the optional preferential system.  I think the point was well made by the member for 
South Perth’s response.  Is it not interesting that the very notion of a preferential system, whether optional or 
proportional - that is a matter for some discussion and debate at another time - was taken away in the most 
cynical political act by a previous conservative government for political purposes?  We are returning this state’s 
local government sector to a system of preferential voting which, to use the member’s words, has stood the test 
of time, which has shown itself to be a mechanism by which the best representatives are elected to local 
government, and which reflects the will of the people. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr E.S. Ripper (Deputy Premier). 

House adjourned at 5.00 pm 
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