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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 5 put and passed.  

Clause 6:  Section 4.7 amended -  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Does the Electoral Commissioner take advice from anyone when determining a 
specific matter, such as an election date, or anything like that?  Does he take advice from the minister or anyone 
else? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The Electoral Commissioner would consult the Department of Local Government and 
Regional Development to receive advice, but then the decision is up to the commissioner. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I refer to clause 6(2), which amends section 4.7(2) by deleting references to elections 
being moved to a later Saturday in May, and substituting references to a later Saturday in October, or the first, 
second or third Saturday in November.  More than likely, the election date will remain the third Saturday in 
October.  However, what sort of circumstances would lead to the adoption of a later election date? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  This relates to local disasters, for instance.  There may be a fire or a flood, or some other 
reason people cannot get to the polling booths, so the election can be moved to one of the other dates.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Basically, it must be something extraordinary.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Yes.  

Mr G. SNOOK:  The minister, as a former Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, would 
undoubtedly understand the act better than I would.  Was a provision like this included in the act? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Yes, it was.  It made the same provisions for dates in May.  This clause alters the dates 
to October.  

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I have one final question on section 4.7 of the act.  Under section 4.7(4), which allows 
for any other election date, what circumstances would cause the Electoral Commissioner to change the date to 
one other than the third Saturday in October or the first, second or third Saturday in November? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Once again, this has to do with exceptional circumstances of a local nature.  I 
understand that a later provision deals with a clash with federal elections, but this provision refers more to local 
disasters.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Section 4.16 amended -  
Mr G. SNOOK:  By way of clarification, can the minister advise the basis for the three-month waiting period 
between a casual vacancy and the calling of an election?  Why has consideration not been give to altering that 
requirement?  Why should it not be altered? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  That is a good point.  Three months is about as short a period as is possible between 
when a vacancy is declared and first advertised and an election held.  Therefore, any vacancy that occurs during 
the three-month period before an election is held as part of the general council election.   

Mr G. Snook:  Has the Western Australian Local Government Association indicated that it is comfortable with 
this provision, and sought no changes?  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I understand that that is the case.  I understand that this provision is contained in the 
existing act anyway.  This clause just alters the date from May to October.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 8 put and passed.   

Clause 9:  Section 4.40 amended -  

Mr G. SNOOK:  I have read this clause several times, and I am unable to determine where, in section 4.40, it is 
indicated that 17-year-olds would be enrolled and the problem dealt with by this amendment would arise.  I 
understand that a person must be 18 years old in order to be enrolled.  Confusion surrounds that and I would like 
the minister to explain the technique used to enrol people and the danger of people�s names being on the roll 
even though they are not 18 years of age.  I cannot fathom how that can happen.   
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Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  At first blush, the member will think he is right.  However, under the Electoral Act, 17-
year-olds can enrol, in preparation for turning 18; however, they cannot vote until they are 18.  The current Local 
Government Act does not include that provision.  Until now 17-year-olds who are enrolled on the state electoral 
roll have been able to vote at local government elections because the Local Government Act states that if a 
person is on the state electoral roll he or she can vote, but it does not include the provision that that person must 
be aged 18.   

The amendment is tidying up that situation and bringing the Local Government Act into line with the state and 
federal acts.  A 17-year-old can apply to be on the state electoral roll a few weeks before he turns 18.  A lot of 
people tell them not to wait until the day they turn 18 to enrol; they can enrol before that.  One of my sons did 
that.  This bill will provide that a person must be 18 years of age to be able to vote at local government elections.   

Mr G. Snook:  Does not the state Electoral Act have precedence over the Local Government Act?  I imagine 
only one act has that provision.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The state electoral roll is used for local government elections, but there is no provision 
in the Local Government Act that a person must be 18 to vote.  There may be some 17-year-olds on the roll.  
This bill will ensure that they must be 18 to vote. 

Mr G. Snook:  I understand the situation now and thank the minister for his explanation.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 10 and 11 put and passed.   

Clause 12:  Section 4.69 amended - 

As to Referral to Community Development and Justice Standing Committee 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I move - 

That this bill be referred to the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee for 
consideration and report by 1 March 2007.   

Further to the indication from this side of the house during the debate earlier today, it is a fundamental 
requirement of the Liberal Party that we make every effort to bring to the government�s attention the need for 
further consideration of this proposed section.  It is imperative that I take a stand by moving this amendment.  I 
will not debate this issue further because all that needs to be said has been said.  The opposition believes there 
has been inadequate consultation on this portion of the bill.  This amendment is an attempt to ensure that 
adequate consultation will take place to bring back goodwill between the Western Australian Local Government 
Association and the government of the day.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The government will not accept this proposed section being referred to a standing 
committee.  Some of the matters raised by the member have been adequately canvassed.  This bill contains two 
clear provisions.  One will shift the date of elections and the other provides a mechanism by which elections will 
be conducted.  The government does not accept that there has not been wide-ranging consultation and discussion 
on the method of election.  I appreciate the way in which the member is handling this bill by seeking to make his 
point.  The point has been made and the government is insistent that the legislation should include those two 
major changes.  They both relate to election matters and they sit rightly together.  For that reason we do not 
support this proposed section being referred to a standing committee. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

Noes (23) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Ms S.E. Walker Mr N.R. Marlborough 
 Mr R.F. Johnson  Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Dr G.G. Jacobs  Mr M.P. Murray 
 Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.A. McGinty 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden  Mr A.J. Carpenter 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus negatived. 

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I rise merely to allow my good friend and colleague the member for Moore to continue his 
remarks on clause 12. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I place on record that the opposition is strongly opposed to clauses 12 through to 15.  I 
understand that the minister has an amendment to clause 16.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Does your opposition include clause 15? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Yes.  I want to place on the record by motion that the Liberal Party opposes clauses 12, 13, 14 
and 15, and so move. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  We will have to go one clause at a time if they are to be voted 
against.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 13 to 15 put and passed. 

Clause 16:  Schedule 4.1 replaced - 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I move -  

Page 5, line 27 to page 6, line 9 - To delete the lines and substitute - 

Division 1 - Preliminary 

1. Terms used in this Schedule 
 (1) In this Schedule - 

 �continuing candidate� means a candidate who has not already been elected or 
excluded from the count; 

 �first preference vote� received by a candidate means a vote cast by an elector that 
indicates that the candidate ranks highest in the order of the elector�s 
preference for the candidates; 

 �one office election� means an election to fill the office of mayor or president or to 
fill one office of councillor; 

 �quota� means the quota determined under clause 10(1); 
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 �total vote� means the total number of all the first preference votes received by 
candidates. 

 (2) A reference in this Schedule to votes of or obtained or received by a 
candidate includes votes obtained or received by the candidate on any 
transfer under this Schedule. 

Division 2 - One office elections 

2. One office election: 2 candidates 

 (1) If there are only 2 candidates in a one office election - 

(a) the number of votes received by each candidate is to be ascertained; 
and 

 (b) the candidate who has the greater number of votes is elected. 

 (2) If the candidates have an equal number of votes, the returning officer is to 
draw lots in accordance with regulations to determine which candidate is 
elected. 

3. One office election: 3 or more candidates 
Clauses 4 to 8 apply if there are 3 or more candidates in a one office 
election. 

4. Count of first preference votes 

 (1) The number of first preference votes received by each candidate and the total 
vote are to be ascertained. 

 (2) If the number of first preference votes received by a candidate is more than 
half of the total vote, the candidate is elected. 

5. Exclusion of candidate and transfer of votes if vacancy remains 
 (1) If the office has not been filled, the candidate who has the fewest first 

preference votes is excluded and all of that candidate�s votes are to be 
transferred to the continuing candidates as follows - 

 (a) any ballot papers of the excluded candidate that express the first 
preference vote for the excluded candidate and the next available 
preference for a particular continuing candidate are to be transferred 
to the continuing candidate; 

 (b) the total number of ballot papers that are transferred to a continuing 
candidate under paragraph (a) is to be added to the number of votes 
of the continuing candidate; 

 (2) If the number of votes that a continuing candidate has received on the 
completion of the transfer under subclause (1) is more than half of the total 
vote, the candidate is elected. 

6. Further exclusions if necessary 

 (1) If, after the transfer of all the votes of an excluded candidate, the office has 
not been filled, the candidate who has the fewest votes is excluded and all of 
that candidate�s votes are to be transferred to the continuing candidates as 
follows - 

 (a) any ballot papers of the excluded candidate that express the first 
preference vote for the excluded candidate and the next available 
preference for a particular continuing candidate are to be transferred 
to the continuing candidate; 

 (b) the total number of ballot papers that are transferred to a continuing 
candidate under paragraph (a) is to be added to the number of votes 
of the continuing candidate; 
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 (c) any ballot papers previously transferred to the excluded candidate 
under this Division that express the next available preference for a 
particular continuing candidate are to be transferred to the 
continuing candidate; 

 (d) the total number of ballot papers that are transferred to a continuing 
candidate under paragraph (c) is to be added to the number of votes 
of the continuing candidate; 

 (2) If the number of votes that a continuing candidate has received on the 
completion of the transfer under subclause (1) is more than half of the total 
vote, the candidate is elected. 

7. Filling vacancy if 2 candidates have equal votes after a transfer 

  If there are only 2 continuing candidates and they have received the same 
number of votes on the completion of a transfer under clause 5(1) or 6(1), 
the returning officer is to draw lots in accordance with regulations to 
determine which candidate is elected. 

8. Procedure to determine excluded candidate if votes equal 

  If the candidate who has the fewest votes is required to be excluded under 
clause 5(1) or 6(1), and 2 or more candidates (the �tied candidates�) have 
an equal number of votes (no other candidate having fewer votes) the 
returning officer is to draw lots in accordance with regulations to determine 
which of the tied candidates is excluded. 

Division 3 - Elections for 2 or more councillors 

9. Application of Division 
  This Division applies to an election other than a one member election. 

10. Count of first preference votes and determination of quota 

 (1) The number of first preference votes received by each candidate and the total 
vote are to be ascertained and a quota is to be determined by dividing the 
total vote by one more than the number of candidates required to be elected 
and by increasing the quotient so obtained (disregarding any remainder) by 
one. 

 (2) Any candidate who has received a number of first preference votes equal to 
or greater than the quota is elected. 

11. Transfer of surplus votes if any vacancy remains 

 (1) Unless all the offices have been filled, the votes (if any) that each elected 
candidate has received in excess of the quota (�surplus votes�) are to be 
transferred to the continuing candidates as follows - 

 (a) the number of surplus votes of the elected candidate is to be divided 
by the number of first preference votes received by the elected 
candidate and the resulting fraction is the �transfer value�; 

 (b) the total number of ballot papers of the elected candidate that 
express the first preference vote for the elected candidate and the 
next available preference for a particular continuing candidate is to 
be multiplied by the transfer value; 

 (c) the number so obtained (disregarding any fraction) is to be added to 
the number of first preference votes of the continuing candidate; 

(d) all those ballot papers are to be transferred to the continuing 
candidate. 
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 (2) Any continuing candidate who has received a number of votes equal to or 
greater than the quota on the completion of any transfer under subclause (1) 
is elected. 

12. Further transfer of votes if any vacancy remains 

 (1) Unless all the offices have been filled, the surplus votes (if any) of any 
candidate elected under clause 11(2), or elected subsequently under 
subclause (2), are to be transferred to the continuing candidates as follows - 

 (a) the number of surplus votes of the elected candidate is to be divided 
by the number of votes received by the elected candidate and the 
resulting fraction is the �surplus fraction�; 

 (b) in relation to any particular ballot papers for surplus votes of the 
elected candidate, the surplus fraction is to be multiplied by the 
transfer value at which those ballot papers were transferred to the 
elected candidate, or by one if they expressed first preference votes 
for the elected candidate, and the product is the �continued 
transfer value� of those particular ballot papers; 

 (c) the total number of ballot papers for surplus votes of the elected 
candidate that each - 

 (i) express the next available preference for a particular 
continuing candidate; and 

 (ii) have a particular continued transfer value, are to be 
multiplied by that transfer value, the number so obtained 
(disregarding any fraction) is to be added to the number of 
votes of the continuing candidate and all those ballot 
papers are to be transferred to the continuing candidate. 

 (2) If on the completion of the transfer of the surplus votes of the elected 
candidate to a particular continuing candidate that candidate has received a 
number of votes equal to or greater than the quota, that candidate is elected. 

13. Votes of other candidates not to be transferred to a candidate who has obtained 
a quota 

  If a continuing candidate has received a number of votes equal to or greater 
than the quota on the completion of a transfer under clause 11 or 12 of the 
surplus votes of a particular elected candidate, no votes of any other 
candidate are to be transferred to the continuing candidate. 

14. Exclusion of candidate and transfer of votes if any vacancy remains 
If, after the counting of first preference votes or the transfer of surplus votes 
(if any) of elected candidates, no candidate has, or less than the number of 
candidates required to be elected have, received a number of votes equal to 
the quota, the candidate who has the fewest votes is excluded and all of that 
candidate�s votes are to be transferred to the continuing candidates as 
follows - 

 (a) any ballot papers of the excluded candidate that express the first 
preference vote for the excluded candidate and the next available 
preference for a particular continuing candidate are to be transferred 
to the continuing candidate (each ballot paper at a transfer value of 
one); 

 (b) the total number of ballot papers that are transferred to a continuing 
candidate under paragraph (a) is to be added to the number of votes 
of the continuing candidate; 

 (c) the total number (if any) of other votes obtained by the excluded 
candidate on transfers under this Division are to be transferred from 
the excluded candidate in the order of the transfers on which the 
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excluded candidate obtained them, the votes obtained on the earliest 
transfer being transferred first, as follows - 

 (i) the total number of ballot papers transferred to the 
excluded candidate from a particular candidate and 
expressing the next available preference for a particular 
continuing candidate are to be multiplied by the transfer 
value at which the ballot papers were so transferred to the 
excluded candidate; 

 (ii) the number so obtained (disregarding any fraction) is to be 
added to the number of votes of the continuing candidate; 

 (iii) all those ballot papers are be transferred to the continuing 
candidate. 

15. Further transfer of surplus votes if necessary 
  Any continuing candidate who has received a number of votes equal to or 

greater than the quota on the completion of a transfer under clause 14 or 16 
of votes of an excluded candidate is elected, and, unless all the offices have 
been filled, the surplus votes (if any) of the candidate so elected are to be 
transferred in accordance with clause 12, except that, if the candidate so 
elected is elected before all the votes of the excluded candidate have been 
transferred, the surplus votes (if any) of the candidate so elected are not to be 
transferred until the remaining votes of the excluded candidate have been 
transferred in accordance with clause 14 to continuing candidates. 

16. Further exclusions if necessary 
  Subject to clause 18, if, after the transfer of all the votes of an excluded 

candidate, no continuing candidate has received a number of votes greater 
than the quota, the continuing candidate who has the fewest votes is 
excluded and that candidate�s votes are to be transferred in accordance with 
clause 14. 

17. Transfer of votes to a candidate to cease as soon as quota has been obtained 
  If a candidate is elected as a result of a transfer of the first preference votes 

of an excluded candidate or a transfer of all the votes of an excluded 
candidate that were transferred to the excluded candidate from a particular 
candidate, no other votes of the excluded candidate are to be transferred to 
the candidate so elected. 

18. Filling final vacancy 
  In respect of the last office to be filled for which 2 continuing candidates 

remain, the continuing candidate who has the larger number of votes is 
elected even if that number is below the quota, and if they have an equal 
number of votes the returning officer is to draw lots in accordance with 
regulations to determine which candidate is elected. 

19. No need for further count if number of continuing candidates equals number of 
vacancies 

  Despite any other provision of this Division, if the number of continuing 
candidates is equal to the number of remaining unfilled offices, those 
candidates are elected. 

20. Order of transfer of surpluses 
  Subject to clauses 21 and 22, if, after any count or transfer under this 

Division, 2 or more candidates have surplus votes, the order of any transfers 
of the surplus votes of those candidates is to be in accordance with the 
relative sizes of the surpluses, the larger or largest surplus being transferred 
first. 

21. Procedure in case of equal surpluses 
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  Subject to clause 22, if, after any count or transfer under this Division, 2 or 
more candidates have equal surpluses, the order of any transfers of the 
surplus votes of those candidates is to be in accordance with the relative 
numbers of votes of those candidates at the last count or transfer at which 
each of those candidates had a different number of votes, the surplus of the 
candidate with the larger or largest number of votes at that count or transfer 
being transferred first, but if there has been no such count or transfer the 
returning officer is to draw lots in accordance with regulations to determine 
which candidate is, as between those candidates, taken to have had the larger 
or largest surplus. 

22. Surplus from earlier count or transfer to be transferred before later surplus 
  If, after any count or transfer under this Division, a candidate obtains surplus 

votes, those surplus votes are not to be transferred before the transfer of any 
surplus votes obtained by any other candidate on an earlier count or transfer. 

23. Procedure to determine excluded candidate if votes equal 

  If the candidate who has the fewest votes is required to be excluded under 
clause 14 or 16 and 2 or more candidates (the �tied candidates�) have an 
equal number of votes (no other candidate having fewer votes), whichever of 
the tied candidates had the fewer or fewest votes at the last count or transfer 
at which each of the tied candidates had a different number of votes is 
excluded, but if there has been no such count or transfer the returning officer 
is to draw lots in accordance with regulations to determine which of the tied 
candidates is excluded. 

24. When votes are to be set aside as finally dealt with 

  If a candidate is elected by reason that the number of first preference votes 
received by the candidate, or the aggregate of first preference votes received 
by the candidate and all other votes obtained by the candidate on transfers 
under this Division, is equal to the quota, all the ballot papers expressing 
those votes are to be set aside as finally dealt with. 

25. Transfers to be treated separately 

  Each of the following constitutes a separate transfer for the purposes of this 
Division - 

 (a) a transfer under clause 11, 12 or 15 of all the surplus votes of an 
elected candidate; 

 (b) a transfer in accordance with clause 14(a) and (b) of all first 
preference votes of an excluded candidate; 

 (c) a transfer in accordance with clause 14(c) of all the votes of an 
excluded candidate that were transferred to the excluded candidate 
from a particular candidate. 

The amendment basically explains the new voting system and the various terminologies that are used therein. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  For the benefit of the house, will the minister take us through each of the divisions in the 
amendment and explain how the voting system will work? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Proposed division 2 does not need an explanation.  It is a standard, first-past-the-post 
system of two candidates for one vacancy.  If there are two candidates and one vacancy, obviously the one with 
the highest number of votes gets in.  Where there is a one vacancy election and three or more candidates, clauses 
4 to 8 will apply; that is, a preferential system will operate.  It is basically the same as the way in which members 
are elected in the lower house of Western Australia.  A person with the lowest number of votes gets knocked out.  
That candidate�s preferences get moved up, and that keeps happening from the bottom up until it arrives at 
50 per cent of the vote plus one vote.   

I think proposed division 3 is where the complication or the opposition�s lack of knowledge may show.  
Proposed division 3 deals with proportional representation when there is more than one vacancy.  In Kalgoorlie-
Boulder, for example, there are 12 councillors, which means there will be six vacancies.  A quota is established 
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by the number of formal votes plus one over the number of vacancies, which in Kalgoorlie�s case would be six.  
In the example I give there are three.  In a ward with two vacancies with 18 000 electors who vote, the quota 
would be 18 000 plus one, divided by the two vacancies plus one more, so it would be divided by three, and 
therefore the quota would become 6 001; that is, there are 18 000 electors, and if one is added to that number it 
becomes 18 001.  That is divided by the number of vacancies.  If there are two vacancies, one is added to that to 
divide by three, which means that the quota for the first person elected to the two seats would be 6 001; that is, a 
third of the votes plus one.  If there are 18 000 voters, 6 001 votes are needed.  The votes are then counted as 
first preferences.  If one of the candidates gets more than 6 001 votes straightaway, that candidate is elected.  Let 
us say that a person needs 6 001 votes and gets 7 001 votes, just to make it easy, so the person has 1 000 spare 
votes.  Under the ordinary preferential system, the whole 7 000 number two votes then go down.  Under this 
system, only a proportion - that is why it is called proportional representation - the 1 000, comes down as a 
proportion of the 7 000.  All the preferences are distributed.  If a person has 7 001 votes, let us say that 4 001 
votes go to one candidate and 3 000 go to another candidate.  Those candidates do not get 4 001 and 3 000 as 
preferences; they get basically one-seventh of the 4 001 or the 3 000.  Does the Leader of the Opposition 
understand that? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am following the minister, and I do not intend to let the minister off the hook.  I want the 
minister to explain, and I think he was doing so, the issues of surplus votes and the transfer value, and the 
surplus fraction and the continued transfer value, because these are very important matters.  I recall that when the 
main debate on this legislation was taking place, you, Madam Acting Speaker (Mrs J. Hughes), seemed to have a 
very good understanding of this system of voting.  I must confess that, although the Legislative Council has been 
elected under a proportional preferential voting system for many years, there has always been significant 
confusion about how quotas are set.  The minister has explained that to us to some degree.  I have very great 
difficulty understanding surplus votes, the transfer value, the surplus fraction and the continued transfer value.  I 
recall very clearly an election for seats in the Legislative Council in 2001 - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  The Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I think the sitting members, Greg Smith and Mark Nevill, received a significant fraction of 
the quota compared with that received by the candidate who received the lowest number of votes in the election.  
Despite that, the candidate with the lowest number of votes ended up ahead of Greg Smith and Mark Nevill.  I 
recall very clearly that, at the time, the Liberal Party considered taking action in the courts to challenge the 
result.  The reason we did not do that was a lack of resources.  It threw into confusion the voting system as we 
knew it.  Why should we now accept this system of voting for local government when normally chief executive 
officers can count the votes in a first-past-the-post election in possibly half an hour?  The first-past-the-post 
system is very easy and uncomplicated; it is very hard to rort.  We are proposing to replace it with a system that 
is complex in the extreme.  There can be only one reason for that, which is to benefit the Labor Party in Western 
Australia.  That is why this is happening.  While I have been talking, the minister will have had time to receive 
advice from his advisers so that he can explain to the house this system and make it very clear in our minds, and 
we can explain it to our constituents. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I cannot let this opportunity go by.  During the second reading debate the minister told the 
house - I am not having a shot at him personally; this is about the issue - that within half an hour he could 
convince the president of the Western Australian Local Government Association of the benefits of this process.  
I thought that the minister would have the best knowledge of this system of all members in this house.  I freely 
admit that this is the most confusing and convoluted system that could possibly be used for a simple local 
government election to elect real people to do a real job at the local council level on real, ordinary local issues.  
Those people will not work on complicated matters of state or complicated matters of international importance.  
This bill was brought to this house as a meagre skinny bill of a few pages.  On Thursday, at the briefing, my 
colleagues informed me that there was a six-page amendment.  I want the minister to explain to the house why 
this bill is necessary to introduce such a wonderful electoral system of voting to get the best results - which I 
have heard from the other side of the house - and to elect the best candidates to do the best job in local 
government.  The bill, as introduced, is inconclusive and lacks the most vital part, which is how the proposed 
system will work!  The system will not work because that part is missing. 

I am holding up a copy of the Victorian model to which I alluded in my second reading debate contribution.  It is 
downloadable and is a slide show of proportional representation, produced by the Victorian Electoral 
Commission.  It tells the reader what the minister has tried to explain.  I have read it but I cannot follow it 
because it talks about quotas and quotients, and second preferences being delivered after the first candidate has 
reached a quota.  It gives a hypothetical example of 7 106 voters voting for four candidates.  It discusses how the 
votes are distributed.  In this hypothetical case there are three vacancies.  Of the 7 106 formal votes a candidate 
must have at least as many votes as the quota.  For this example the quota is 1 777 votes.  The figure then has to 
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be rounded up so that the nearest whole number is achieved.  It goes on to state that the first preference votes for 
each candidate are counted.  Candidate B is then elected if she receives more than the quota of 1 777 votes.  
Does the minister think that the little old shire out the back of Woop Woop that has a budget of $1.2 million or 
$2 million and has to pay about $7 000 just for postal votes can afford this?  I know that from my own council 
experience about four years ago.  It cost my local authority about $7 500 for postal voting which it implemented 
in an effort to do the right thing and to encourage people to vote in local government elections.  That was the 
cost then.  What would the cost be for a small council that has revenue of $5 million or $6 million?  How the 
heck will it have the capacity to afford it?  The minister says that there will be a program, as well as seminars 
and booklets.  This proposal is ridiculous.  It is incompetent of the government to bring a bill to this house that is 
missing the most vital and essential information needed to make the proposal work.  The minister says that there 
has been adequate consultation.  If there had been adequate consultation, there would be no need for this 
amendment because I am pretty sure that WALGA would have said that this is a joke because the vital 
ingredients are not in the bill.  We oppose this amendment. 
I listened to the minister�s explanation but, like me, he was confused and a bit uncertain.  I concede that the 
minister has a greater knowledge of this than I have because, as a minister, he has had a lot of advice.  I was a 
mere shire president for a few years.  I am so glad that I am not in local government now, and will not have to 
put up with this party political system being dropped on local government. 
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will address some of the points raised by the Leader of the Opposition.  He is right 
about the problems we had in the 2001 vote and count in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  The problems that the 
Liberal Party had at the time have been fixed.  Some minor changes have been made to the state Electoral Act to 
prevent that from happening again.  I also point out that one of the main claims from the Leader of the 
Opposition and members opposite is that this is a tool of the Labor Party to get all the Labor Party people 
elected.  The election in the Mining and Pastoral Region saw a Liberal Party candidate, a Labor Party candidate, 
a One Nation candidate and a Green candidate elected out of five vacancies.  So much for a system that sees one 
party dominate and gets all its candidates up!  In fact, the very opposite happens.  That is what I am trying to tell 
the member.  This system is fairer, although complex. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is fairer by accident, not by design. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No.  When the Leader of the Opposition was the minister he changed the current system 
in 1997, which could see all the people from one party or one group get up at an election.  Therefore, what the 
Leader of the Opposition and other members opposite are claiming will happen is not the case. 

The member for Moore raised some points.  The system is complex but we do not expect every CEO and every 
outback shire to carry out a count this way.  It will be done with a simple computer program.  The data on all the 
votes received will be input, a button will be pushed, and in a nanosecond the result will come out.  That is the 
beginning and end of it.  The Department of Local Government and Regional Development will provide the 
software to all the 144 councils in Western Australia.  The data will be input, a button pushed, and the results 
will be known straight away.  The member for Moore showed the house a printout of the Victorian electoral 
system, which is designed to provide a simpler explanation.  We will be distributing our own brochures and 
information to the councils, as well as holding seminars to explain the system.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I confess to not having been involved in the debate on this bill previously and I do not intend 
to speak for a long time, but I am certainly conscious of the fact that local governments in my area - I am 
particularly mindful of the Shire of Kalamunda - like all local governments in Western Australia, do not want 
this system of voting.  Certainly the Western Australian Local Government Association is very much opposed to 
this method of electing councillors.  I ask the minister to explain, for the benefit of the people in my electorate, 
why this method is being introduced.  Given that this method of election has been so strongly opposed by the 
local government community itself, why is this method of election being introduced? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Darling Range would have to ask each of the councils the reason for 
that. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  No; why is the government introducing this method? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The level of opposition has more to do with the belief by local governments that they 
were not consulted, rather than with the system.  The fear is that the state Labor government - a political party - 
is introducing this system so that it can get Labor Party candidates elected in local government elections.  I think 
there has been a realisation by the member for Moore - certainly the Leader of the Opposition seems to have 
realised it - that the opposite is the fact.  Under the current system, everyone in a team could get elected to the 
vacancies, whether there be two, three, four, five or six vacancies.  With this system, that will be impossible.  It 
will be a total impossibility for one team to dominate one local government election.  People�s concerns are more 
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about the fear of the unknown, because it is complicated, but I think it is fair.  I also think there is a belief - I 
disagree with it - by some local governments that they have not been consulted.  I do not know whether the 
member heard my response to the second reading debate, when I pointed out that an inquiry by the Local 
Government Advisory Board that I initiated in November went for five months.  It spoke to 107 councils, but it 
actually approached all 144 councils.  The voting method and the different voting options formed part of that 
inquiry.  One hundred and seven of the 144 councils responded. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  There is a legitimate concern that single-interest groups or groups with the support of a 
relatively small number of electors will end up getting elected and, therefore, will tend to dominate the whole 
process of local government. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member is exactly right; there is that concern.  However, the opposite is the case.  
For example, under the current method, one person got elected to the Joondalup council with four per cent of the 
vote.  Under the current system, which is very simple - it looks very easy - every single-issue group and every 
cuckoo-land group can have a crack when those results continue to be seen. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  If the system is so simple and straightforward, why was it not explained to local 
governments so that they understood it?  The minister�s comments defy logic.  In his electorate of Kalgoorlie-
Boulder, a motion of no confidence in the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development is being 
moved.  That in itself is an indictment of local government, and the minister, as a former Minister for Local 
Government, will be very conscious of that. 

Although he has given all these explanations, he still has not explained the meaning of surplus votes, the transfer 
value, the surplus fraction and the continued transfer value.  None of those issues was explained to local 
governments.  This system of voting was not explained to local governments.  It was thrust upon local 
governments.  They were looking forward to the amendments to the act that would allow for October elections 
and for the change in the age of eligible voters from 17 to 18 years, but nobody forewarned them of this proposal 
to introduce proportional preferential voting.  At the very least, the Labor government should apologise to local 
governments for introducing it in this way.  Why did the government try to sneak in this proposal, which is 
considered to be fundamental to local governments and the way in which they are elected and which has the 
potential for political interference?  I am not a Philadelphia lawyer, but I suspect that proportional preferential 
voting has been part of the Labor Party�s platform for a long time.  Therefore, why did the government not tell 
local governments that, whether or not they liked it, it intended to amend the Local Government Act to introduce 
proportional preferential voting, and be open and honest with them?  Local governments would have said that at 
least the government had signalled what it intended to do.  Local governments have been offended because the 
government put this provision in the bill without forewarning them and without giving them sufficient time to 
mount a campaign to oppose it.  This is a fundamental change for local governments.  Very few people 
understand this voting system.  I defy members in both the Assembly and the Legislative Council, where the 
system is used, to explain it very clearly to their constituents.  The minister is perpetrating on local governments 
a system that they do not accept.  In my career in Parliament and in local government, there was always a 
consultative process with local governments on any piece of legislation or any proposal for structural reform.  
The minister�s Local Government Advisory Board, which was appointed by the government, made a 
recommendation that the current first-past-the-post system should stay in place.  It recommended that clearly in 
its report to the government.  The government chose to completely ignore that recommendation and came up 
with a new proposal that the Western Australian Local Government Association and individual local 
governments were unaware of.  We now have an unprecedented situation in which local governments in Western 
Australia are moving motions of no confidence in a minister of the Crown.  I have never seen that happen in all 
my time in local government.  If the minister cannot explain the issues of surplus votes, the transfer value, the 
surplus fraction and the continued transfer value, he should at least apologise to local governments for the way in 
which this legislation has been brought into the Parliament. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I would like an explanation of the minister�s amendment to clause 16 of the bill to 
amend schedule 4.1 of the act.  In particular, I seek an explanation of proposed clause 17 of the schedule, headed 
�Transfer of votes to a candidate to cease as soon as quota has been obtained�; clause 20, headed �Order of 
transfer of surpluses�; and clause 22, headed �Surplus from earlier count or transfer to be transferred before later 
surplus�.  I am having some difficulty understanding those clauses and I would like an explanation of their 
effects. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  First, I will respond to a couple of points raised by the Leader of the Opposition.  I do 
not know whether the Kalgoorlie-Boulder council has passed the motion of no confidence in the minister, but I 
know that it was going to raise the matter.  The council was consulted.  The Mayor of the City of Kalgoorlie-
Boulder, Ron Yuryevich, is one of the five members of the advisory board that spent five months talking to 
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Western Australian councils around the state and then released a 488-page document that is sitting on my desk.  
It is absolutely ridiculous to say that he was not consulted. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  He recommended in that report that the first-past-the-post system stay. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  However, the bulk of the report indicates that the proportional representation system is 
the best.  The member can throw his head back.  I know that it is incongruous that the bulk of the report favours 
one system but the recommendation favours another.  However, it indicates to me that it is not cut and dried, as 
some local governments are saying.  In addition, the Minister for Local Government has met, by his count, 80 of 
the 144 councils in the short time that he has been minister.  He has raised that issue constantly with those 80 
councils.  I am told that it was not on their horizon. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Ask yourself why.  Because they did not understand it; that is why. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  There were many other issues of greater concern to local government leaders in the state 
when the minister raised it with them. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Because they didn�t think you were going to jump them, that�s why. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  When the issue is raised with them, they expect it. 

The member for Bunbury wanted an explanation.  I will read this out and he can see whether it helps.  I started to 
explain the matter and we got sidetracked.  I was referring to the example in which a candidate gets 6 001 votes 
and we then keep on going, first of all to the preferences, and if someone is elected, one-seventh of that person�s 
preferences come down to other candidates.  Votes are counted according to the first preferences and any 
candidates who have achieved a quota are elected; that is, once someone has got 6 001 votes.  To decide which 
of the remaining candidates are elected, only the surplus votes are transferred from candidates who have more 
than the necessary number to achieve a quota.  Once a person is elected, his votes are transferred down.  This 
applies when the first preferences of voters are not able to be used to elect a candidate.  In normal preferential 
voting, all of a person�s preferences come down.  If a candidate gets 7 001 votes, it means there are 7 001 second 
preferences and they all come down.  Here only the unused number - I think I used the example of 1 000 spare 
votes - comes down. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Where do they go? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  They go to the other candidates.  They get the second preferences, but they get only one-
seventh of the value.  In other words, if I get 4 200 of those second preferences, I will get only one-seventh of 
them because the candidate who got a quota needed only 6 000 votes and had 1 000 left over.  It is one-seventh 
of the value, therefore I would get 600 votes. 

Mr G. Snook:  In other words, you are passing on one-seventh of your preferences to the next candidate. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Coming down, yes.  It is complicated.  As I just explained, the surplus votes are 
distributed at transfer value.  A candidate will not get the whole 7 001 votes coming down; he will get the spare 
1 000.  Therefore, it is one-seventh of the value, which I think once again demonstrates that one group of people 
will not get all the votes.  Under normal preferential voting, all the votes come down and the same team gets its 
candidates up.  With this system, candidates do not get the full value of the preferences that are left over.  
Therefore, voters from other groups - whether it be the Greens or whoever, different people with different issues 
- have more chance of getting in.  Where surplus votes are distributed but candidates do not achieve the quota, 
the one with the lowest number of votes is excluded and that person�s second preferences are distributed in full 
value.  If that does not get a person a quota, the one-seventh value votes that he got from the top down are 
distributed upwards. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Very clear, isn�t it! 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It is not easy to explain.  It is complicated, but it is fairer and we should not stop doing 
something because it is complicated. 

Mr G. SNOOK:  Four councils in my electorate attended the Moora breakfast that the minister referred to, one 
of the 80 breakfast meetings, I think he said, that the minister has been having.  It was a great opportunity and I 
applaud him for that.  Four of those councils came to me and said, �Member, what are you going to do about this 
nonsense that the minister wants to bring in to change the voting?�  It was the old �I hope you�re going to stand 
up and make it perfectly clear that we�re totally opposed to it.�  I asked them what they had done at the meeting.  
Had they voiced their opinions?  They said, yes, they had voiced their opposition to the minister.  That is what 
they told me.  That was the Shire of Dandaragan.  I had a personal approach from the Shire of Chittering and 
communications from outside my electorate from the Shire of Wongan, the shire CEO of Kellerberrin-Tammin, 
and so it goes on.  I have the letters here.  At that breakfast four councils in my electorate indicated clearly to me 



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

 p7667b-7683a 
Mr John Castrilli; Mr John Bowler; Mr Gary Snook; Mr John Kobelke; Acting Speaker; Mr John Day; Mr Paul 

Omodei; Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson; Dr Kim Hames 

 [13] 

that they do not want this change because they have not been consulted and they do not want to go down this 
road, because they know it is complicated.  The minister is on record now as saying there will not be domination 
by alliances or groupings or political parties.  It is clearly there for everybody to see.  It is contrary to what we 
are saying because we feel this proposal will exacerbate political influence in local government, which I alluded 
to earlier in the debate on this bill.  It does occur.  I will observe and note with interest the outcome of the 
minister�s clear statement that there will be less political influence.  The proof of the pudding will be in the 
eating and, as our grandmothers would say, that is the best check of all.  We will certainly see what comes out of 
this. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I accept the minister�s explanation of the voting system.  Obviously it works for state 
elections.  Whether it is ideal for local government elections is another issue.  It is very clear that the system of 
voting will benefit those people who are organised.  We have to ask ourselves who are the organised bodies in 
our community.  They are the political parties.  It has been made very clear during the debate that while politics 
exists in local government to some degree, it is not overt.  Successive ministers over a long period of time have 
said that it is a good thing to keep politics out of local government.  Inquiry report after inquiry report has 
recommended that factions and politics should stay out of local government.  All this will do is exacerbate the 
situation. 

I have just been handed this letter, which is self-explanatory, by the member for Bunbury, who has been a very 
successful and long-serving local government member in that area of the world.  The letter is from someone in 
the minister�s electorate, and is addressed to the Premier.  It reads - 

Dear Premier, 

I write to you to as the Mayor of the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder to express my discontent with the 
Government�s recent proposed changes to the Local Government voting system. 

I believe the proposed changes will politicise Local Government elections and are contrary to the good 
governance of local communities. 

Furthermore I request the State Government immediately justify the reasons for proposing the change 
and indicate why the amendment has been introduced with such urgency without consultation with 
WALGA, and whether it will now be pursued given that it is now clear that the proposed changes are 
contrary to the expressed wishes of WA Local Governments and your own Local Government Advisory 
Board. 

It is expected that my complaint will be prioritised and your response will be provided as a matter of 
urgency. 

Yours sincerely 

Ron Yuryevich, AM RFD 
MAYOR - CITY OF KALGOORLIE BOULDER 

He says in that letter that it is contrary to the expressed wishes of local governments and the minister�s own 
advisory board, of which he has been a prominent and highly respected member for a number of years.  Ron 
Yuryevich is not a Johnny-come-lately to local government.  He has been around for a long time and has been a 
president of the Western Australian Municipal Association and WALGA, I am told by my expert in local 
government, the member for Moore.  He is a person with some credibility in local government.  He is the 
minister�s own local mayor, so surely the minister would take notice of what he says.   

I mentioned that, at the very least, if the Labor Party in Western Australia imposes this system of voting on local 
government in Western Australia, it should admit that it intended to do so, and the Labor Party, the minister and 
the Premier should apologise to local government in Western Australia for introducing legislation that will have 
such a major impact on local government in this state. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I put on the record that the Leader of the Opposition was out of the chamber when I 
made my point earlier this afternoon that he was the minister when this new act was introduced.  I praised the 
new act and I thought that it was a very good one, and that is why there have been so few amendments in recent 
years.  The Leader of the Opposition says that he wants to keep politics out of local government.  Good!  As I 
have said, the system under this bill has more chance of doing that than the system that is in place now and the 
system that was in before.  As I said during the second reading debate, I have no doubt that any political observer 
the Leader of the Opposition wants to nominate, who could compare the three systems to assess which would be 
the most effective in allowing political parties to get involved in local government, would find that the current 
system would be first, the previous system would be second and the proposed system would be third. 
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I want to comment on the point raised by Ron Yuryevich.  I am aware of the letter read by the Leader of the 
Opposition.  Ron saw me last week at a function in Kalgoorlie and raised his concerns with me.  The 
recommendation in the report goes against the general thrust of the report on which system is considered to be 
the best.  If the Leader of the Opposition reads the report, he will see that I basically say that optional preferential 
is the best, as I - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It�s not optional preferential. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Proportional preferential, I am sorry.  The Leader of the Opposition was correct in 
picking me up. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Optional preferential is closer to the first-past-the-post system. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I know; that is the system in Queensland, is it not?  I do not know why the 
recommendation goes against the general thrust of the report, but if the Leader of the Opposition reads the 
report, he will see that the recommendation does come as a surprise.  Ron was on the five-member board and 
obviously he was one of the two or three who voted to make that recommendation.  However, obviously, three 
members who compiled the bulk of the report said that this proposed voting method is the best.  As the member 
for Moore said, and I agree with him, the proof of the pudding will be in the eating. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Again, before you sit down, how would a single-interest person in the community or a person 
with no political affiliations have a chance to get up when teams of people and organised political operatives will 
be running tickets?   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  As I demonstrated, in 2001 when the weighted Gregory system was used, which is very 
close to the system we are talking about now, the Liberal Party and the Labor Party dominated in the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  The Leader of the Opposition said that will suddenly start in local government.  There were 
five vacancies in that region and candidates from four different parties were elected.  That is not a bad little 
sighter for the Leader of the Opposition, in rifle-shooting parlance.  The proof of the pudding will be in the 
eating, as the Leader of the Opposition finishes his business applications. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I will read out another letter that the Liberal Party received.  This one is addressed to 
Hon Paul Omodei, MLA, and it refers to changes to the local government election system.  It states - 

The Shire of Corrigin opposes the proposed change to the local government election system which 
Council believes has the potential to have a detrimental impact on the good management of Councils. 

Legislation to amend the Local Government Act 1995 to replace the existing first past the post voting 
system with a proportional preferential system of voting was recently introduced without consideration 
or consultation with the local government sector. 

Council supports the views of the Western Australian Local Government Association that a 
proportional preferential system: 

•  Encourages the use of factions and party politics in local government; 

•  Is less understood by voters and more open to manipulation by candidates; 

•  Involves listing the candidates rather than voters aligning with one candidate; 

•  Results in high error rates in completing voting cards; and 

•  Potentially increases the cost of administrating the voting system. 

The Shire of Corrigin seeks your support to oppose the Government�s changes to legislation to 
introduce a proportional preferential voting system for local government elections. 

Yours sincerely 

Julian Murphy 

Chief Executive Officer 

I understand what the minister is talking about in terms of the report from the advisory board.  However, the 
advisory board recommends that the first-past-the-post system remain.  The crux of all this is that no-one has 
been consulted on the bill.  Two different issues are involved.  First, the advisory board recommends that the 
system remain the same; secondly, the Western Australian Local Government Association has not been 
consulted on this legislation, which has far-reaching effects.  The next question in the Shire of Corrigin�s letter 
asks how many more appeals the minister thinks will be generated out of this system.  Everybody is struggling to 
understand the system.  Local governments will be struggling to understand, and people in the community will 
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not understand, if there is any surplus voting, who else will get their votes.  There will be a whole lot of 
confusion in the community and I think it will result in a lot more appeals.  Can the minister comment on that? 

Mr G. SNOOK:  I would like to read a letter from the Shire of Wongan-Balidu to Hon Alan Carpenter, Premier 
of Western Australia.  This is an open letter that was sent to me, and reads - 

Dear Premier 
PROPORTIONATE PREFERENTIAL VOTING / LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

AMENDMENT BILL 

It was recently reported in the Local Government News (Issue 38.06) that the Minister for Local 
Government had introduced into Parliament the above Bill containing an amendment to remove the 
first-past-the-post elections and apply the proportional system of voting which currently applies in vote 
counting for the Western Australian Legislative Council. 

The proportional system of voting is complex.  The Amendment Bill states that details of the system are 
to be described in �Regulations� - 

We have not seen the regulations yet and we do not know when the regulations will be presented.  The 
regulations do not normally come into the Parliament at the same time as the bill, but once again the minister can 
understand the concern of local governments.  The letter goes on - 

however our Association (WALGA) informs me they have no detail as to the content of the proposed 
Regulations. 

It is extremely disappointing that your State Government has introduced this Bill given the resounding 
and outstandingly clear vote against it by 90% of all 144 Councils, not to mention it also being contrary 
to the advice and recommendations of your appointed Local Government Advisory Board 
recommendations. 

What is more disappointing is the manner in which the action occurred, which demonstrates a complete 
disdain and disregard for your signing and your commitment to the State Government - WALGA 
consultative agreement.  The action is in total contradiction of the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Developments own Board advice. 

Premier: I urge you on behalf of our constituents - the residents of WA whom we represent as your 
representative at the local level (the State�s closest tier of Government): to reconsider the Bill and retain 
the current system of voting.  More importantly - I urge you to re-pledge your commitment and bring 
faithfulness to your consultation agreement with Local Government by ensuring this and other proposed 
changes which impact on Local Government (and its residents and ratepayers) are carefully considered 
via the adopted consultation protocol. 

We will respect you and your Government for making decisions that go against our and our 
constituents� wishes, but only if we are consulted as part of the process.  To flaunt the agreement when 
it suits you and your Government is the epitome of hypocrisy and thereby dishonours the position of 
Premier. 

Premier: I request you restore integrity to due process, acknowledge your Government has failed to 
abide by its coalition agreement and recall this Bill now. 

Yours faithfully 

Duncan Holme 
SHIRE PRESIDENT 

That is a very powerful letter.  This is the reason that numerous other councils are employing me to make this 
point.  I raise that so that it is placed clearly on the record as a strong conviction of this local government�s view.   

The SPEAKER:  Before I give the call to the member for Hillarys, I wish to mention to the newer members in 
the house that standing up and reading letters is not actually part of a debate.  In fact, the rules indicate that 
members reading from documents should limit those quotes to a few lines, not entire documents.  The last two 
contributions from the member for Bunbury and the member for Moore were basically the reading of letters into 
Hansard.  Members should bear that in mind.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will not be reading any letters.  What I have to say will come from my heart and from 
my head.  This will be my only contribution to the consideration in detail stage.  We are considering clause 16, 
which is the corrupt electoral system that this minister and this government want to impose on the voters in local 
elections in Western Australia.  We have seen a vote to refer this bill to a committee defeated tonight, and we 
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have seen a vote to split the bill, which was a very sensible motion, defeated earlier today.  This is all in relation 
to clause 16.  We have seen nothing today but arrogance and rudeness and total disregard for the consultation 
process that this government promised when it took power in 2001.  That is reflected completely in this clause.  
This clause is the most important one in the bill, as far as I am concerned.  The minister has still failed to answer 
the question I have put to him time and again in relation to this clause; that is, who came to see the minister, the 
Minister for Local Government and Regional Development in the other place, or anyone else in the government 
and said that they desperately wanted this system of voting in local government elections?  No-one has done that.  
This has been done by this little pinko, commo group within the Labor Party that is determined to have its own 
way.  We saw it with the gay and lesbian legislation and the decriminalisation of cannabis - all this social reform 
rubbish that we keep seeing from the government.  I thought the government would have got all that out of the 
way in its first four-year term, but we are seeing it again tonight - more social agenda inflicted on the people of 
Western Australia.  This government will stand absolutely condemned for its total disregard for the wishes of the 
people of Western Australia.  The people of Western Australia do not want this crap system of voting.  That is all 
it is; it is a dreadful system of voting.  The government is inflicting on the people the same voting system that it 
has in the upper house of the Parliament.  If the government thinks the general public can understand how that 
voting system works, it is living in cloud-cuckoo-land; it is off with the fairies.  I have said that about many of 
the government ministers - I think they mix with the fairies too much, and that is probably the trouble.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Such as?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will elaborate one day.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Your homophobia is as embarrassing today as it was then. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister has contradicted himself today.  He said that his sons could not understand 
the first-past-the-post voting system.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  One of them could not.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not believe the minister; his sons must be more intelligent than that.  The apple does 
not fall far from the tree.  The minister is not an unintelligent person.  As I said before, he is a businessman; he is 
in the wrong party.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You were calling me a commo, pinko lefty a second ago.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He is now.  He has been brainstormed.  It is dreadful what these people will do to decent 
people, and how they can change the decent person into the sort of person the minister is today.  Actually, I do 
not think the minister is responsible for this legislation.  His mate in the upper house and the Attorney General 
are responsible for this sort of rubbish legislation.  I do not think the minister for one minute would come up 
with this type of voting system himself.  I have more respect for the minister, but he unfortunately must carry 
their rubbish through this house.  He will do it with a smile on his face as he knows he cannot do it any other 
way.  This is the worst system of voting for local elections we could ever have.  If the minister is trying to 
encourage people to vote in local elections, he is going the wrong way about it.  People like the first-past-the-
post system.  The minister does not like it because it is not the best system for getting his mates elected in local 
elections.  The government wants to control every local authority in Western Australia.  The minister referred 
back to when I stood as a councillor for the City of Wanneroo, and then became the mayor, and the fact that I 
belonged to the Liberal Party.  At that time, the person I work very closely with was the late Fleur Frame.  The 
minister would not know her because he is from Kalgoorlie.  Some of the members in this chamber will know of 
Fleur Frame.  She was an official in the Moore division of the Labor Party, but she and I worked on all the local 
issues together.  We worked really well indeed.  There was no politics.  She was very happy to recommend that 
her people vote for me when I stood, and I would do the same for her.  However, the system that is being 
introduced here through the little pinko, commo group within the Labor Party will be the rubbish legislation of 
local government elections and the minister will stand condemned.  This bill will be split in the upper house, I 
can guarantee that.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Regardless of whether or not this is a good system of voting, the fact remains, to put it in 
the minister�s words - in the rifle-sighting parlance I think he used - the minister and the Labor Party are well 
and truly within the shooter�s spotlight, and no matter where they run or dodge on this issue, local government 
has them well and truly in its sights.  This system is very difficult for the layperson to understand.  It is so 
difficult that it was considered by a Court of Disputed Returns a couple of elections ago, whether it was the 
Gregory system or not.  If the minister wants to get under my skin in relation to rifle-sighting parlance, he can 
just make my day.  I have tolerated a fair bit from his side, and I am not prepared to cop very much more.  

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I did not make that inference.  
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I appreciate that very much.  The problem with this legislation, more than anything else, is 
that it is being imposed on local government without any forewarning or consultation.  Why would the mayors 
and presidents of councils right around Western Australia write to the Premier, the minister and members of the 
opposition in the way that they have?  It is unprecedented.  The minister must accept that it is unprecedented in 
all the time that I have been in this Parliament, and I have been a member for 18 years this year.  At the very 
least, if the minister wants to get this legislation through with some credibility, he should go out and apologise to 
local government and to the members of this house for the way in which this legislation has been introduced.  It 
is no reflection on the people within the Department of Local Government and Regional Development.  They are 
obliged to do the government�s bidding, and they will provide legislation that fits the government�s 
requirements.  However, whether it is truth or perception, local government does not like the proportional 
preferential voting system for local government.  The minister can say as much as he likes that the first-past-the-
post system can be rorted, but it is still the simplest way for an elector to vote.  Given that local government 
voting is voluntary, we all know that the numbers who vote in small local governments are higher than those in 
larger local government areas, where the percentage of voters turning out is between 20 and 30 per cent.  
Therefore, 70 per cent of the people in the electorate are not voting.  When a candidate is elected in the first-past-
the-post system with four, 10 or 15 per cent of the vote, it is still a legitimate way of voting.  The person who 
gets the most votes wins.  Whether that person has four per cent of people voting for him and 96 per cent of 
people not voting for him is hypothetical.  The largest number of people voted for that person.  It is so simple to 
count.  It might be said that a group might try to kick the sitting member out by running multiple candidates or 
whatever.  If that person is good enough, he will get more votes than the next person.  However with a 
preferential voting system, there is example after example, whether it be exhaustive preferential, limited border, 
optional preferential or this system of proportional representation.  The fact remains that the system in place at 
the moment is the one preferred by local government in Western Australia, and the state government in the state 
should accede to local government sentiment and keep that system in place.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Mr Speaker, I ask you for your guidance.  I have an extract from the other house that is 
in Hansard.  Can I read part of that into my contribution? 

The SPEAKER:  The member can read part of it. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  It shows just how complex this legislation is.   

The SPEAKER:  The rule that I have on the reading of documents is that it should be limited to a few lines and 
the document should be paraphrased.  It is up to the member to comply with those general rules.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I will do it as succinctly as I can.  I will not read the question, but I will read the 
answer.  On Tuesday, 24 October 2006, Hon Robyn McSweeney put a question in three parts to the Minister for 
Local Government.  The question asked the minister to outline the reason that the government wants to change 
the system.  It referred to the bill being introduced without consultation and the television campaign that the 
Western Australian Local Government Association has put up against the government.  The answer reads - 

 I thank the member for the question. 

 (1)-(3) The government believes that the first-past-the-post system is a better and more equitable 
voting system.  It is the same system we use to get elected to this house -  

He was asked whether that was correct and he said - 

 Such a system of voting will provide better community representation on local governments.  The 
government started consulting on this reference to the Local Government Advisory Board on 
sustainability and electoral reform back in October last year. 

Does the minister agree with the Minister for Local Government�s response?  Perhaps he was confused about 
this issue and was caught up in the complexity of the voting system and what he was bringing into the 
Parliament.   

Amendment (deletion of words) put and passed. 

The SPEAKER:  The question is that the words to be inserted be inserted.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have not participated in this debate but I heard the member for Bunbury ask a question and 
it appears to me that the minister was about to get to his feet but was too slow and the question was put.  Perhaps 
this is an opportunity for him to respond.   
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Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will deal with a few matters that were raised.  The Minister for Local Government 
made a mistake when he explained the two systems and he used the wrong wording.  On reading the answer to 
that question, the member would be confused, and he freely admits it.   

As a resident pinko-commo-lefty in the Labor Party -  

Mr G. Snook:  The truth is out.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Hillarys never says anything that is wrong.   

The member for Bunbury said that this system is less understood.  He is right.  That is the reason it will be the 
job of the Department of Local Government and Regional Development to make sure that it conducts seminars, 
provides voting manuals and creates the software so that on the night of the election the results can be known 
when the information is put into the computer.  The department will provide general information to any local 
government authority that requires it.  The member said that a letter from the Shire of Corrigin indicated that this 
would lead to high error rates.  I think the opposite.  I am not denigrating my sons, but they have voted in federal 
and state elections, which use the numbering system - one to four in one case and one to six in the other - and 
they find that at local government elections they do not number anything; it is a different method.  Whether it is 
Senate, House of Representatives, Assembly or Council, we have a numbering system.  However, the system is 
totally different for local government elections.  The existing system will cause confusion, if not for local 
government, for young people when they vote at one of the elections I referred to.   

I correct the member for Moore�s assertion that 90 per cent of the 144 councils are opposed to this system.  
Ninety per cent of the 55 per cent that responded were opposed to it, and when I attended the South Kalgoorlie 
Primary School, that would have been less than half.  The Leader of the Opposition said the first-past-the-post 
system could be rorted.  His colleague the member for Hillarys gleefully pointed out that when he was the mayor 
of a London borough it was dominated by politics and it used first-past-the-post voting.   

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed.   

Clauses 17 and 18 put and passed.   

Title put and passed.   
 


