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ELECTORAL REFORM (ELECTORAL FUNDING) BILL 2006 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.   

Clause 6:  Part VI Division 2A inserted - 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

The SPEAKER:  My understanding is that we are debating clause 6, proposed section by proposed section.  We 
are still debating proposed section 175LA.  If no member wishes to speak to proposed sections 175LA and 
175LB, we will move on to proposed section 175LC. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The amendments contained in supplementary notice paper version A, which has been 
circulated, are to change words at three places in the clause.  Individually they do not make much sense, but the 
three all relate to the same page and the same clause.  I therefore seek leave to move them en bloc. 
Leave granted. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I move -  

Page 4, line 7 - To insert before �$1.39413� -  
taken, as at 30 June 2006, to have been 

Page 4, line 10 - To insert after �amount� - 
is taken to have been adjusted on 1 July 2006  

Page 4, line 11 - To insert after �each� - 
subsequent 

The effect of the amendments is to give a starting date to the amount that is specified in the legislation as being 
the amount for a first preference vote.  At the moment it is undefined and, therefore, there is no date from which 
one can readily say that indexation will apply.  The figure of $1.39, or more precisely $1.39413, is derived 
directly from Queensland.  If my memory services me correctly, when the legislation was last in this place some 
three years ago, the figure was about $1.29.  Under the formula that will apply, on 1 July each year that amount 
will be indexed.  The amount currently contained in the legislation is the amount that was in force in Queensland 
prior to 1 July this year.  These amendments will give the figure of $1.39, as at 30 June 2006, and thereafter they 
will amend the adjustment clause to allow for a subsequent adjustment from 1 July 2006 and 1 July each year 
thereafter.  We are taking the Queensland figure as it applied from 1 July 2005.  That is the base figure that 
remains in the legislation.  This provision prescribes that the figure is taken from that year, when it was $1.39 per 
vote, and provides that base for indexation from here on. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I was pleased to see this amendment, not that I agree with it, but because I asked a 
question relating to it in my second reading speech. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is what drew my attention to it.  We can thank the member for that. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I was going to be modest.  I would like the minister to clarify some matters.  The figure 
has been taken from the Queensland date of 1 July last year. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  How many times will it apply before the election is held in February 2009?  Will it be 
calculated two or three times? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Three times. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It will be calculated three times.  If the consumer price index increases by four per cent, 
what will the amount be in February 2009? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  In response to an earlier question, the member proved she had a far better grasp of mental 
arithmetic than I do. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I did it only once.  I assumed that the figure would need to be recalculated only twice, 
but the minister is saying it will increase three times from the amount shown here of $1.39413.  What is the 
figure likely to be if the CPI increases by four per cent each year? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have not done the calculation because the future percentage increase in the CPI is 
theoretical. 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I acknowledge that, but I want an approximation of what it will be. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I will ask the staff to do that.  Assuming that the CPI increases by four per cent each year, it 
would be an extra three lots of four per cent.  However, that figure may or may not be correct; I do not know. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It is around $1.50 or $1.60. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It will be about $1.50 or $1.60. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If the member says so; I haven�t done the calculations. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That is what my colleagues are telling me, and I trust their mental arithmetic skills.  If it 
were to be $1.50, what would the total appropriation be? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I am told it would be closer to $1.60. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Are there any advances on $1.60?  If it were to be $1.60, what would be the amount of 
the total appropriation? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Again, this is a very off-the-cuff figure, but it would be about $350 000 or $400 000 extra 
on top of the figure I gave in my second reading speech of how much it would have been at the last election. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is about $3 million. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Slightly more than $3 million. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Will there be four increases in this amount before the next election? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Will the figure be calculated on 1 July each year? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is right. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This amendment says that the figure of $1.39413 had effect as at 30 June this 
year.  That is the figure it would have been if the legislation had been in place at that date. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That�s right. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  On the next day, 1 July, there would have been an increase. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That�s right. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  At what stage will we get the first CPI figures so that we can adjust them? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We can adjust them now. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is my question.  What is it?  This is an example of inflation, because 
already it is not $1.39.  As we speak it has just increased.  This is another reason why the legislation should have 
been delayed to give us time to consider it. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The Perth CPI for the 12 months to March this year was 4.22 per cent. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister must have done this calculation and he must be able to tell me 
what the figure is right now. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  I have just told the member what Perth�s CPI is. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister has not told me what the figure will be.  In the legislation it is 
stated as $1.39413. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  The member asked me what the Perth CPI was, and I told him - 4.22 per cent. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Tell me what it is.  The minister needs a calculator!  He has not even worked 
it out yet.  He is asking for $3 million of taxpayers� money and yet he cannot tell us how much it will cost them. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I would like to hear more from the member for Leschenault. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Would the member really?  Using the current rate of CPI of 4.22 per cent would give a total 
of $1.45 as at 1 July. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  On the knocker? 

Dr E. Constable:  How much is it to five decimal points? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is $1.45302. 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The news is that the poll tax has just gone up.  If anyone from The West 
Australian is listening, he will have heard that the poll tax just increased from $1.39 to $1.45. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  As it will on 1 July each year. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely; it will go up again and again.  It will be between $1.60 and $1.70 
at the next election.  I am trying to illustrate that even the minister did not have at his fingertips the figure 
effective as at today�s date.  That is another reason why the legislation should have been delayed. 
I have another matter to raise regarding proposed section 175LC.  The minister�s amendment to be made to line 
10 is to insert after the word �amount� the words �is taken to have been adjusted on 1 July 2006�.  I am not 
being pedantic; I want to make sure the legislation reads correctly.  The minister�s amendment does not propose 
to delete any words.  If no words are deleted, proposed subsection 175LC(2) will read �The election refunding 
reimbursement amount is taken to have been adjusted on 1 July 2006 is to be adjusted for each financial year�.  
Is there a word missing? 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  No.  What does the member say is ungrammatical? 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Should there not be an �and�?  It will state �The election refunding 
reimbursement amount is taken to have been adjusted on 1 July 2006 is to be adjusted for each financial year�.  
That is ungrammatical.  Either the word �and� should be inserted, or it should be rephrased to read �The election 
funding reimbursement amount, taken to have been adjusted on 1 July 2006, is to be adjusted�.  It should be one 
or the other.  It needs tidying up.  That is another reason why the legislation should have been delayed. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It was parliamentary counsel�s view that the word �and� was unnecessary to achieve that 
effect.  To make it simpler English, the inclusion of the word �and� would make it clearer, although it is 
unnecessary.  It the member wants to make an amendment to it, I would happily agree to it, because it would 
make it simpler.  However, it is unnecessary. 

Dr E. Constable:  It should read �for each subsequent financial years�.  It should be plural �years�, not the 
singular �year�. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The word �each� covers that.  It would read �each subsequent financial year�. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Minister, if you just move to insert �and�, I�ll support you right now. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I think I might do that.  I move an amendment to my amendment to page 4, line 10 - 

To add after the words �1 July 2006� the word - 

and 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I rise very briefly to indicate that the opposition will not be supporting this amendment.  I 
understand the minister�s desire to adjust the figure.  I suspect that this retrospective application of an amount 
and the use of 30 June this year is probably to try to bring us back in line with the Queensland model.  The 
reason I oppose the amendment is quite simply that my party room endorses the bill with the figure of $1.39413 
in it. 

Dr E. Constable:  It has to be adjusted.  Is that what you are saying? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Not at all.  If the member reads the bill, which we also support, it quite clearly outlines the 
CPI increase.  While we will oppose this amendment - in fact, we might all oppose this amendment - my 
instruction from the party room is quite clearly that that should be the baseline figure.  I will follow those wishes 
as best I can.  We accept the need for a CPI adjustment to the figure.  I do not accept the point that the member 
for Churchlands was about to raise, that the figure would be fixed.  The provision quite clearly provides a CPI 
proviso.  It is unnecessary to adjust it at the start of every financial year.  I cannot see why it cannot be adjusted 
at the time of the election to encapsulate the sum of the CPIs over subsequent years.  There will be no difference 
to the outcome. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition suggesting that the CPI adjustment 
should take effect because the original legislation did not make that clear?  Does he think we should go to the 
next election with $1.39?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No.  I accept the point made, having re-read the bill.  I understood that it would start on 1 
July next year and be subsequently - 

Dr E. Constable:  It is part of the proclamation. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The first 1 July after the bill receives royal assent. 

Dr E. Constable:  This adds an extra adjustment. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  We support maintaining the real value of the amount through the CPI adjustment.  We will 
be opposing the amendment, but we support protecting the real value of the electoral funding via the inclusion of 
CPI. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O�Gorman):  We are dealing with the amendment to the amendment, 
which is the insertion of the word �and�.  That will be the question we will vote on first.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Even though we might not support this clause - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I thought you were going to support the �and�. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Even though we might not support the clause, we have to support the �and�.  
As a bit of trivia, in Bahasa, the word for �and� is �dan�.   

Amendments, as altered, put and passed.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have another question in relation to proposed section 175LC as it relates to 
subclause (4), which says - 

If, for a particular financial year, adjustment of the election funding reimbursement amount would 
reduce the amount, the amount is not to be adjusted for the year.   

If the CPI goes backwards - if we have deflation, or stagflation - we do not take the value backwards.  I agree 
with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who said that we support maintaining the real value of the funding.  
Obviously, if the CPI goes backwards, to support the real value of the funding we have to reduce the amount.  
Otherwise, why have CPI?  The idea of CPI is to maintain the real value of something.  As the implicit price 
deflator starts going north, we get an increase through the CPI.  It is a crude mechanism because the first CPI 
does not obviously relate to all the factors of increased election expenditure.  It is probably one of the best 
methods we can get if we are going to do this. 

Dr E. Constable:  Could we do the same thing with ministerial salaries? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is a good idea.  I wonder why we need subclause (4).  I would have 
thought we would not need it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Leschenault is correct.  It is undoubtedly a matter of pure logic.  We have 
taken the provisions from the Queensland legislation and also from the existing political funding regulations.  
We have also used our own political funding regulations.  That is the rationale.  That is the model that we have 
adopted and it contains that provision.  Things will only go forwards, not backwards.  We will be able to identify 
the provision in the funding regulations that contains that savings clause.  I will let the member for Churchlands 
know where it is.  I cannot put my finger on it at the moment.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  If there are no other questions on proposed section 175LC, we will move to 
proposed section 175LD, �Claims for payment�. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I like some confirmation of my understanding of proposed section 175LD(2), which says 
that only a party can claim if someone stands under the name of a political party.  Is that correct?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think that is subsection (3).   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  What is subsection (2) telling me?  Is it saying that only a party can lodge a claim?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  What is subsection (3) telling me?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is saying what would happen if, for instance, there were two by-elections on the one day.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  That leads me to ask a question I meant to ask a moment ago, particularly now that the 
minister has mentioned the word �by-election�.  If a by-election is held between now and February 2009 and this 
bill has been proclaimed, will this subsection apply?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes, from the date of proclamation.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Churchlands has raised the point that there could be a by-election in a 
Labor seat somewhere. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Not somewhere closer to the river and the ocean? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  One never knows.  It is a fair point and I am sure there is nothing devious about what is 
proposed.  My understanding was that this legislation would apply at the next election.  If it were to apply at a 
by-election, that would be contrary to everyone�s understanding of the situation.  I very strongly urge that that be 
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clarified and that public funding should apply only at the time of the next general election, not at a by-election.  
It would be quite against what is commonly understood in the community if something different were to happen.  
Perhaps it has happened by accident.  However, it is a salient point that it should not apply to a by-election but 
should apply at the next general election.  I urge the minister to do that.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It was certainly everyone�s view that this provision would apply at the next election.  I 
think that was done without thinking about the possibility of a by-election as, fortunately, by-elections are 
relatively rare in this house. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  They do pop up; there have been a few. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Not in recent times. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Since 2001 there has been Nedlands. 
Dr E. Constable:  Victoria Park. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Victoria Park this year was the only by-election we have had for five years.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, Nedlands, Merredin and Victoria Park. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, but that was more than five years ago.   
Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Okay.  The thinking was that there had not been a great number of by-elections.  
However, the law will be the law as at the date of proclamation.  It is not something that I feel strongly about at 
all, but I would be relaxed about members moving an amendment to ensure the funding provisions come into 
effect at the date of the next election if they feel particularly strongly about it.  Frankly, I do not think it matters 
one way or the other.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I think it does matter and that after the next general election it will apply to by-elections. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I cannot see any great principle involved in this.  It is not something that I thought at all 
about before the issue was raised by the member for Churchlands.  However, if the Parliament has a public 
funding regime from the time the bill is proclaimed, that is the way in which it ought to apply.  I do not see any 
advantage to one side or the other because we had not thought it would apply in the interim, as I do not believe 
any by-election is contemplated. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You never know; somebody might kick the bucket! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Exactly, but there is no contemplation of one that I am aware of. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You should cover that eventuality. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands might get majority support for that proposition. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  If the redistribution goes through, there might be a by-election.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I do not see any great principle involved in this issue.  The thinking was that the 
legislation would apply at the next election.  Once the law is the law, it seems to me that the funding ought to 
apply.  However, frankly, I do not care all that much about it.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I did think it would apply to a by-election. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It will. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know; I thought it would. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You have shown greater insight than I have shown! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Absolutely!  The amendment states that this will be the law as soon as the legislation is 
passed. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That means that at any by-election the Independents will be able to stand for any seat and 
recoup their expenses.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  There we are!  Perhaps the public will do more of that, given the circumstances. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am sorry that I did not hear everything that the member for Nedlands said.  I think this 
issue is relevant.  To the extent that the community accepts the legislation, although no-one is particularly 
excited or marching in the streets demanding public funding, it is entitled to expect that it will not apply until the 
next general election.  That would be the public understanding.  I believe that if a by-election is held for any 
reason, there would be a strong public outcry that public funds were being accessed prior to the general election.  
I urge the minister to make an amendment, or perhaps accept an amendment if one comes from the house, to 
make that clear.  The chance is that there will not be a by-election, but history shows that there has been at least 
one by-election in most terms of governments.  There have been three since Labor was elected: Nedlands, 
Merredin and Victoria Park.  History tells us that there is a fair chance that there will be a by-election, as they 
tend to occur for whatever reason.  If it were to apply to a by-election, it would be wrong and against the spirit of 
public understanding and, I guess, would go against the support that the Liberal Party has given to the 
legislation.  The member for Churchlands has raised an excellent point and the minister should make that 
absolutely clear. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It does not worry me.  If someone wants to move an amendment, so be it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The wording is a bit difficult.  It would be nice to get a commitment from the minister 
making that clear.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I do not know whether other members, such as the National Party members, have a view. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  We anticipate that it would apply to a by-election. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  A number of members have indicated that they have thought about this matter more than I 
have and that they understood it would apply henceforth.  As with any other law, my view is that it will apply 
from the date of proclamation.  So be it if that date happens to encompass a by-election; I hope it does not.  A 
by-election for one lower house metropolitan seat would involve 20 000 votes; therefore, we are talking about 
$30 000 of expenditure. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It would be $29 000. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It would be $29 000 of expenditure.  Frankly, it is probably not worth getting too excited 
about. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The minister said that some members had thought more about this matter than he had.  
Will the minister indicate whether there is any other part of this legislation that he has not thought very hard 
about? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  If I knew that, I might tell you! 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I return to proposed section 175LC, as I spotted something a bit more 
important than the word �and�.  Proposed subsection (1) states - 

The election funding reimbursement amount is - 

(a) $1.39413; or 

That is taken to be the amount as at 30 June.  Nevertheless, the proposed subsection states an amount.  That will, 
therefore, be the amount, or it will be an amount calculated in accordance with the formula in proposed 
subsection (2).  There is nothing in the proposed section that says �whichever is the greater� or anything like 
that.  Proposed subsection (1)(a) contains the word �or�, so it is either that amount or another amount.  That begs 
the question: which amount is it? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The only way in which the legislation can be complied with is if the greater amount is 
paid.  The legislation cannot be complied with if the lesser amount is paid.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The words �or the greater amount� are not included in the proposed subsection.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is of necessity.  The only way in which the Electoral Commissioner can comply with 
the legislation, and he will comply with both proposed subsections, is by paying the greater amount.  He cannot 
comply with both proposed subsections by paying the lesser amount.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Where does it say that? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is a matter of interpretation.  That is the effect of it.  It is not an uncommon aspect of 
legislation to cast an obligation on the Electoral Commissioner to distribute funds in accordance with the act.  
The only way he can comply with the act is by paying the greater amount.   

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It will never be $1.39413.  We know that it is already $1.45309 or $1.45307, whichever 
figure the minister told us about. 
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Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is right. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Therefore, the amount in proposed section 175LC(1)(a) is incorrect. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is the basis on which the calculation is made. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It is still a silly number to include there, as it will have no bearing on the amount that 
will be paid.  It is just the base.  I would be much happier, given that it is now the middle of September, for the 
proposed subsection to indicate the figure of $1.45, as that would be more accurate. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  As of July next year that figure will be redundant; therefore, nothing turns on it. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I know, but it is only a starting point.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I move - 

Page 5, after line 10 - To insert - 

 (2) A payment under this Division cannot be made for the purposes of a by-election prior 
to the first general election following the commencement of the Act. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I understand the point that is being made, but it is not my intention to agree with the 
amendment.  This legislation has been out and about, and perhaps people have thought about the consequences 
to a greater degree than I have.  However, in the normal course of events, the bill will take effect once the bill 
has been proclaimed.  There is no obvious advantage to one side of the house or the other.  However, on the 
basis of the agreements on this matter that the government entered into with the parties, I am inclined to stick 
with what was agreed to in the same way that the amount in Queensland that everyone understood we were 
talking about was $1.39 per vote indexed on 1 July each year.  It just happens that the $1.39 figure was surpassed 
during the course of drafting the legislation after agreement had been reached, but it obviously could not be 
proclaimed until the figure in Queensland was known.  Therefore, that amendment is perfectly consistent with 
this.  While in a general sense this bill will apply from the next general election, as a matter of true logic it will 
obviously apply from the date of proclamation.  If all the parties in the house agreed with the amendment, I 
would be happy to go along with it.  However, in the absence of that agreement, I am inclined to stick with the 
current wording.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Do you undertake to at least consider it? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Sure.  My point is simply that if the Greens, the National Party and the Liberal Party all 
agreed that it should apply from the next election, I would go along with that without any hesitation.  However, 
the indication at the moment is that that is not necessarily the case.  I think that is the nature of the agreement 
that we have at the moment. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It would be fair to say that we are very mindful of the public perception of this public 
funding bill.  We have argued in support of public funding. We have argued also that it should apply from the 
next election.  In my view it would be inappropriate for us to accept public funding at a by-election prior to the 
next election.  It is just a matter of consistency.  Having had that matter drawn to our attention, as often happens 
when we work through a bill in consideration in detail, I felt compelled, on behalf of the opposition, to move this 
amendment.  I understand the point raised by the minister.  However, it is our intention to support the 
amendment, for the reasons I have outlined.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The minister has indicated that if all the parties were in agreement he would 
be happy to accept this amendment.  The leaders of two of the parties are in the chamber now.  If we pass this 
amendment now and send it to the upper house, it will not get through the upper house without the support of the 
Greens, so the Greens will get an opportunity to deal with this amendment in the other place, because obviously 
the Greens plus Labor have the numbers in the other place. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I agree with that, but I took my lead from the statement from the Leader of the National 
Party -  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The National Party will not be supporting it?  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I think that is what was indicated.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Leader of the National Party has just indicated that he thinks this should 
apply at the time of a by-election.  I have to say, just having had a discussion with the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition, that I will be very glad to be voting with my party again! 

Mr T. Buswell:  We welcome you back with open arms, brother!   

Amendment put and a division called with the following result 
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Ayes (17) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr G. Snook  
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas  

Noes (30) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr J.R. Quigley Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr J.B. D�Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M. McGowan Mr D.T. Redman Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr G.A. Woodhams Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.J.M. Bowler 
 Mr J.H.D. Day Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Amendment thus negatived. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O�Gorman):  Are there any questions on proposed new section 175LE?  If 
not, we will move to proposed new section 175LF  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  One point that has come out of the discussion so far is that because this 
legislation will enable a political party to obtain $1.45 at today�s rate for each primary vote across all the 
electorates in the state in which it fields candidates, provided it achieves at least four per cent in each electorate, 
it may be that in an individual campaign taxpayers refund more money than was actually spent in that campaign.  
An example was given today by the member for Cottesloe when he said that he would spend about $25 000 in a 
campaign.  On today�s rate, a candidate who spent $25 000 on a campaign would pick up around $30 000 for 
that campaign.  Therefore, a political party might gain more money than it had actually spent in a specific 
campaign.  The argument could be that the money has been spent on television advertising for central 
campaigns, which benefits individual campaigns - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  It is an aggregate of local and central campaigns. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This is not about central campaigns.  This is about campaigns in individual 
seats.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  No.  It is both. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No.  It relates to candidates in elections, and electoral expenditure in those 
campaigns.  The way the recoup is designed obviously includes centralised advertising and so on.  I understand 
that.  However, it comes back to the point of principle that if we are to provide public funding for expenditure in 
election campaigns it should relate to those specific campaigns.  As I have said before, believe it or not, at the 
next election there will be 59 individual campaigns in this state.  That is how the Westminster system works. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 7 to 13 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.A. McGinty (Minister for Electoral Affairs) and transmitted to the 
Council. 
 


