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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 October. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [12.18 pm]:  I will contribute to the debate on the Local Government Amendment 
Bill.  The members for Moore and Bunbury yesterday admirably canvassed the issues and put the Liberal Party�s 
position.  However, I would like to question the government at some stage about what the government�s 
intention is and what it hopes to achieve with this legislation.  It is not necessarily a bad thing to change the 
timing of local government elections.  It is a relatively complex matter to understand the budget and finances of 
local government.  Many people struggle to understand the time it takes to understand the issues, especially if 
new councillors are going straight into a new financial year, and I do not necessarily have a problem with that 
change.  If people who want to join local government truly understood how parlous the finances of local 
government are and the sustainability issues that local governments face in the long term, I wonder whether they 
would volunteer to join.  Current estimates are that of the 144 local governments - comprising 142 mainland and 
two island local governments - about 89 are financially unsustainable. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is why we are encouraging amalgamations and the rationalisation of shared services and 
so on. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is a good point.  This is the Victorian experiment: that rationalisation and 
amalgamation of local government will bring about great savings in expenditure and it will then be possible to 
reduce rates, which was done in Victoria temporarily, or local government will be able to provide a lot more 
services.  It is a debate that happens quite frequently.  If the Labor Party wants to rationalise local government, I 
ask that it rationalise Fremantle and East Fremantle first before it goes anywhere else.  I would love to see that 
occur in the electorate of the member for Fremantle and the response it might get before it is tried anywhere else. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  What about the western suburbs? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  After members opposite have done Fremantle and East Fremantle, we can have the debate 
about whether the Labor Party would like to amalgamate any others. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We are not compelling amalgamations. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No, thank goodness the government is not compelling amalgamations.   

A report appeared on Monday this week that Edith Cowan University in Bunbury, a very good educational 
facility, imported a guest speaker on local government from New South Wales.  He is a lecturer in local 
government and he entitled his address �The myth of savings in local government amalgamations�.  I take the 
very strong view that amalgamating two or three financially unsustainable local governments into one big 
financially unsustainable local government does not change the issues relating to the sustainability of local 
government.  All that does is reduce the number of councillors, because the same services still have to be 
provided. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You might have one less CEO, one less operating system and one less human resources 
system. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The Treasurer has been in government for a while now.  How many government 
departments has he seen merged that actually resulted in a serious reduction in their wages bill? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We are going to achieve significant savings through shared corporate services, and I think 
local government could also achieve some savings through similar measures. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  How many reductions has the Treasurer achieved to date? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We are expecting to achieve $55 million a year. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Great Expectations - it is a lovely novel, Mr Speaker!  The Treasurer has a great 
expectation; he has never been able to do it in the past but he is about to achieve it now.  We have the �minister 
for gambling with the environment� here; we could discuss whether there has been a major saving in merging 
the Department of Environment and the Department of Conservation and Land Management.  I suspect that most 
of these mergers do not end up saving -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  When it comes to the budget process, I will tell him about the savings it has achieved. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  As an aspiring Premier, here is a platform for the Treasurer to leap upon or fall off.  We 
will watch with interest next year to see whether it is a step up or a slip. 
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Mr M. McGowan:  We don�t criticise one another in the house. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The Treasurer has just changed the rules. 

We are seeing here the government agenda for local government amalgamations.  It is one more attack on the 
independence of local government, which will not do much to deal with the sustainability issues of local 
government.  I would love to blame the government for precipitating the issue of sustainability, but I cannot 
really lay the blame fairly and squarely at the feet of the Labor government, as much as I would enjoy doing it.  
A number of the issues we shall be dealing with in relation to sustainability are in fact service issues.  Local 
government is providing services it has never provided before.  The question has been asked about whether those 
services need to be provided and whether the state government or the federal government is providing them in 
most cases.  Local government is getting involved in areas that are traditionally beyond its purview.  It is 
providing social services, and it would probably argue that that is because the state refuses to provide them.  
There is a degree of blame for this government and probably for previous governments as well.  Local 
government is being required to pick up the slack.   

If we had before us a bill that looked at all aspects of local government and its requirements, and how we could 
forward local government and improve it, we would be having a debate about financial sustainability in the 
longer term.  It is a debate that we probably have been afraid of having for quite some time.  When one puts the 
blowtorch of light on the sustainability of local government infrastructure, one finds there is a disaster waiting to 
happen around the corner, and the same blowtorch can also be put on state government and its infrastructure.  
We would probably find in relation to state-held infrastructure that the same disaster is only a little further away.  
I suspect local government will face the problem before the state government does.  The crisis with infrastructure 
will still come and, ultimately, we may look at getting the federal government - the great tax taker of Australia - 
involved in infrastructure.  Perhaps then we might get some results.  When one looks at the increases in income 
versus expenditure requirements, one sees the poor country cousin is not state government, although the state 
government repeatedly attacks the federal government; it is local government.  The government that is closest to 
the people is the one that is under the most stress in this process. 

I would love to be debating a bill about the sustainability of local government.  As I say, I commend those 
people who go into local government, particularly on the audit committees that exist at the moment, and who 
understand the finances of local government.  If they truly understood the finances, they would be so frightened 
they would run a mile.  Perhaps that is part of the reason that local government in some areas is having difficulty 
attracting councillors.  It is a very difficult process and councillors have very little control over what they are 
doing.  When we talk about five to 10 per cent of the budget being discretionary expenditure, which in some 
councils might be $5 000 or $10 000, why would they get involved?  They would have to be suckers for 
punishment. 

Changing the timing of elections, as long as it does not interfere with other elections, as the member for Moore 
said, is not a major problem.  Let us talk about changing the process of an election from a first-past-the-post 
system to a preferential system, although not an exhaustive preferential system.  I wonder at the government�s 
intent in introducing this change, because it will have an impact.  I ask myself what will be the most obvious 
impact.  One of the prime impacts is that it will give the ability increasingly to run tickets.  A first-past-the-post 
system might remove people who are elected with a relatively small number of votes.  I think members opposite 
enunciated that at the time and said that somebody might be elected in the City of Stirling with 3 000 votes - I 
think I was in the chair at the time.  What is the fundamental objection to those people being elected?  Is it the 
fact that this proposal for preferential voting systems will remove those single issue candidates who sometimes 
are elected and might be felt to be irritants on councils?  That is probably the first group of people who will be 
alienated; the people who became councillors because they did not like the council�s decision to build a 
sewerage works somewhere, or give a tavern licence, or allow a high-rise building, or who are fighting 
development at Coogee Beach, or do not want desal 2 on their doorstep, or do not like the CEO. 

Some of those people probably are irritants but I suspect that this change to a preferential voting system will 
make it much more difficult for those people to be elected.  Members of the Labor Party have said that they do 
not necessarily want people elected with 3 000 votes.  Single-issue people seeking election will find it much 
more difficult.  They would be much better off getting aligned with a group of people and running something of 
a ticket.  Their chances of being elected under the preferential system would be much stronger. 

What will we see at the end of the day assuming this proposal goes through and it cannot be stopped?  People 
will have to become more organised if they want to be elected.  It will be an obvious advantage to those who are 
in organised political systems already.  Obviously, in the metropolitan area, councils tend to be relatively 
organised and quite political.  I am not saying that any system is absolutely perfect, except one that bans political 
parties, removes the whole Westminster system and has consensus government.  Every time that has been tried, 
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however, it has been an absolute failure, and it would probably even fail at a local government level.  The ideal 
democratic process is to ban political parties from all electoral spheres - state, federal and local - and run 
governments by consensus.  That does not happen.  At the end of the day, the bigger the unit, the more likely it is 
to become political because decisions that are required to be made need direction and organisation.  Little 
country shires across the state - there are probably some in your own electorate, Mr Speaker - function perfectly 
adequately without any political control at all.  They do relatively well.  We tend to get consensus government, 
but agendas are still driven.   

My problem with this proposal is that many people who get into local government start out as single-issue 
people.  Some of the best contributors to local government have been elected because they have been het-up over 
a particular issue.  If we start to remove those people from the process, we disadvantage the people who get 
elected for very positive reasons - people who are trying to stop or start a development in a particular area.  If we 
do that, we remove a very big talent pool of people who might otherwise get into local government for the right 
reasons.  We might find ourselves stuck with people who are best at organising, evaluating and bringing the 
numbers out.  They will be the people who will be rewarded because they will understand the preferential system 
better.  They will be organising tickets and running on platforms.  Under the government�s proposal, whether it 
is an intention or not, those people are more likely to be successful in the election process.  It will reward the 
people who like organisation and the people who can use it; for example, the lobbyists who will not have to deal 
with an individual councillor because they are against the development of a wetland in a particular spot.  They 
are probably much more likely to be difficult to deal with than somebody who is part of a ticket, who is 
organised and can say that a particular group needs to get together as it has an opinion on a certain issue.  We 
will see evidence of that process in the Corruption and Crime Commission over the next couple of weeks - local 
government being organised and manipulated by a lobby system.  The government�s electoral proposal will 
further enhance that process.  What do we gain from doing that?  

The other issue that needs to be put very carefully in this debate is the relationship between the preferential 
voting system and compulsory voting.  In a compulsory voting system under which everybody is required to 
vote, there is a logical argument for developing a preferential voting system.  We are comparing state 
government with local government.  The government is saying that they should match up and that because we 
have preferential voting for federal and state Parliaments, we should make local government the same.  It is not 
linked; it is not the same, because there is no compulsory voting in the process.  A compulsory voting process 
looks for an outcome that is acceptable to the greatest number of people.  In a compulsory voting system, 
everybody is required to vote.  With an exhaustive preferential system, we would end up not necessarily with the 
person that most people want but the person whom people disagree with the least.  That is how an exhaustive 
preferential system works.  The people who people most disagree with get the most primary votes, which get 
distributed.  We get the people we disagree with the least.  Many people vote that way.   

In exhaustive preferential systems at the state and local government level, people in Labor Party heartland say, �I 
like him the least and then him the least� and eventually get down to a couple of candidates and choose from 
what is left.  It is like Thanksgiving; at the end of the day, it does not matter whom one votes for, one will always 
get a turkey.  People start from the bottom of the pile and work up.  We end up with a compulsory system in 
many cases.  We end up with the person whom most people have the least problem with.  Local government 
currently works on a first-past-the-post system, so on an individual basis, we are likely to get the person who 
garnered the most support within his electorate. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  It is only a small catchment. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member is right.  It is not a perfect system.  I said previously in a different debate that 
if we could get people caring enough about politics and the decisions that governments make, nearly everybody 
would be involved in the process because everybody would care and we would have truly representative 
government.  We do not do that for a number of reasons.  To some degree, we have distanced ourselves from the 
electorate.  To some degree, the electorate has moved away from politics and Parliament.  It does not want to get 
involved in a lot of cases.  It wants to get involved in a single unit. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  Don�t you see that when people are voting in local elections, they actually are taking an 
interest?  The people who are actually voting will make a conscious effort to vote according to whom they most 
prefer.  For instance, if I�m going to vote and I have a list of eight candidates before me, I will vote from one to 
eight for my most preferred.  In a compulsory vote, however, a lot of people will cast a donkey vote; that is, vote 
according to the ticket.  In local elections it�s actually a designed vote.  They�re actually going out of their way 
to be involved in their local election, and they are informed.  I think that�s something that shouldn�t be 
overlooked in local government. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 25 October 2006] 

 p7609b-7626a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Max Trenorden; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr John McGrath; Acting Speaker; Mr Tony 

Simpson; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Bowler 

 [4] 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I accept what the member is saying to some degree.  Some voters are certainly informed 
and know all the candidates well enough to rank them in order of preference.  The member for Kingsley has been 
a member of local government.  When she stood, how many candidates stood against her? 

Mrs J. Hughes:  Five. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Would those who voted have known and understood all six candidates?  Would they have 
known and understood where they stood on a whole range of issues? 

Mrs J. Hughes:  I think that�s where local government is so beautiful, because if you take the effort to go out 
and talk to your people in local government and do the doorknocking, you will be the one that they most prefer 
to vote for.  First-past-the-post or preferred voting almost becomes the same thing if you�re prepared to put the 
effort in.  Local government is really an animal that stands quite alone from the state governments or federal 
government. 

[Member�s time extended.] 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member for Kingsley is taking up most of my time, but that is okay because it has been 
a good debate.  I agree with the member; it is a very different creature.  It is a very different species.  That is why 
it does not need to have the same electoral models that work in state government.  I think the member reinforced 
my argument with her own statement.  As the member said, if one is prepared to do the work, the two models are 
almost indistinguishable in terms of outcomes.  From what the member has just said, there is no advantage to her 
and her government in changing the system - 

Mrs J. Hughes:  There is. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I will give the member another minute in a second.  If the outcome is going to be the same 
and the candidates do the work of talking to people in the electorate, there is no incentive to change that system.  
If some candidates do not go out into the electorate and do not do the work, under the first-past-the-post system, 
they are the candidates least likely to garner any votes.  Under the preferential system, by simply using 
preferences of other people, they can get the benefit.   

Consider this scenario: the member for Roe, the member for Kingsley and I all decide to stand for local 
government.  I am going to be the lazy one and not doorknock, but I have a personal popularity rating that would 
potentially beat the member for Roe because people have heard him speak.  He is going to doorknock and get all 
the people to vote for him. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  It�s a doctor-vet thing.   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is a medical conspiracy issue.  I know that I can get elected.  The member for Kingsley 
and the member for Roe do the work, but I am lazy.  I decide that with my extra hour of daylight, which I did not 
want - I will not be exercising more because I exercise anyway - I will probably go drinking at the beach or in 
the bars. 

Mr G. Snook:  Getting sandblasted. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Yes, I will be getting sandblasted.  I will be out there with my melanomas or whatever.  I 
will not do the work.  Under the first-past-the-post system, I cannot use those people that the member for Roe 
has spoken to.  He cares desperately about the local hospital, for example, and wants increased funding for the 
local doctor.  He doorknocks and he does relatively well.  I cannot use his votes, because I have been lazy and 
have not done the work.  I just happen to be captain of the local footy team and relatively popular as a good-time 
guy.  However, in the system the government is proposing, I can take advantage of that.  For example, I could be 
rewarded by boosting my numbers.  The system the government is proposing will reward those people who are 
less able, particularly if the member for Murdoch joins the member for Roe and me in a bit of an unholy trinity, 
as we all have similar issues that we want to get up.  The government�s own argument would actually bring in 
that advantage.  If the systems are the same, there is no advantage to the government.  I cannot understand the 
government�s incentive for this bill. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  It�s not about an advantage to a person who is running; the advantage is to the person who is 
voting.  Let�s not get confused about why it is a preferential vote; it is not for the candidate but for the elector.  
You want to twist it around to see whether there is an advantage for the person who is running rather than for the 
person who is voting.  I would prefer if my first preference could not get up that my second one could.  That is 
the advantage to me as an elector. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I agree that there is an advantage in that process, but there is also a disadvantage because it 
opens up the system to corruption.  By amending the Local Government Act, the government is effectively 
saying that there is a balancing act.  The member for Kingsley said that when everything is working, the two 
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systems are relatively equal.  I disagree with the member for Kingsley about whether the advantage is to the 
voter.  The important aspect ultimately for the voter, surely, is to get the best candidate. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  The best candidate for voters; their choice. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Ultimately, this bill is not about what is best for the voter or the candidate.  Ultimately, the 
big winner in whatever system we use is what is best for the council and for local governments, and ultimately 
the best person gets up. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  I couldn�t agree with that.  That is what democracy is for. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Under the system the government is proposing, the best person might not arrive through the 
door at local government, as the system is open to manipulation. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  But it is my choice.  It is open to manipulation anyway.  Let�s forget about the external politics 
of local government for a moment and look at the in-house politics of local government, which I have to tell you 
is quite cutthroat and very organised.  I might say that a lot of influence comes from within, not without, local 
government. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  My experience and interaction with local government has been at the country level.  I think 
the member for Kingsley will find there is a vast difference between local government in the city and local 
government in the country.  I agree with the member for Kingsley if she is saying that politics in city local 
governments is much more cutthroat and nasty.  As a staunch Liberal, I am actually embarrassed by the 
performance of some Liberal councillors in a number of metropolitan local governments.  There has been some 
shameful activity in some of them, with issues being hidden for political purposes and councillors taking sides.  
Unfortunately, the member for Kingsley�s argument is tainted by that reference if her experiences have involved 
the nasty, cutthroat politics of local government.  The intent of people on the conservative side of politics, but 
not everybody, is to remove that political influence.  If I am hearing the member for Kingsley say that political 
influence is alive and well, we must deal with it. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  I can tell you that it is inherent in the system as it is. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We must deal with the faults in the current system of inherently bad and nasty politics, 
which I am ashamed to say probably comes as much from the political parties that both the member for Kingsley 
and I represent as it does from anybody else.  Obviously, individual agendas are driven elsewhere as well.  
However, as I said at the beginning of this address, that is not necessarily a bad thing.  There are a lot of good 
people who will probably struggle now to get elected to local government because the preferential voting system 
will encourage the members for Murdoch and Roe and me to work against them in a unified force to have them 
removed.  That is the problem with this bill.  Why is the government intent on pushing it forward?  I would love 
to debate a bill about the sustainability of local governments, about improving them and about recognising their 
financial issues, and not just simply saying that we should amalgamate them.  Amalgamation of them would be a 
great thing for the state government because it would have fewer local governments to deal with.  Those pesky 
local governments out there make demands and actually want things.  They point out our problems, our 
weaknesses and our faults - local governments have done that particularly well with this legislation - and they 
disagree with us.  Damn it all, they go out there and try to look after their own people while we try to look after 
all the stuff that we have to look after.  They get in the way, do they not?  The fewer we have to deal with, the 
more convenient it is for us.  So let us kick out a few and amalgamate them so that we do not have to deal with 
them. 

I read the commission�s report on amalgamations.  It recommended that Bunbury in my electorate should 
basically cherry pick all the best bits of the local governments surrounding it, which will help Bunbury because it 
is financially unsustainable.  It probably is financially unsustainable.  Nobody will address the long-term issues 
of sustainability, even in a growth area such as Bunbury and the local government area of Capel.  Capel is the 
fastest growing local government peripheral area in the country - third overall, I think; it is beating Mandurah 
now.  I say to the members for Mandurah and Dawesville that we have actually jumped over the top!  Even 
Bunbury has sustainability issues.  This bill will not address those issues.  This bill tinkers around the edges of 
local governments by messing about with their electoral system because, I suspect, the government believes, 
based on some metropolitan examples, there is too much corruption in the system.  The bill is not based on 
serious outputs for local government.  I think that is the concern.  As I said, after East Perth, East Fremantle and 
Fremantle are amalgamated, we will talk about the western suburbs and the member for Cottesloe�s patch and so 
on.  That is the obvious place to start.  When that has been done, we can talk about that. 

The problem with this bill is that it has appeared in the Parliament without solving anything, with the exception 
of moving elections so that, hopefully, councils that end up being investigated by audit committees and the 
budget process provide a greater understanding.  That is a great output.  Ultimately, however, the bill achieves 
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almost nothing else.  I am not sure why the government is rushing to get these electoral reforms through the 
Parliament.  If it is serious about improving the local government electoral system, why does it not take time and 
make some real changes to local government?  The government should examine the sustainability of local 
governments and the services they are forced to provide because the state and federal governments are letting 
local governments down by not providing them.  Instead of doing all that, the government wants us to tinker 
about at the edges with this bill.  This bill is a wasted opportunity.  It does not provide an opportunity to do 
something real for local government. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [12.47 pm]:  Many years ago - 1970 to be exact - I became an insurance 
agent.  I was given a rate book and a mirror.  I knew what the rate book was for but I did not know what the 
mirror was for.  The idea was that the rate book was to help me sell policies and the mirror was to help me watch 
myself starve if I did not sell any.  This bill is precisely about that.  We as opposition members of Parliament in 
this place have very little responsibility.  In fact, the only responsibility we have is to attend this place.  If we do 
not attend for a certain number of days in a row, as you, Mr Speaker, well know, we are no longer a member of 
this place.  The only other role we have is to keep the government honest.  This bill classically illustrates that the 
government has not been honest.  It must be kept honest.  I believe that the government will not get a particular 
part of this bill through the Parliament because it just has not gone through the correct procedure. 

I have been listening to the debate with great interest, particularly the interjections by the member for Kingsley.  
Voting systems are simple.  They involve either a simple majority or an absolute majority in a first-past-the-post 
or preferential system.  It is not about voters and it is not about the system; it is about principle.  We must have a 
system in principle in which the person elected is either the person who gets the highest number of votes or the 
person with at least 50 per cent plus one of the votes.  That is it.  It is not very complicated.  I will never be in 
favour of a first-past-the-post system, as the member for Kingsley referred to in debate on this bill yesterday or 
the day before.  I can clearly recall when a member of the Papua New Guinean Parliament was elected on 
seven per cent of the vote when about 18 candidates were standing for election to one seat.  I do not think that 
represents democracy.  A lot of my English friends ask how we dare operate a preferential system, because their 
system is based on pure democracy.  First-past-the-post is a legitimate system when few people contest seats.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Exactly, and you are not forced to vote for someone you do not want to.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  The classic situation in Australia is the gerrymandered state of Queensland.  
The gerrymander system, over which Joh Bjelke-Petersen was beaten up, was, in fact, a Labor Party system.  He 
happily kept it going because it suited him.  The ALP introduced the system for which he became famous.  The 
current Labor Party administration has gerrymandered Queensland with optional preferential voting.  It has done 
that because it suits it.  It is the only party of the centre to the left.  If there was a strong Greens or Democrats 
Party or some other process in Queensland, it would not like that voting system.  It would not assist the Labor 
Party, as it does now, and it would be opposed to that system.  This government has not picked up optional 
preferential voting because the Greens (WA) take a portion of its votes.  The Queensland Labor Party is not in 
that situation.  The Greens are so weak in Queensland that it does not matter.   
The voting system outlined in this bill is an issue; that is, as the Leader of the Liberal Party said in his 
contribution to this debate yesterday, this government has struck an agreement with local government, but it has 
not kept to it.  In fact, it has ignored it.  That is called arrogance.  With this particular bill this government has 
been grossly arrogant and it does not deserve to get the bill through this house.   
The bill comprises three sections.  First is the section that we are arguing about; that is, the introduction of a 
proportional preferential system of voting.  Councillors, not councils, within my electorate are not fazed about 
which voting system is in place, but they are extremely angry that they were not consulted in the process.  I have 
had a very strong response to this bill.  In recent years only a few issues have attracted a strong response from 
my electors.  When I had my shot at Coles my telephone rang hot, and still does, and not one person opposed 
what I said.  This local government issue has not resulted in my phone running hot, but it has resulted in 
numerous e-mails, faxes and letters.  People are extremely agitated by what this administration has done.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Arrogance.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, the arrogance of it.  I have not heard any comments about the proposed change 
to the local government election date.  Holding the election in May makes it very difficult for new councillors to 
come to grips with the process of dealing with the local authority budget, which is brought down about that time.  
It is a sensible decision to hold local government elections in October.  I am pleased that the Labor Party said 
that it is not in favour of 17-year-olds voting at local government elections.   
The first part of the bill involves a process in which people became involved, but the government decided not to 
accept their recommendations.  These people had every right to think that their voices had been heard.  Not only 
did the government decide not to take up the recommendations made in that process, but also it decided not to 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 25 October 2006] 

 p7609b-7626a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Max Trenorden; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr John McGrath; Acting Speaker; Mr Tony 

Simpson; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Bowler 

 [7] 

divulge its decision.  It is arrogance in the extreme, and the government deserves to have this bill voted down.  I 
will have words with the Greens.  The Greens and I do not have in mind a particular process, but I think that they 
and the opposition have a similar attitude to mine; that is, that the government has a responsibility to keep its 
word.  It has not done that and it deserves to lose that part of this bill.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [12.54 pm]:  I wish to comment briefly on the Local Government Amendment 
Bill 2006.  Local government plays a very important role in our local communities and, indeed, is taking on what 
seems to be an ever-growing range of responsibilities.   

In my electorate of Cottesloe there are seven local governments, and that is something I have in common with 
many country members of Parliament.  Either part or all of the local governments of Fremantle, Mosman Park, 
Peppermint Grove, Cottesloe, Claremont, Nedlands and Cambridge fall within the Cottesloe electorate.  These 
local governments work well and in cooperation with each other.  Although every now and again one of them 
has a mini-crisis, generally they are well regarded by the community.  From my experience, the people on these 
local councils are committed and work hard for the benefit of their communities.  Their intentions are invariably 
good.   

There is much discussion about amalgamation and the like, and I do not shy away from that debate; however, I 
place on the record that although there are multiple local governments in my area, they are effective and well-
functioning organisations.  I note that in the western suburbs there has been a lot of sharing responsibilities and 
undertaking joint programs.  One project that is currently being planned is a major redevelopment of a joint 
library between Peppermint Grove, Mosman Park and Cottesloe.  It is a project that will be well received by the 
community, and I strongly support it.   

This bill makes two significant changes to local government elections.  The first is that they will be held in 
October, rather than May.  As members have said that is widely accepted as a sensible reform.  New councillors 
will be elected in October and that will be more suitable in fitting in with the normal budgetary cycle of local 
government.  That is a sensible and supported reform. 

The second change is to shift from a first-past-the-post system to a proportional preferential system of voting for 
local council elections.  Clearly, this is a controversial change.  As other members have said, what irks local 
governments is that they were not consulted on this proposal.  There is no excuse for not consulting the groups 
that will primarily be affected by the proposed change.  It reflects extremely poorly, both on the Minister for 
Local Government and this Labor government.  There is no circumstance that could possibly explain that away.  
Others have described it as arrogant, and that is an appropriate term.   

I will comment on some broader issues.  The current structure within local government provides for four-year 
terms, and half the councillors come up for election every two years.  That maintains for local governments a 
continuity of membership, programs and budgetary processes.  There are variations between councils.  Some 
have no wards; in other words, the councillors are selected from a single ward or electorate.  Others have single-
member wards and others have multiple-member wards.  Another variation is that in some cases the mayor is 
elected by all voters in a popular vote and, in other cases, he or she is elected from within the group of 
councillors who have been duly elected.  There is flexibility within local government that gives local councils 
and the community the opportunity to vary the model to suit their circumstances.   

Members should remember that the local government voting system is voluntary.  Approximately 40 per cent of 
people vote.  In the past 10 years postal voting has been introduced as an option for local councils.  It is an 
option that is popular in my electorate.  People consider it is a modern, forward step and it increases the level of 
participation of voters.  Postal voting is a good idea for local government.  It works well and people find it 
convenient and sensible.  Generally it boosts the participation rate of voters by 10 per cent or more.  Another 
aspect is that local government has first-past-the-post voting.  In other words, the person who gets the highest 
number of votes wins.  In a ward with two members, the two candidates with the highest number of votes are 
elected, or if the ward has three members, the top three candidates win.  It is a very simple, easily understood 
system of voting, particularly in the context of voluntary voting.  This bill will change local council elections, 
whether or not local government likes it, to a proportional preferential voting system.  In other words, all 
candidates must be ranked and a preferential voting system will apply.  There are a number of problems with 
that, many of which have already been talked about.  It seems absolutely inevitable that a shift to a proportional 
preferential voting system will increase the participation of political parties, factional groups and organisations in 
local government elections.  That is undesirable.  One of the strengths of local government, in this state in 
particular, has been that party politics has largely been absent from local government.  I know that that is less 
true in some of the larger councils, but councils have been largely free of party politics.  A number of members 
in this house, on both sides of the chamber, started their political careers in local government, and that is very 
positive.  People may have affiliations to either Liberal or Labor, but the local governments themselves have not 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 25 October 2006] 

 p7609b-7626a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Max Trenorden; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr John McGrath; Acting Speaker; Mr Tony 

Simpson; Mr Trevor Sprigg; Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Bowler 

 [8] 

been set up on a party political basis.  If we move down this path of preferential voting, it is far more likely that 
we will see party or factional politics emerge.  

The second point is that the new system introduces complexity.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It is complex counting, but it is not a complex voting system.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Preferential voting always introduces complexity.  People in the community cannot 
understand why the person who perhaps got the most number of votes, but less than 50 per cent, does not win.  
They find it confusing that a person who came second or third might end up winning the election.  People find it 
confusing; they cannot understand it.  It is imposing a level of complexity on voters, and in a voluntary voting 
system.  I do not like preferential voting at all, but I am not arguing that point.  Under a compulsory system, 
perhaps the case for preferential voting is stronger.  However, with a voluntary voting system, people just want 
to pick whom they want to vote for.  They do not want to have to rank candidates and find that the person 
holding the third highest number of first preference votes actually wins.  It is confusing.  It will certainly lead to 
alliances and deals, whether they be between major and minor political parties, factional groups or lobby groups.  
If we are talking about a small voter turnout - maybe only 40 per cent - this might amount to no more than 300 or 
400 voters or even fewer in some small councils.  It will be very easy for deals to be done on preferences and for 
the result of the election to be manipulated.  Honest Western Australian voters who simply go to vote for the 
candidate they prefer might find that a major or a minor political party, or a lobby group, has effectively directed 
its supporters to vote in a certain way.  There are plenty of people in this chamber - I am not one of them - who 
have played roles in stacking branches of political parties.  We all know it can be done with great skill and to 
great effect.  With small numbers voting and a preferential system, that element is now brought into the realm of 
local government.  That is a giant step backwards for the functioning of local government.  We need to 
recognise, in that context, that local governments have not worked on that basis.  They work on a far more 
collaborative and consultative basis; not on the structure that exists in this Parliament.  

The other aspect is the high cost to councils and ratepayers.  I am advised that the cost will be a minimum of 
$10 000 for the smallest of councils, ranging up to the order of $200 000 to $300 000 for the largest councils.  
There will be a significant cost impact, for no return at all.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Who said that? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is the advice from a local government authority, based on the South Australian 
experience.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Are you sure about that? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is advice that I have received.  It will be costly.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Can you explain why? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Based on the South Australian experience, it will be costly.  The counting process will be 
more complex, and more complex campaigning can be expected.  The advice I have is that it will be costly.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I will deal with that in my second reading response.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister may do so.  

Getting elected under a system of preferential voting is more complex for voters and for the councils.  We will 
see preference deals and swaps.  We are introducing that murky side of politics into local government.  It will 
bring in party politics to a far greater extent than is the case at present, particularly with a voluntary voting 
system involving small numbers of voters.  It will be easily manipulated by political parties and particular 
interest groups.  This Parliament is based on the Westminster system.  It is an adversarial system.  An election is 
held and the winner takes all.  That is the way it works.  In this chamber, we are adversarial.  That is the 
Westminster system, which I support.  It works at a parliamentary level, both state and federal.  Local 
government does not operate that way.  It is about people of calibre and integrity standing to represent their local 
communities for the right reasons.  It must operate in a more collaborative, consultative manner.  As soon as 
preferential voting and a greater role for party politics is introduced, the goodwill that makes local government 
function so well is lost.  That concerns me greatly.  For that reason I believe that this will not be good for the 
functioning of local government.  We can hold all the theories we like about model voting systems and 
democracy, but we are talking, by and large, about small local authorities.  There are seven local authorities 
within my electorate.  They pick up the rubbish, maintain the verges and look after the parks.  
Mrs J. Hughes interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I know there are larger councils in the northern suburbs.  Perhaps they are too big.  
However, we are talking about local people who, although they receive payment, largely give of their own time 
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to serve their local community.  Now we are to decide that we will inflict upon them some of the worst features 
of the Westminster system.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We don�t, they do.  I won�t take any responsibility for it.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is right; it is the work of the Labor government.  I certainly do not take any 
responsibility for it.  I oppose this change.  It is particularly undesirable for local government.  It will take away 
much of the goodwill that exists in the local governments in my electorate, and in the other local governments 
around the state.  It will result in more party politics, more deals, more preference swaps and more murky 
politics.  The public does not want that.  If the Western Australian public is turning off major political parties - 
there is evidence that it is, and also that we are not alone in that respect - it is because of the deal making, the 
preference swaps, the branch stacking and all the rest of it.  That is what the public is rejecting.  People are tired 
of that.  They want to see good people elected.  They are interested in what those people stand for, what their 
background is, and whether they will do a good job.  That has been the strength of local government.  People 
make a judgment on the calibre of the person, not on the faction or party that person represents.  This Parliament 
will be doing a disservice to local government in this state if this aspect of this legislation is enacted.  

I again state that it is absolutely indefensible that this Labor government did not consult with local government 
over these changes.  This is a major change to not only the electoral system, but also the functioning of local 
government in Western Australia.  A partnership agreement between state and local government that has existed 
under successive governments has been ignored on an issue that is contentious.  I do not care what members 
opposite say.  They can argue the virtues or otherwise of what they believe in, but their failure to consult 
condemns them on this issue.  There is absolutely no way this Parliament should pass these changes.  I oppose 
them, and I will continue to oppose them at every stage.  

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [1.09 pm]:  I preface my remarks on the Local Government Amendment 
Bill 2006 by saying that I do not have a local government background.  In fact, I have probably had more to do 
with local government during the two years that I have been a member of this house than I had in my previous 
life.  However, it has been an eye-opener to me to see some of the very good work done by people who work in 
local government.  In my electorate of South Perth there are two local government authorities - the City of South 
Perth and the Town of Victoria Park.  Both those authorities go out of their way to be very apolitical.  The seat of 
South Perth has never been held by the Australian Labor Party, but it is interesting that two present ALP 
members of Parliament - the federal member for Swan and the state member for Kenwick - served, I believe, as 
councillors for the City of South Perth.  I know from my dealings with the city that the mayor, John Collins, is 
very careful to make sure that politics does not become involved.  When I attend a function at which the federal 
member for Swan is also present, we are treated as equals, even though we are on different sides of the political 
fence.  That is one of the reasons that people in local government with whom I have spoken are so incensed 
about what this bill will do in changing the first-past-the-post system to one of proportional preferential voting.  
These people are worried that it will introduce politics into local government, something that they have been 
fighting off for a long time.  Coming from where I sit and listening to this debate, it seems that the minister has 
not listened to people in the local government organisation.  With anything we do and any legislation we deal 
with in this house, we must listen to the stakeholders.  For instance, I recently had to deal with some legislation 
concerning racing and the government�s intention to ban betting exchanges.  There were people in the racing 
industry who wanted to support betting exchanges, and we listened to them.  However, at the end of the day we 
had to support the racing industry, because that industry said to us that that is what it wanted.  We had to support 
the industry. 

It worries me that members of the Western Australian Local Government Association - those many local 
governments throughout Western Australia - are telling us now that they have not been listened to.  One of the 
councillors from South Perth sent an e-mail to me recently.  He wanted to know what the opposition would do 
about this legislation.  His e-mail states - 

Recently we were surveyed by the Ministers advisors on any changes needed in the current process and 
State Wide 90 % of members of Local Govt. voted for no change, now without any consultation he - 

That is, the minister - 

chooses to take this action, so that will bring Political Factions into play in Local Govt., Just what free 
thinking people need like a hole in the Head. 

That is representative of the sorts of messages that I am receiving, and I am sure many other members of 
Parliament are receiving, from people involved in local government.  I know that the Mayor of South Perth has 
been very outspoken, and I believe that the Town of Victoria Park also has concerns about what is provided for 
in this part of the bill.  It must be borne in mind that we support the change to the date of the election and other 
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changes in the bill.  I think the member for Moore has pointed out that, basically, we support most of the bill.  
However, this is the one component that we feel is untenable. 

The Western Australian Local Government Association has been calling it an ill-conceived or ill-considered 
proposal.  It has stated - 

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

Therefore, it is saying that we are putting in a system used mainly for the upper house, when local government is 
close to the people, similar to lower house members of Parliament.  It continues - 

In all Lower House elections the Preferential voting system is used.  If consistency in the voting system 
was the true objective of these changes, the State Government would be introducing Preferential, not 
Proportional, voting. 

The other more concerning issue, as I mentioned before, is that there has been no consultation.  WALGA states - 

The Local Government Advisory Board was tasked with investigating Structural and Electoral Reform.  
In doing so the LGAB sought input from the sector.  In it�s report the LGAB made a number of 
recommendations (including that no change be made to the voting system), . . .  

How many more messages does this minister need to get?  Also, as I pointed out before, WALGA states - 

. . . 90% of respondents to the WALGA electoral reform survey support the current voting system.  
Both WALGA and the LGMA support the current voting system. 

Either the minister is prepared to try to ride this through and railroad the local governments in Western Australia, 
or he is determined to not listen to the message. 

The other concern that has been mentioned is that any preferential voting system encourages alliances and 
factions to develop, and this facilitates party politics.  That has been mentioned by most members on this side of 
the house.  The member for Hillarys is nodding in approval, and I heard what he said yesterday.  That is the one 
thing we do not want.  Let us keep party politics out of local government.  It is difficult enough for local 
government to do the job that it is doing now.  Local government needs to be able to get on with its job, and 
people in the electorate need to be able to vote for someone who they think will be able to represent them, and to 
know that by their voting for that person, that person has a very good chance of getting up and not being beaten 
by some kind of ticket or party factional group vote.  Party politics will play a bigger part under this type of 
voting structure.  Dummy candidates will be fielded, preference deals will be done, and genuine people in the 
community who want to put themselves forward to serve in local government will be outmanoeuvred. 

I will mention briefly what the Mayor of South Perth, John Collins, said in a recent media release dated 29 
September.  The media release states - 

Mayor John Collins said the decision could only be described as a total disregard for community views 
and a challenge to democracy - sending alarms bells ringing. 

�It is ironic that the way in which the change has been introduced is inconsistent with the State 
Governments� own principles that it applies and requires Local Governments to follow,� he said. 

�One of the principles of the Local Government Act is that Councils should promote greater community 
participation in decision making and the State Government has failed to comply with its own principles 
on this occasion. 

�For such an important change, I would have thought that the Minister would have actively involved 
each Council in the decision making process, to ensure that the best decision was made for Local 
Government.� 

A lot of members on this side of the chamber have said in their speeches that this also flies in the face of what 
we were told when the Gallop government came to power in 2001.  The then Premier said that it would be a 
consultative government; it would consult with the community.  In the City of South Perth, that has a very 
hollow ring, because we find that we receive very little consultation. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It is not just in South Perth, my friend, but throughout the whole of Western Australia.  This 
is the most non-consultative and arrogant government I have ever come across. 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I will give some examples of that arrogance.  I know that South Perth will never be an 
ALP-held seat.  It never has been and I doubt it ever will be. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Cocky! 

Mr M. McGowan:  Arrogance! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  It is not arrogance; it is the way that the people of South Perth think.  These are some 
examples of how this government has ridden roughshod over the people of South Perth. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The member for Rockingham will run against you at the next election. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  He is welcome to do so.  I would like to see him run for South Perth. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  It is not us that you have to worry about; it is others on your side. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  More members of Parliament live in my electorate of South Perth than in any other 
electorate.  I think there are about six or seven, and they are all very good supporters of the Liberal Party and of 
me. 

Mr M. McGowan:  Beware of people from the goldfields bearing gifts! 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I am looking forward to the member for Rockingham standing as the next Labor candidate 
for South Perth.  He has announced today in this Parliament that he will do that.  Let him carry through on his 
word.  He will be the shortest serving member of the Labor Party ever known. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I am sure that the member for Rockingham has much more intelligence than that.  
However, let us look at some of the things that have been done by this government in riding roughshod over the 
people of South Perth.  The southern railway line was commenced with little or no consultation with the City of 
South Perth.  There was the Mends Street Bellhouse Cafe restaurant development.  The member for Rockingham 
and Minister for the Environment turned up one day at the Mends Street jetty.  All the media throng was there, 
and he was to make an announcement about this big development in South Perth.  Someone from the media 
telephoned the mayor and said, �Mayor Collins, have you any response to the big announcement that is to be 
made today by the Minister for the Environment?�  The mayor said, �What?  What�s going on?�  The media 
person told the mayor that the minister was down on the jetty.  Therefore, the mayor had to jump in his car and 
speed down to the jetty.  There was the Minister for the Environment making an announcement about a massive 
restaurant development that was to take place in South Perth.  The mayor had not even been told about it.  That 
was arrogant. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is so rude, but it is typical of that minister and every minister on the other side.  They 
are an absolute disgrace, the lot of them.  It is shameful. 

Mr G. Snook:  That is their typical consultative process. 

Mr M. McGowan:  Do you guarantee that you won�t go to that restaurant in protest? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  No, I - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I�ll tell you something else.  When I was the Mayor of Wanneroo, member for South Perth, 
and the railway line was put through to Joondalup, there was a big announcement and there was an official 
opening.  There was a special run from Perth to Joondalup.  Do you know what?  The one person who was not 
invited to that was the Mayor of Wanneroo.  The station was in the City of Wanneroo but the mayor was not 
invited.  They spent about $250 000 on the special announcement opening the thing, but it could not run for 
another six months.  That shows the arrogance and rudeness of this government! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I need to get on with this. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams):  Order, members!   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  This arrogance goes to the Premier himself.  We recently had a disaster in my 
electorate, as many members would know.  A typhoon went through Leschenault.  The local government was 
given the primary responsibility on the day.  The emergency services went out there.  The local member was 
there, which was me.  The Premier did not have the decency to inform the local member and other key people 
that he was going to the electorate.  The member for Bunbury was there, as was the member for Murray.  That is 
the sort of arrogance we see. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  That is typical, member for Leschenault. 

Several members interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I encourage the member for South Perth to continue his comments. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I make the point that although the member for Hillarys 
was apolitical at the time, the Labor Party intelligence might have seen that he had some Liberal tendencies.  
That is probably why he did not receive an invitation. 

There is also the issue of the river walls.  The City of South Perth has been told that, under the Swan and 
Canning Rivers Management Bill, it will have to pay for 50 per cent of the maintenance of the river walls for 
damage that is caused by boats going up and down the river.  The council was not consulted on that.  That is 
another thing that the City of South Perth is not very happy with this government about.  Another issue is the 
Coode Street ferry.  A person who used the ferry service was talking to one of the ticket collectors one day and 
was told that the ferry service would be discontinued.  No-one in South Perth had been told.  A petition was 
raised and it was taken to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  She said that not enough people were 
using the ferry service, and so the ferry would be taken off the run.  One would think that a government that got 
into power on the back of its claim to be consultative and inclusive might have told the people of South Perth 
that there was a problem with the ferry service because not enough people were using it, and that if numbers did 
not increase, the government might have to do something about the service.  There was nothing of the sort.  It 
was just bang, gone.  The service has not been returned.  The government has promised to bring the service back 
spasmodically as a summer service.  We are still waiting for that to happen because that was two years ago.  
There is no consultation by this government.  We feel like lepers in South Perth.  We do not feel that the 
Australian Labor Party ministers are embracing us.  They do not want to do anything for our electorate.  I 
wonder why that is.  It is little wonder that the Mayor of South Perth is not surprised by this Local Government 
Amendment Bill.  This is just sheer arrogance by the minister.  He has not listened to local government 
authorities around Western Australia.  Ninety per cent of those surveyed said that they do not want this change.  
They do not want it for a reason.  They believe that the system they have now works well.  They do not want the 
disruption of changing the system.  They do not want to be opened up to political interference.  They do not want 
to be open to the possibility of splinter groups organising tickets to get certain groups into local government, 
when a good local person who stands for something in the community could miss out under this new system. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  They only want Labor supporters elected. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  Yes.  The more a person looks at the bill, the more he can see on it the imprint of the 
Attorney General.  His hands are all over this.  That is what the Western Australian Local Government 
Association is saying.  This is a move to manipulate us and to bring Labor people into local government.  It is to 
build up the Labor vote in local government.  Local government could become an even bigger platform for 
future members of Parliament from the ALP.  We think that the member for Fremantle has something to do with 
that.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  How do you draw that link? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  We can draw that link because this is aimed at getting more Labor people into local 
government.  The system will enable it to happen. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I encourage the member for South Perth to continue his remarks and make 
them pertinent to this debate.  I encourage government members to listen to the member for South Perth.  If they 
would like to make a rebuttal, they can stand and spend some time doing so. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I am speaking against this component of the bill.  I agree with the member for Moore that 
the rest of the bill is fine.  We should do it.  Local government wants it.  However, why impose on local 
government something that it clearly does not want?  Local government is so firm in its resolve on this that the 
Western Australian Local Government Association is urging its members to move a vote of no confidence in the 
minister.  This will blow up into a very big matter and the government will have to re-address it. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [1.26 pm]:  As a former councillor of the Shire of Serpentine-
Jarrahdale for four years, I can say that I have a fair bit of knowledge of the workings of local government.  My 
electorate of Serpentine-Jarrahdale covers seven local government authorities: Gosnells, Canning, Cockburn, 
Kwinana, Rockingham, Armadale and Serpentine-Jarrahdale.   

The problems with this bill have been stated clearly in the press by the Western Australian Local Government 
Association.  The preferential voting system is not the preferred voting system.  The first-past-the-post system is 
easier for everybody who goes to the polls to understand.  During my time in local government that issue was 
campaigned on.  All the members who have spoken so far in this house had been involved in local government.  
The process a local government councillor goes through gives him a good standing to be a member of state 
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Parliament.  It is important that people have an understanding of the voting system.  First-past-the-post voting is 
very simple to understand.  It is also the system that WALGA wants. 

A lot of members have already spoken about cost shifting to local government.  Twenty years ago local 
government was responsible for the three Rs: roads, rates and rubbish.  Local government is now involved in 
everything, including community groups helping youth and the aged and helping to build facilities for 
organisations from playgroups through to seniors.  Local government is a network that plays a major role in the 
fabric of our society.  It is important that state members of Parliament acknowledge and recognise the work that 
local governments do.   

The member for Cottesloe pointed out that local government councillors have a four-year election cycle.  Every 
two years half of the councillor positions are open for election.  That is a great system.  Local governments 
undersell themselves.  I think that councillors should get paid more than they do.  When I first became a 
councillor I was paid $50 for a council meeting and $40 for a committee meeting plus mileage.  In 2001-02 there 
was a change and councillors were paid $6 000 a year.  It is a simpler system.  When I was a councillor I was 
also a local baker.  I would finish work at about eight o�clock in the morning after baking.  I would go home and 
get showered and changed and then get involved in committee work.  I would spend three, four, or even five 
hours doing such work before I then went to bed before going back to work again.  I enjoyed that.  It is 
something that a person must have a passion for.  I was a baker working behind the counter in my small 
community.  It was great to talk to people on a Saturday morning when they were doing their shopping.  They 
could ask me straight out what they were getting for their rates.  I could talk about the great things that the 
council was doing, whether it was to do with the recreation centre, new parks, community halls or whatever.  
There was always something to say to the community and there was always a great feeling about being in local 
government.  There is a great deal of companionship with other councillors in local government.  We all got 
behind things.  Occasionally, we would be divided on some issues.  All in all, we got on to do the job.  It is a 
great feeling.  I must admit that I have great admiration for people who put up their hand to run for local 
government.  There was recently a by-election in June.  Two councillors had to resign and, as such, two positions 
fell vacant.  Three people put up their hands.  All three were very good candidates.  The election was amazing 
because there was a 40 per cent turnout.  The person with the most votes got 437 votes and the third person got 
407, so only 30 votes separated the three candidates.  I was very excited to find that people still take an interest 
in local government.  The first thing I say to people when they tell me that they do not vote in local government 
elections is that they should not bloody whinge to me when they have a problem if they did not have their say.  
That is the most important aspect of our democratic right to vote. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Was there just the one vacancy? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  There were two positions, but three people ran.  It was fantastic to see a great turnout of 
1 200-odd voters.  I do not know the total number of people who could have voted.  The Shire of Serpentine-
Jarrahdale has four wards.  The Byford ward has three councillors, the west ward has two councillors, the central 
ward has three councillors and the south ward has two councillors. 
Changing the date for the election is a fantastic idea.  People who were elected to local government in May 
always had a struggle, in that they had less than a month to get their heads around the running of local 
government.  There had to be a unanimous vote on the budget in July, so those people basically went into it 
blind.  I think it is a fantastic idea to change the election date to October.  That will give people a few months to 
wet their feet and learn a lot more about how local government works.  That will be a fantastic step forward. 
I am sorry to say that not one person has told me that he supports preferential voting.  When the industry says 
that it does not want it, the opposition must raise its concerns.  Local government is a great organisation to be 
involved in.  My shire comprises some 905 square kilometres.  When I was a councillor, nearly 1 000 kilometres 
of road had to be maintained by the shire from its rate base, which at that time was about $4.5 million.  Every 
year our budget was close to $10 million, so we did very well from our grants and dollar-for-dollar contributions.  
Another good point to make is that although we took $4.5 million from our ratepayers, we turned it into 
$10 million worth of infrastructure on the ground.  That was a good positive spin, but it was always done with 
cap in hand.  We had to write up a project, have the works costed, work through all the issues and then come up 
with a plan to ask one of the agencies for some money to make it happen.  In my time at the shire, one of the 
biggest projects was the construction of a recreation centre at a cost of about $3 million, which was nearly the 
entire rate base for a year.  It was probably the only time that councillors were reluctant to take a vote on an 
issue.  The council had to borrow close to $2 million to build the centre.  The council was like a nervous bride on 
her wedding day when it made the decision on the centre and we got the grant.  It is a fantastic centre, which is 
doing very well.  The best part about the location of the recreation centre is that the growth around it is 
phenomenal.  The ratepayers of today and tomorrow will pay off that debt, and that is an important thing to do. 
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Again, as the member for Capel pointed out, not many local governments are viable.  From year to year they 
have their cap in hand, trying to find ways to make the dollar stretch.  That is probably an issue that the 
government should be looking at, more so than changing the voting system.  The state government needs local 
governments to put the money back on the ground in the communities that are the fabric of our society.  All in 
all, we should be looking at the bigger picture and asking how to make local governments more viable so that 
their dollar goes further, along with the money given to them by the state government.  It would be better to have 
a debate about how we can support local government, instead of the government writing a report and saying that 
it will introduce preferential voting. 
I do not have much more to add because I think that members on this side of the chamber are repeating 
themselves.  Many members are passionate about this issue, so I will let others speak to the bill. 
Dr S.C. Thomas:  We have to say it 10 times to get it through to the government. 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  That is correct, member for Capel; we have to say it 10 times to get it through to the 
government.  Again, I restate the fact that I am yet to see the benefit of preferential voting for local governments, 
and they have made their view pretty clear during the process.  They do not support the proposal, and neither 
does the opposition. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Did you say that you were from local government? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I certainly was. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  What year were you elected? 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I was elected in 2001. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  That was to local government, not to Parliament. 

Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  Yes; I was elected to state Parliament in 2005.  I had my first term in local government to 
wet my feet.  The Western Australian Local Government Association is a fantastic organisation.  It is a good 
voice for the local government authorities to have their views heard.  They have made them very clear in the 
media in the past few weeks.  We on this side will not support that part of the bill. 

MR T.R. SPRIGG (Murdoch) [1.35 pm]:  Before I represent the views of the mayors of two local governments 
in my electorate, the Cities of Cockburn and Melville, I will make the observation that, interestingly, other than 
daylight saving, I have received more e-mails on this issue than any other.  Obviously people have read about the 
legislation.  I feel a bit sorry for the minister; he has been left in the lurch.  I know it is a portfolio that he 
handballed to another minister, and now he has had to cop it all by himself.  It is very interesting that not one 
government member has contributed to the debate.  I do not know whether the member for Kingsley will make a 
contribution; she has made a number of interjections.  It is a bit hard when the minister must try to defend the 
indefensible.  I am sure that he will be up to it, but defending the indefensible will never ring very true. 
I do not want to repeat all the points that have been raised by members on this side of the chamber, but I put on 
the record the fact that I have received letters or copies of letters from the major councils in my electorate.  There 
are three local councils in my area - the City of Cockburn, the City of Melville and the City of Canning.  I have 
had representations from Mayor Stephen Lee of the City of Cockburn.  Mayor Lee has shown strong opposition 
to the proposals in the bill.  The main problem he has cited is the lack of consultation, which has already been 
mentioned by members.  WALGA also was not consulted.  Mayor Lee also mentioned that the preferential 
system is too complex for people to understand, and believes that it will discourage people from standing for 
election.  He believes that the first-past-the-post system, which is supported by WALGA, is the way to go.  He 
made the point that the decision to vote against this proposal was unanimously supported by the elected members 
of the City of Cockburn; there was not one dissenter.  I put it to the minister that that is very unusual in local 
government these days; usually somebody will say something in opposition.  I make the point that Stephen Lee, 
as good a local mayor as he is, is a bit misguided in his political leanings because he does lean towards the 
minister�s side of politics, yet he is vehemently opposed to these particular proposals. 
I also put on the record the thoughts of Ms Katherine Jackson, the Mayor of the City of Melville.  The main 
point she made in her letter to Minister Ford was that an overwhelming number of councils that were contacted 
by the Local Government Advisory Board are against these proposals for various reasons, but certainly because 
of the simplicity of the first-past-the-post system; it is much easier to understand and administer.  Mayor Jackson 
made the point that it prevents any potential political interference in the system, and that point has been made 
very well by members on this side of the house.  She also referred to government hypocrisy.  She suggested that 
in the links between state and local government, the state government promotes open and transparent 
government - we all know about that and that it has got lost somewhere - but does not consult local governments 
when it comes to the crunch.  I quote from the letter from Mayor Jackson to Hon Jon Ford, the Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development.  It states -  
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Put simply, the Government is not practicing what it preaches and furthermore, a lack of consultation 
flies directly in the face of the State and Local Government�s Partnership Agreement which requires the 
State to consult within the industry when significant changes are proposed. 

Such consultation has not occurred and at the very least it would have been courteous for the 
Government to brief the industry on what is being proposed and to outline the reasons as to why the 
Government is rejecting the recommendation of the Local Government Advisory Board to adhere to the 
current �first past the post� electoral method. 

That statement from Mayor Katherine Jackson sums it up pretty well.  No-one seems to have a problem with 
changing the date for local government elections by moving it from May to October for budgetary reasons.  It 
seems to make good sense.  I have had no direct contact with the City of Canning, but I am sure that veteran 
Mayor Mick Lekias would concur.  The member for Moore knows Mick Lekias pretty well.  I am sure he would 
concur with the thoughts of Mayor Katherine Jackson and Mayor Stephen Lee.  He would certainly be 
disappointed if we did not vote down this proposal with all our might. 
I suppose it means that I am conservative in outlook in some ways, but it has always been an adage of mine that 
if something is not broken we do not have to fix it.  This was not broken and the government did not have to fix 
it.  We will oppose this with all our might. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [1.41 pm]:  The Minister for Resources and Assisting 
the Minister for State Development, who was previously Minister for Local Government, will handle this bill for 
the minister in the other place.  As he has been in the chamber for some time, I suggest that he get some 
refreshment and return soon.  I have taken an interest in and followed the debate on some of the matters that 
have been raised.  A key matter that has been raised is the charge that consultation has not taken place.  The 
minister has made it clear that the consultation was very thorough and resulted in a detailed report.  There could 
be some discussion on whether the final stages of that entered into meaningful discussion with all the parties, but 
there has been quite lengthy discussion during the compilation of the report.  As the minister has pointed out, he 
did not take up every recommendation.  This bill clearly does not conform to the particular recommendation on 
voting systems, but not every other recommendation was taken up.  The minister who will be handling this 
legislation for the minister in the other place is now in the chamber, so I will leave it to him to respond to the 
second reading debate. 
MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Resources and Assisting the Minister for State 
Development) [1.43 pm]:  I will start where the Leader of the House left off.  He talked about the fact that a 
common issue raised in opposition during this debate was the lack of consultation by Minister Ford and the 
government on this issue.  I have with me the report on the inquiry into local government structural and electoral 
reform in Western Australia, which I commissioned in November 2005.  May I praise the Local Government 
Advisory Board for its work on this report.  I will read out some facts about the consultation that gave rise to this 
document.  Ten public hearings were conducted from 7 November to 12 December, one of which was on 
Westlink satellite broadcast.  There were 212 recorded attendees.  We do not know how many others were on 
satellite links.  There were 150 speakers at the various hearings around the state.  The hearings were held in 
almost every region of Western Australia.  There were 233 submissions.  There were 107 submissions from 
individual councils; this means that 37 did not make submissions.  The total number who supported first-past-
the-post elections in this review was 58.  The total number supporting preferential voting was 11.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Eleven! 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The total number of local governments that did not respond was 75.  The member for 
Hillarys says 11, but a constant claim in the other place was that no-one in local government supported the 
change.  About 25 per cent supported preferential voting when this document was researched.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  You said 11. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Yes, 11 and 52 opposed, which means about 20 per cent. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  You said 25 per cent.  Your maths is not very good.  I think your interpretation is not good 
either. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  On page 172 of the document it refers to - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  How many asked you - 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will read this out and then get back to the member for Hillarys and answer his 
question.  On the subject of first-past-the-post elections, I concede that recommendation 2.5 was - 

That the current provisions for the �first-past-the-post� system of voting be retained (p 175). 
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One would assume that the five members of the panel favoured first-past-the-post elections.  However, the bulk 
of the document reads - 

Preferential system should be introduced.  In FPP elections, candidates work together to get votes for 
each other.  Preferential would make it more difficult for this practice to take place. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Who said that? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The Local Government Advisory Board. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That you or your colleague appointed? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No.  
Mr R.F. Johnson:  The recommendation was to continue with first-past-the-post. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  We have spoken to the chairman and said that the bulk of the report indicates that the 
board voted for the preferential style system.  We asked why the recommendation did not do that.  I think the 
board was basically running out of time and made a recommendation that was not supported by the evidence in 
the document.  I will read it out -  

•  Preferential system should be introduced. In FPP elections, candidates work together to get votes 
for each other.  Preferential would make it more difficult for this practice to take place. 

•  FPP does not adequately reflect the wishes of electors when there are three candidates or more. 

•  FPP is unsuitable when there is more than one vacancy. 

•  Allows for a greater representation from a range of interest groups and prevents domination of 
elections by mainstream party politics. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  How can you keep a straight face when you say that?  Repeat the recommendation. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Hillarys has said that my maths is not too good, but let me put it this 
way: if 59 people vote at a local government election when there are four vacancies, under the first-past-the-post 
system 30 might vote for four candidates because they are on a party ticket.  Under the first-past-the-post system 
those four candidates from one party, whether the Liberal Party, Labor Party or Greens (WA), would all be 
elected.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We do not have tickets.  You might do. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  If 29 vote for the other four candidates, not one of them would get up.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are insulting the integrity of electors. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No.  In that way some of both sets of candidates would get up and, therefore, there is 
less chance, as the board says, of a political party involving itself in local government.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Who are the people who make up the advisory board? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  One of them is Ron Yuryevich.  Is the member casting aspersions on his credentials? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I just want to know who they are.  Who are the others? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The Mayor of Swan, Charlie Gregorini, Ron Yuryevich and there are others.  I will find 
out who the others are and let the member know.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I would love to know who they are.  How can they say that in the body of a report and then 
come up with a different recommendation? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It shows there is divided opinion. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No, it does not; that is your interpretation. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The image presented by the opposition is that local government is totally in favour of 
one system and opposed to the other. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  The majority are, and you know that. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Let us go over the issues that the member for Moore raised.  One of them was that his 
current leader was the then Minister for Local Government in 1995 when the current act was introduced.  He 
made a number of significant changes.  I agree that they were significant changes.  They were the biggest 
changes to the act for many years.  I think the bulk of them created a very good act.  However, to say that this 
bill makes an equal number of changes is ridiculous.  These are two minor changes - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There was massive consultation. 
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Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  To compare these with the changes that the previous minister made is absolutely 
ridiculous.  I put it on the record that the bill the current leader of the Liberal Party introduced is now a good act.  
The member for Moore also said that the voters in the outlying rural wards feel disenfranchised and that they are 
worried they will be taken over by other towns, especially when the wards are abolished.  When I was the 
Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, I travelled throughout Western Australia and I can 
tell members that the exact opposite is the case.  People in rural areas in particular are concerned that they are 
disenfranchised under the current voting system.  I will give members an example.  Busselton has two rural ward 
councillors - 
Mr T. Buswell:  It has three rural wards and four councillors. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Sorry, it has four councillors.  The people who live in the bush, or in the rural areas, are 
concerned that the town councillors will dominate the council because of the town�s greater population.  
Therefore, they did not want to see an end to the wards.  I told them they should get rid of the wards because 
currently they cannot influence a majority of the councillors on the wards.  However, if the wards are abolished 
and it all becomes one system, the people in the rural wards will dominate.  Was the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition from the town or from a rural ward? 
Mr T. Buswell:  Urban. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I said that if the wards wanted control of the vote of the majority of the councillors - to 
do that, urban councillors would be needed - it would be better to get rid of the ward system.  When I explained 
that to the lady - I will not mention her name - she agreed that the wards should be abolished. 
Mr T. Buswell:  That is only one extreme outcome.  Another outcome is that the people in the rural wards will 
be completely disenfranchised.  I bet the minister didn�t tell her that. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I take the member�s point.  Several councillors, particularly in the mid-west and south of 
Geraldton, have gone away from the system of wards to having just one council.  That includes part of the 
member for Moore�s electorate.  Rural people use their franchise more often than do people who live in towns.  
Therefore, the rural councillors have found that rather than being dominated by the town councillors, the rural 
councillors are having more of a say.  That is the reality.  The member for Moore will probably find that. 
The member for Moore asked why such a large number of amendments have been made to the bill before it has 
passed through the house.  That has been done to give greater certainty.  There have been some complaints about 
that.  However, it will provide greater certainty now rather than having to make amendments to it in the future.  
The member for Moore also showed his ignorance by saying that we should defer the bill for one year.  Local 
government elections are now held every two years.  Should we not have local governments for one year in 
Western Australia? 
Mr G. Snook:  Defer it for a year. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member wants to defer the system for a year, but the elections are held every two 
years.  It cannot be extended for one year.  It can be extended for either two years or nothing.  If the member 
cannot work that out, he should be thrown out of his shadow portfolio because he does no know the provisions of 
the Local Government Act.  Local government elections are held every two years, not each year. 
Mr G. Snook:  As the former Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, you should get your 
facts right. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I have just pointed out the member�s ignorance.  Local government elections are held on 
a two-year rotation.  How can it be deferred for one year?  It is either deferred for two years or it is not deferred 
at all.  Does the member want to defer it for one year or two years? 
Mr G. Snook:  You don�t want to consult the community.  You are arrogant.  Your government is arrogant and 
you don�t want to give the community a chance. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  At least the member for Bunbury might know the provisions of the act, unlike the 
member for Moore. 

The member for Bunbury claimed that the first-past-the-post system either removes or minimises politics.  The 
reality is the opposite. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Why do you want to change it then? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It is a fairer system.  Under the previous system, the left over preference counted for a 
full vote.  Under the system we are proposing, it will have a lesser weight and therefore there is less chance of a 
political party dominating a particular ticket.  It is like the upper house in Western Australia.  The Mining and 
Pastoral Region has five members.  Usually either three Liberal and two Labor Party members are elected to that 
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region, or vice versa.  A couple of years ago there was a One Nation member and two Liberal and two Labor 
Party members, but usually it is an alternating combination of three and two members between the Liberal Party 
and the Labor Party.  If we had the first-past-the-post system in the upper house, and, say, 49 per cent of the 
electorate voted for the Liberal Party and 51 per cent voted for the Labor Party, under the opposition�s system, 
there would be five Labor Party members in the Mining and Pastoral Region and the Liberal Party would have 
no-one to represent them.  If members think that is fair, they are in cuckoo land. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are talking absolute rubbish. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I have just embarrassed the member for Hillarys, because that would be the outcome of 
that method.  It has been claimed that many of the local governments in the eastern states are politicised because 
of the number of Liberal and Labor councils.  We agree that we want to keep that from happening in Western 
Australia.  Changing the present voting system to the proposed system will make it even harder for one party to 
dominate a council.  If members do not understand the system, we will hold a seminar to explain it to them. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I have seen it in the northern suburbs. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Was the member for Hillarys not elected to local government under the old method? 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  I was elected under the preferential system. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I thank the member.  Was there politics involved in the local government then? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Not as far as I was concerned. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Why would it be any different in the future? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I said, �as far as I was concerned�.  However, I had Labor Party candidates running against 
me. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member beat that candidate, so what is he worried about? 
The member for Bunbury asked how an extraordinary vacancy would be filled under this voting method.  It 
would be filled in the way it is filled currently; that is, another election would be held.  It is not like the Senate in 
which another member of the same party fills the vacancy.  Another election would be held, which is exactly the 
same situation that currently applies. 

The member for Wagin claimed that the government has not consulted. 

Mr G. Snook:  True or false? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  This document I have in my hand is not a bad little document to have produced without 
consulting!  One-hundred and seven councils took part in this process.  On top of that, the new Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development, Hon Jon Ford, has visited and met 80 councils in Western 
Australia in the short time that he has been the minister. 

Mr G. Snook:  What have they all told him? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Hang on!  The member for Moore just said that the minister had not consulted.  He has 
held discussions with 80 of the 144 councils. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You think consulting is meeting a council and telling it exactly what you will do.  That is 
exactly what Brian Burke did.  When he had to consult the Leader of the Opposition, he said to Barry 
McKinnon, �By the way, so and so is going to have this job.�  When Barry McKinnon said, �You were supposed 
to consult me,� Brian Burke said that he just had. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The current Leader of the Opposition - I do not know how long he will be the leader - 
Hon Paul Omodei, said that he supports the change in the election date.  Most speakers, including the member 
for Hillarys, support the change to the election date.  I was the Minister for Local Government and Regional 
Development when I made that announcement during Local Government Week last year.  I announced that local 
government elections would be held on the third Saturday in October, and the matter was generally accepted and 
well received. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is when the local governments approached you and asked you to do it. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No, they did not. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Yes, they did. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I raised it with them and they agreed. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No!  Tell the truth.  What date did you tell them that? 
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Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  When I first became the minister, I raised the prospect with the local governments and 
they agreed. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Are you saying that the government had not been approached before then?  You tell the truth 
in this place. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The Leader of the Opposition also said - never a truer word has been spoken - that there 
is no perfect voting system to keep out politics.  He is right.  There is no perfect voting system.  However, the 
system we will put in place will diminish the chance of a political party dominating local government.  That is 
pure fact. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is rubbish. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member does not understand how the new system will work. 

The Leader of the Opposition also spoke about Senate voting.  At one stage he made reference to above-the-line 
voting.  There will be no above-the-line voting.  As is the case in the Legislative Council elections in Western 
Australia, each candidate�s box will have to be numbered.  There will be no above-the-line voting.  In all other 
respects, local government elections will be conducted in the same manner as are state and federal elections.  
Many members opposite spoke about their confusion over the new system.  They may be confused because they 
cannot work it out and they have not bothered to read what the new system is about.  I will relate an experience 
to members.  I have five sons.  At the last local government elections, four of them were old enough to vote.  I 
told them that they should vote.  A friend of the family, the brother of the former member for South Perth, is a 
Liberal Party member.  All of my boys wanted to vote for Mr Pendal.  I said that they should go ahead and vote 
for him.  One said that he wanted to put him at number one.  I replied that the vote was not numbered one 
through five; candidates were given a tick.  He replied that he had recently voted in federal elections for the first 
time, and that the system was numbered; why was it different in Western Australia?  I tried to explain, and 
halfway through my explanation, one of my sons threw the voting slip in the air and said, �Damn it - I�m not 
going to vote.�  It is a totally different system. 

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

[Continued on page 7636.] 
 


