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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [9.28 am]:  I move - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the One Vote One Value 
Bill 2005 to proceed through all stages prior to the completion of the Address-in-Reply and without 
delay between the stages. 

In speaking to the motion, I clearly do not and will not enter into the matters contained in the bill, because we are 
dealing with a procedural matter, which is to give precedence to the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 over the 
Address-in-Reply.  Under standing orders the Address-in-Reply would have precedence over government 
business for seven days.  Therefore, it is unusual that the government would seek to bring on government 
business in this bill during this period.  However, members are well aware that for 100 years the Australian 
Labor Party in Western Australia has espoused and championed the principle of reform to ensure that the people 
of Western Australia have equal rights when electing their members to this Parliament.  Regrettably, the 
electoral system in Western Australia falls way short of that.  Therefore, we continue to take up whatever 
opportunity is available to us to try to provide equal rights to the people of Western Australia when electing this 
Parliament.  We believe that we have a very clear mandate for that.  We have been elected now at two elections 
in a row when it was our clearly espoused policy that we would seek to give equal voting rights to the people of 
Western Australia.  We now have a special opportunity in this Parliament because of the composition of the 
other place.  We will continue to take up this fight through the various victories that we have had and will 
continue to have so that we can ensure that all the people in this state have equal voting rights.  As the opposition 
said during the election campaign, what we should be about is decisions, not delays.  We clearly now have an 
opportunity to make this decision.  We hope that members in both this chamber and the other place will seize 
this opportunity and take this huge step towards achieving equal voting rights in Western Australia.  This is the 
only Parliament in Australia that has such a huge disparity in voting power.   

Point of Order 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  The Leader of the House is debating the issue rather than the motion to suspend standing 
orders.   
The SPEAKER:  Order!  The Leader of the House started to speak to the motion.  As is normal in this type of 
motion, a couple of minutes is allowed so that the member who moved the motion can outline a short part of the 
argument and tell the house what the substantive motion will be.  I am sure the minister will be directing his 
comments to the motion to suspend standing orders.   

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I accept your guidance.  I will say no more about why we place 
such importance on this issue.  That will be a matter for the debate that will take place next week.  I think 
members are well aware that this matter has been debated many times in this house.  It will be debated 
throughout next week on the basis of the passage of this motion.  If it were not for the passage of this motion we 
would not be able to do that.  We believe it is appropriate that we seize this opportunity to finally upgrade our 
electoral system and achieve equal voting rights for the people of Western Australia.  Upon the passage of this 
motion, it is the government’s intention that the house will pass the One Vote One Value Bill by Thursday of 
next week.  That will mean that the second reading debate will need to be completed on Tuesday, which may 
mean that the sitting on Tuesday night will conclude later than the normal time.  We will also seek, with your 
concurrence, Mr Speaker, to sit on Wednesday night, which will necessitate a dinner break.  By the time the 
house rises on Wednesday night, which may be quite late, we hope that we will have completed the 
consideration in detail of the bill, which will leave Thursday morning for the third reading debate.  Given the 
number of times this issue has been debated in this place, even in recent years, I believe that will be more than 
adequate time to deal with this issue, and we will certainly be looking to the standing orders if there is irrelevant 
or repetitious debate so that we can get on with the matter.  This is the time for decision.  This is the opportunity 
to ensure that there are equal voting rights in this state.  The government is totally committed to doing that.  The 
passage of this motion will enable the One Vote One Value Bill to pass through the Legislative Assembly by the 
end of next week.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [9.33 am]:  I will address all of the points the minister has just 
made in his attempt to justify the suspension of standing orders in this way.  First, it is important to put on the 
record the significance of standing order 59 and the Address-in-Reply procedure.  I suggest that if members 
opposite are not aware of that standing order, they look at it right now.  Standing order 59 is very clear.  It states 
that immediately following a general election this chamber shall dedicate seven consecutive days exclusively to 
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the debate on the Address-in-Reply.  The Address-in-Reply is a significant part of the parliamentary process.  
One important component of the Address-in-Reply is that it provides an opportunity for new members to present 
themselves to the Parliament for the first time and to make their maiden speeches, in which they can enunciate 
their views and aspirations for their electorates, and also cover any statewide issues that they consider they need 
to bring to this chamber.  That is fundamental to our role as elected representatives.  It is also fundamental to the 
process of representative democracy in this state.  The government is now seeking to break that tradition and put 
a hold on part of the Address-in-Reply debate so that it can deal with a particular piece of legislation.  What will 
happen next week as a result of what the leader of government business has just explained to us is that three of 
the seven days of debate that under the standing orders and procedures of this chamber should be provided for 
the Address-in-Reply will be denied to members in this chamber.  This week we will have had three days in 
which to deal with the Address-in-Reply.  Next week we should have another three days.  However, we will not 
get those three days next week, and we will not get them again in the future, because if this legislation is dealt 
with next week - over our dead bodies - there will be just one day left for the Address-in-Reply debate.   
Yes, this has happened before.  The example that I am about to give will probably be very close to the hearts of 
those Australian Labor Party members who come from a trade union background.  In 1995, the then Liberal 
administration moved an amendment to enable the Industrial Legislation Amendment Bill 1994 to be dealt with 
prior to the adoption of the Address-in-Reply.  However, there is a big difference between what happened on that 
occasion and what the Leader of the House is seeking to do now.  The administration at that time had a mandate 
for that legislation.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  And we do not?  Unbelievable!   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Leader of the House has argued, in a very flimsy way, that the reason 
that we should suspend standing orders and interfere with the parliamentary procedures and the processes of 
representative democracy is that the Labor Party has a mandate for this legislation.  The Labor Party will find out 
in a moment that it does not have a mandate for the motion that the minister is seeking to put toward today.  That 
is one of a number of reasons that members on this side of the house will oppose what the minister is doing now 
and will oppose this legislation at every opportunity.  The Leader of the House said that one of the reasons that 
he expects that this motion will go through is that his government has a mandate to implement this legislation.  
The upper house is currently still constituted as it was after the 2001 election.  Therefore, it could be argued that 
this legislation should come before this Parliament only after the Parliament has been constituted in accordance 
with the wishes of the community as expressed at the election that has just passed.  Accordingly, the minister 
could argue that we should wait until May before this legislation comes into effect.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  That would not be a bad argument, would it?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There is something to that argument.  However, even if that were the case, 
the government would still not have a mandate for the initiative that the minister has brought into this chamber 
today.  The issue of one vote, one value was not fought in earnest in the metropolitan area.  However, it was a 
significant issue in country electorates across the state, mainly because the Liberal candidates took up the fight 
with their Labor opponents on this issue.  The Labor Party lost two seats to the Liberal Party at the election.  
Both of those seats were country seats.  The minister and the government are claiming that they have a mandate 
for this initiative.  However, when that initiative was aired in the community at the last election, the Labor Party 
lost two seats.  Of the 23 country seats that exist at the moment, the Liberal Party holds 10, the National Party 
holds five and the Australian Labor Party holds eight.  That is hardly a mandate.  After the 2001 election, the 
Liberal Party held nine seats, the National Party held five seats and the Australian Labor Party held eight seats, 
and there was an independent in the seat of Pilbara.  The redistribution of boundaries and the retirement of the 
independent member for Pilbara gave the Australian Labor Party 10 country seats based on those 2001 results.  
The ALP should have won 10 seats in country areas at the last election to hold ground, but it lost two of those 
seats.  Of the 18 seats in the agricultural and south west regions, for example, only four are now held by the 
ALP.  The former member for Bunbury, who voted against the interests of his community by supporting this so-
called one vote, one value legislation, is no longer a member of this chamber.  We now have a very fine new 
member for Bunbury.  He is one of the conservative members who were elected in the south west region.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There is no doubt it was one of the issues that resulted in the Labor Party 
losing the seat of Bunbury.  The point is that in country areas the Labor Party did not gain ground; it lost two 
seats.  I am battling to work out how the government could interpret that as a mandate for the initiative that the 
minister has introduced to the house today. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I call 32 seats a mandate. 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us look at the Legislative Council in which some 277 695 valid votes 
were cast for the three country regions represented in that house.  Of all those votes, the ALP and the Greens 
(WA) together - the ALP-Greens alliance that wants to reduce country representation in Parliament - was able to 
achieve just 42.1 per cent of the vote.  It could be thought that if the government had a mandate, it would have 
received more than 50 per cent of the vote.  I do not think that the Liberal, National, Family First, Christian 
Democratic, New Country or One Nation parties support this initiative.  They do not want the voice of country 
people in Parliament reduced to a whisper.  Of all those votes, 42.1 per cent supported the parties that support the 
initiative that the minister has introduced to this chamber today.  That is hardly a mandate. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Only a party that made a $200 million costing mistake could argue that we do not have a 
mandate. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the Treasurer would remain quiet, we would like to learn something.  Will 
the Treasurer bring to Parliament the brochure he sent out to his electors in the electorate of Belmont explaining 
to them that he would introduce the so-called one vote, one value legislation? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It has been a Labor Party policy for 100 years. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I do not want to be distracted from what I am saying, but I am delighted to be 
distracted by that type of comment from the Treasurer, because the other minister said the same thing.  It has 
been said that the Labor Party has supported this proposal for 100 years; however, Bert Hawke opposed it.  
Better than that, in 1947 Frank Wise, the then Leader of the Opposition in the Labor Party, described the so-
called one vote, one value - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Does the member for Belmont know how Frank Wise described what this 
government is trying to do now?  The Treasurer has gone quiet because he does not want to hear this.  Frank 
Wise described as evil what the government is attempting to do now.  During the past 100 years, more than one 
leader of the Labor Party has described as evil what this government is trying to do.  To say that the Labor Party 
has fought for this for 100 years is absolute nonsense.  The Labor Party has supported country vote weighting in 
the past.  The mandate argument is another flimsy argument put by the minister to try to support his initiative 
today. 

Of the 23 country seats in the Legislative Assembly, some 271 695 valid votes were cast.  The ALP and the 
Greens combined received 36.5 per cent.  For the lower house electorates in the country, the ALP and the Greens 
did not even receive the percentage of votes they received for the upper house.  They barely scraped past 
receiving one-third of the vote. 

The SPEAKER:  I think the member is rapidly moving to debating the issue.  You started debating the motion.  
However, after listening to you for 10 minutes, I ask you to come back to the motion and not say anything you 
may wish to save for the future debate. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  You have put me in a difficult position, Mr Speaker.  The minister presented 
a number of arguments for why the government needs to suspend standing orders.  He claims that a reason is the 
government has been given a mandate to do this.  I am addressing that issue.  I need to do that thoroughly if 
members are to understand that the government does not have a mandate. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you respectfully suggesting that you reject the Speaker’s ruling? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, no, no.  I am indicating to the Speaker that I will move away from this 
line of argument when I have made the point.  I am sure that the Speaker will remind me again if I dwell for too 
long on the matter.  In conclusion to my comments that the government does not have a mandate to suspend 
standing orders, I point out that the government and the Greens received just 36.5 per cent of the vote in country 
electorates.  Therefore, the vast majority of people in the country did not vote for this initiative.  As the member 
for Belmont has conceded by his silence, this issue was not fought in the metropolitan region.  It is not an issue 
that was promoted during the election by the members for Wanneroo or Belmont or any other metropolitan 
Labor member.  When looking for a mandate, one must look at where the issue was fought and which 
communities were aware of the policy the ALP was espousing at the time.  It seems that its policy has changed 
since the election.  In country areas the combined vote for the Labor Party and Greens barely scraped past 33 per 
cent. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am delighted to take notice of the people when a fair indication of 
community support is demonstrated.  I refer, for example, to the referendum on trading hours in which the 
government was utterly humiliated by the result.  The government went against the policy it took to the previous 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 31 March 2005] 

 p157c-171a 
Mr John Kobelke; Dr Kim Hames; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Matt Birney; Deputy Speaker; Mr 

Max Trenorden; Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Steve Thomas 

 [4] 

election.  It was the government that decided to take the matter to the people, and they put it right up the 
government, and it was glorious!  When the community demonstrates a clear indication of its will, the 
Parliament should follow it.  However, in the case of the one vote, one value legislation, the community has 
indicated it has not given the government a mandate for what it is doing. 
I will make some other very serious points about the motion the government has put before us today.  It is quite 
probable that not all the new members of Parliament - there are 14 of them in this chamber - will be able to 
engage in the Address-in-Reply motion before next Tuesday.  I will give members an example.  The opposition 
will do its best, and it is doing its best, to ensure that new members give their maiden speeches as part of the 
Address-in-Reply motion at the earliest possible opportunity.  Members opposite will notice that we have quite 
deliberately been allowing our new members to speak first before the members from the previous Parliament 
make their contributions to the Address-in-Reply motion.  In good faith, we are working to enable matters in this 
Parliament to progress in a speedy manner.  However, despite our good efforts, as a result of this inordinately 
rushed motion, some of our members may not be able to give their maiden speeches before the one vote, one 
value legislation is introduced.  In effect, their maiden speeches to Parliament will take place when we debate 
this insidious legislation. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The house rose an hour early last night, so we are not short of time. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I point out that I did not see many members of the Labor Party engage in the 
Address-in-Reply motion.  It is almost as if an order has gone out that Labor Party members must keep 
absolutely silent because the government has legislation it wants to ram through Parliament.  I will touch on that 
later.  I refer again to the 14 new members.  The member for Murray is at a very important conference today 
concerning his shadow ministerial responsibilities.  Therefore he is unable to speak to the Address-in-Reply 
motion today and will not be back in Parliament until next Tuesday.  In effect, the government is denying at least 
one new member of Parliament - indeed a country member of Parliament whose constituents have a huge amount 
of interest in the legislation that is the subject of this motion - 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Was he here yesterday?  There was time for him to give his speech yesterday. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This motion was not introduced yesterday.  I do not know whether the 
minister has noticed, but we are dealing with it now; we were not dealing with it yesterday.  We cannot jump in a 
time machine and ask everyone to take their seats and deal with this motion yesterday.  At least one new member 
will not be given the courtesy of being able to present his Address-in-Reply speech before we launch into debate 
on very complex legislation.  Undoubtedly the member for Murray will wish to speak on this legislation to 
represent his community which, along with two-thirds of country WA voters, is opposed to what the government 
is attempting to do.  He is currently attending a Road Safety Council briefing.  We all commend him in his first 
week in the Parliament for taking his duties so diligently and taking a responsible attitude and attending the 
conference as part of his shadow portfolio.  However, it is in no way a reflection on the member for Murray or 
any other member who is not able to speak before next Tuesday.  It is a reflection on the way in which the 
government intends to rush this legislation through.  It is one of the key reasons this motion should not be 
supported. 

Quite frankly, this motion smacks of political expediency.  The minister gave a reason for bringing it forward.  
He said he would use every opportunity available to him.  He pointed out that there is now what he called a 
“special opportunity” because of the current composition of the upper house.  He is saying that, come 21 May, 
the composition of the upper house will change and the government is worried that if its legislation is not before 
the house and dealt with by then, the chances of having it passed will be diluted somewhat.  It is clear what will 
happen; the minister has alluded to that already.  He has certainly indicated it in private discussions with the 
opposition spokesman and me.  This legislation will be rammed through this chamber next week so that it can be 
sent to the upper house next Thursday.  It will then be rammed through that chamber as quickly as the Labor 
Party can possibly manage.  I put the minister on notice that we on the side of this chamber will not fall in line 
with him on this.  We are not going to agree to this motion just for his political expediency.  This motion and the 
legislation behind it have nothing to do with entrenching a principle that the Labor Party says it has espoused for 
100 years.  This is all about entrenching the Labor Party in power.  It would be derelict of us on this side of the 
chamber to not apply the normal and accepted parliamentary procedures to this legislation as we would to any 
other.  It is one of the main reasons we will oppose this motion today.  I remind members on the opposite side of 
the chamber that one of our most fundamental roles as the elected representatives in this Parliament is not just to 
present legislation, as members of the executive do, but to scrutinise legislation most thoroughly to ensure that 
what is sent to the upper house is good legislation.   

I sat next to the former member for South Perth for a few years in my first term in this chamber.  It was an 
invaluable experience because members recognise that Phillip Pendal had the greatest knowledge of 
parliamentary processes and a tremendous ethic to go with it.  He gave me a very clear piece of advice one day.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 31 March 2005] 

 p157c-171a 
Mr John Kobelke; Dr Kim Hames; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Matt Birney; Deputy Speaker; Mr 

Max Trenorden; Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Steve Thomas 

 [5] 

Bear in mind that, at the time, I was a government backbencher.  I was a bit frustrated because some legislation 
was taking a rather long time to get through the chamber.  He very calmly pointed out that good legislation is 
legislation that is not rushed through the Parliament.  Good legislation is legislation that has a mandate and is 
given the opportunity for thorough scrutiny.   

I alluded to industrial relations legislation.  I can remember the last controversial industrial relations legislation 
that the previous administration came to this chamber with.  I remember it had 80 hours of debate in this 
chamber; it was a mammoth effort.  This government is saying now that it does not matter what it takes.  The 
legislation may be short but it is very complex.  It has far-reaching implications for our state’s processes of 
representative democracy.  The government is saying it will ram it through in two and a half days.  The minister 
has said that if we have to talk until one or two o’clock in the morning to finish the second reading stage on 
Tuesday, that is what we will have to do.  If we have to do the same thing on Wednesday and start guillotining 
some clauses, that is what the government will do.  If the government starts putting particular clauses to the vote 
before they have been dealt with thoroughly by the opposition, that is a guillotine by any description.  Mark my 
words, that is what will happen next week.  This legislation will be guillotined through this house in the space of 
two and half days, perhaps less.   

This legislation is extremely complex.  Not only does the government not have a mandate for it, but it deals with 
matters that stem from our constitutional legislation in this state; in other words, the very foundation stone of our 
whole parliamentary and government processes in Western Australia.  The legislation that is the subject of this 
motion goes right to the heart of some of the constitutional legislation and absolutely rips it out.  For example, it 
seeks to abolish the Electoral Distribution Act, which stems from our constitutional acts.  We are dealing with a 
piece of legislation that not only deals with our representative processes of democracy but also the constitutional 
legislation that is the framework of democracy in Western Australia.  I would have thought that if we are to deal 
with something this serious that has such import, we should take more than two and half days and make sure 
there is a mandate for it and so forth.  I will not dwell on other aspects of the issue of mandates.  I will deal with 
them later on because it seems that the legislation does not relate to what the government had been talking about 
prior to the election.  I will touch on the fact later that there is absolutely no mandate for this legislation 
whatsoever. 

Why rush this legislation?  As it has such constitutional importance, why not refer it to one of the standing 
committees?  The Labor Party has shown that it does not really want to use the standing committees unless it 
suits its own political agenda.  We have the opportunity to send this legislation to a standing committee to look at 
it in detail and consider its constitutional and democratic implications.  It could then be dealt with properly in 
this chamber.  But, no, the minister has made it clear that there is, in his own words, a “special opportunity”.  We 
all know that the window of opportunity for the Labor Party closes on 21 May.  The Labor Party is going to belt 
this legislation through this chamber even if it means that the member for Murray is not able to make his maiden 
speech by then, even if it means that the government does not have a mandate, and even if it means we end up 
passing fundamentally flawed legislation to the upper house.  Bear in mind that this legislation does not just alter 
the composition of the Legislative Assembly.  This legislation alters the composition of both houses of 
Parliament.  I would have thought that we would need more than two and half days to debate legislation that 
concerns the future of not just the chamber in which we sit, but also the house of review in this state as well.   

The legislation also does one other very important thing, which is to do away with the notion of entrenching the 
key components of our electoral system.  I touched on this earlier when I said it also deals with constitutional 
matters.  In effect, by passing this motion, we will be saying that we are happy for the government to ram 
through legislation that has such enormous consequences for both chambers of the Parliament, the process of 
elected representative democracy in this state and our constitutional legislation.  The legislation goes to the heart 
of the question of representation in country areas.  It will reduce country representation in the Parliament to 
virtually a whisper.  It will reduce the number of country representatives in this chamber.  It is something that we 
do not take lightly; it is something we will not support.   

It is our firm belief that this legislation needs to be dealt with thoroughly.  We should not be rushing this 
legislation through.  We should take every opportunity to scrutinise not just the words in the legislation but also 
the practical indications of the legislation for many years to come.  Quite frankly, it is something on which this 
chamber should by getting expert constitutional advice.  That cannot be done in this chamber; it is the 
responsibility of a committee to do that.   

The government clearly does not have a mandate for what it is attempting to achieve today.  What it is doing 
today flies in the face of accepted parliamentary process, and would deny at least one new member of Parliament 
the courtesy and opportunity to present his maiden speech before this legislation is presented.  Most importantly, 
the legislation that is the subject of this motion has drastic consequences for country communities throughout 
Western Australia.  For those reasons, the Liberal opposition in this chamber will not support this motion.  We 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 31 March 2005] 

 p157c-171a 
Mr John Kobelke; Dr Kim Hames; Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Matt Birney; Deputy Speaker; Mr 

Max Trenorden; Mr Brendon Grylls; Dr Steve Thomas 

 [6] 

give notice to every Labor Party member that we will oppose what the government is attempting to do at every 
opportunity.  When this matter was debated previously, I made a very important point; that is, that the 
fundamentally important role of members of this chamber is not to represent the interests of their political party 
or indeed their own interests, but to represent the interests of the community that gave us the honour, authority 
and responsibility to stand in this chamber to represent it.  It is interesting to look at the Labor benches.  It is not 
only interesting but also actually quite sad to see that not one country Labor member is in the chamber today 
when an important motion that affects their communities is on the agenda.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  I’m here.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  One member has just slipped back into his seat.  This is the first test for the 
member for Mandurah in this new session of Parliament, as it is for every country Labor member of Parliament; 
that is, to stand up for their communities.  If they are to stand up for their country communities, it is beholden on 
them to join opposition members in opposing this motion and at every opportunity to oppose what the 
government is attempting to achieve.  I bear in mind that the Labor Party lost two seats in the last election from 
country areas.  There is no doubt that one reason for that was the Labor Party’s attempt to silence the voice of 
country communities.  The challenge now for country members is to use this debate as an opportunity to stand 
up for their communities by taking a bipartisan stand with the opposition in support of country communities by 
opposing this motion and ultimately opposing the legislation that the government wants to ram through the 
Parliament next week at any cost.   

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [10.02 am]:  For the benefit of some new 
members of this house and perhaps even the people in the public gallery, I will outline exactly what the Premier 
is trying to achieve with the passage of the grubby little motion that appears on the notice paper today.  To do 
that, it would be best if I read from standing order 59, which states in part -  

. . . no other business that is not of a formal or procedural nature will have priority until . . .  

(b) immediately following a general election after 7 sitting days (including opening day) 
have been dedicated exclusively to the debate on the Address in Reply. 

That has been a standing order for many years, and for good reason; that is, the most important speech that a 
member of Parliament will ever make in his parliamentary career is, arguably, his maiden speech or, depending 
on how members want to refer to it, his response to the Address-in-Reply.  The Premier is attempting to gag new 
members of this Parliament, particularly country members, from contributing to the one vote, one value debate.  
In fact, new members have been given only two days in which to make their maiden speeches, yet a long-
established standing order suggests that they should be given seven days.  I put it to you, Madam Deputy 
Speaker, that the standing order contains a provision of seven days for a good reason: that is about how long it 
takes for all new members to make their maiden speeches.  Yet a grubby little motion on the notice paper 
suggests that new members of Parliament are not important and that their maiden speeches are not important, 
and that what is important is the abolition of country seats.  That will be the net result of the Labor Party’s one 
vote, one value proposition.   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I wonder how country Labor members will vote on this motion.  One of them has now shut 
up very quickly!  I will read the list of country members of Parliament who attach themselves to the Labor Party 
like fleas and who will more than likely vote in favour of this motion.  They are the members for Mandurah, 
Collie-Wellington, Murchison-Eyre, Albany - he is never short of a word - Kimberley, Geraldton and Central 
Kimberley-Pilbara.  I suspect that the member for Albany wandered into the chamber not knowing what we were 
dealing with, because all his colleagues are cowering under the desks in their offices with their hands over their 
heads, wondering when they will be dragged into the chamber to vote in favour of this motion.  I am talking 
about men and women of feeble hearts and minds, who have little strength, conviction or influence.  If they were 
men and women of strength, conviction and influence, they would have said to the Premier and the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs, “Are you completely stupid?  Don’t you know that what you’re about to do is to abolish my 
seat and therefore the representation of my constituents in country areas?”  Yet a member like the member for 
Albany, a man of feeble heart and mind, has attached himself to the Labor Party view that his seat will be 
abolished.  What does it say about an individual who will vote to abolish his own seat?  What does it say about a 
man’s personality when he cannot be a man by putting forward his view and standing by that view?  The 
member for Albany is one such person.  I have outlined the other members who also have little conviction and 
who cannot stand up to their political party.  We should make no mistake: the people in our electorates elect us 
to this house.  They put us here.  We represent them first.  We do not represent some ideology that the Labor 
Party wishes to thrust upon the community.  That is what members of the Labor Party’s so-called strong and 
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undefeatable Country Labor alliance should be about, yet they are all cowering under the desks in their offices.  
Unfortunately, the accident-prone member for Albany stumbled into the chamber at the wrong time.   

Arrogance has a way of backfiring.  The Leader of the House and the Premier have demonstrated just how 
arrogant they are and can be by attempting to force this motion on us.  It effectively means that our new 
members of Parliament, many of whom are country members, will not be able to contribute to the one vote, one 
value debate.  Therefore, the constituents of those country areas will no longer have a say about whether their 
seat stays or goes under the Labor Party’s proposal.  That is the height of arrogance.  I suspect that it will 
backfire on the Premier and the Leader of the House. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why don’t you get up and make a speech?  You haven’t made many since you’ve been here.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I would like to hear that!  I suspect that when I stop pointing out the member for Albany, he 
will sneak out of the chamber.  He will probably slap himself silly for stumbling into the place at the wrong time.  
I will continue to address the member for Albany so that he does not sneak out of the chamber.   

One argument put forward by the Labor Party for its one vote, one value legislation, and therefore the suspension 
of standing orders, is that it has a mandate.  If the government did have a mandate, it would wait until all the 
duly elected upper house members take their seats in Parliament on 22 May before it debated this legislation.  It 
would then have its mandate.  The government is not doing that because it knows only too well that the make-up 
of the upper house will change once the members who were elected at the last election take their seats.  It knows 
that they would not vote for this rubbish, so it would not get its legislation through.  Let us be clear about this.  
Let us dispel the myth that the Labor Party has a mandate.  It certainly does not.  We could almost argue that it 
might have had a mandate during the previous term.  In fact, this legislation did not get through the Parliament 
during the last session because Hon Alan Cadby was a member of the Liberal Party.  He was elected as a 
member of the Liberal Party and voted against Labor’s one vote, one value legislation.  Any argument that the 
government might have had a mandate last time this legislation was debated is dispelled by the fact that it could 
not get the legislation through the Parliament during that session.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  He is the only one with any courage to change his mind. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The member for Albany is a glutton for punishment.  He should put his hands over the top 
of his head, put his head between his knees and just be quiet for a little while.   

The government can rest assured that the opposition will fight this move at every opportunity.  In fact, I heard 
the Leader of the House, perhaps somewhat optimistically, refer to the fact that by next Thursday he would have 
the one vote, one value legislation through.  I suggest that by Thursday next week we will probably still be 
dealing with the long title of the bill.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  If members in the rear of the chamber would like to continue the little debate they 
are colourfully enjoying, would they do so outside so that the rest of us can hear the speaker? 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I’ll see the member for Albany outside in the gardens and I’ll thump him in the ear! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  We will not have any of that, member for Avon.  The member knows the rules of 
this house, and we will not have that sort of chat. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The point that I was trying to make is that the Liberal Party will ensure that this legislation 
does not just get a rubber stamp.  There is an old saying in this place that the opposition will have its say and the 
government will have its way.  I can guarantee members that the opposition will have its say.  I suspect the 
government will also get its way.  However, members of the government should not think that we will have 
normal sitting hours next week and that they will just get this legislation through by five o’clock, because we 
will be here for as long as it takes, and the government will have to guillotine one of the most important pieces of 
legislation that this state has ever seen.  In fact, the government will have to guillotine a piece of legislation that 
deals directly with this state’s Constitution Acts Amendment Act.  Be that on the heads of government members, 
and be that particularly on the heads of Labor backbenchers.  I certainly would not want to be a Labor country 
backbencher who votes for a guillotine motion that deals with the Constitution of this state.  Whatever happened 
to openness, accountability and transparency - the three key words that Premier Gallop has stated on more 
occasions than I care to remember?  In fact, whatever happened to the warm and fuzzy word “consultation”?  It 
is a word that the Premier has used ad nauseam - “consultation”.  He has said, “We are going to consult.  We are 
going to have consultation.”  That certainly will not be the case because the government is wanting to ram 
through this legislation with scant regard for new members of Parliament who will not be able to speak and with 
scant regard for country areas.   
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The member for Leschenault dealt with the issue of the member for Murray - a new member of Parliament who 
fought an exceptionally good fight at the last election and who managed to win a seat in this house.  He is a 
country member, and a very passionate country member at that.  He has been appointed the opposition 
spokesman for road safety.  In that capacity he is today attending a road safety conference.  By Tuesday he will 
not have made his maiden speech; yet this grubby little lot opposite would have him sit silently while they 
abolish his seat.  That is an act of arrogance - in fact, breathtaking arrogance - the likes of which I do not think 
we have seen in modern history, and that is the essence of this motion.   
Be it on the heads of members of the government.  I say to them that they should not think they will win all those 
country seats that are left because only the Labor ones will be left.  I suspect that there will be a significant 
backlash in country areas at the next election, and I suspect that the government will lose some seats that it 
thinks it will win.  I think the member for Albany will probably be one of the first to go, because we will collect 
all his comments about one vote, one value and all his arguments about why his own seat should be abolished, 
and therefore the representation of his constituents, and we will pay money to have those things appear in his 
local newspaper in Albany.  He cannot come into this place and say one thing in order to suck up to the Premier 
and just hope that he might make it to the front bench one day, and then go back to Albany and tell everyone that 
this is a bad thing and that he has told those in the caucus room that he does not like it, yet then come into this 
chamber and vote for it.  Country members of the Labor Party will be like lambs to the slaughter, led by the nose 
to the slaughtering house by the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  It is a very poor reflection on 
them that they would allow themselves to do that. 
I reiterate that the Liberal Party will oppose this motion.  The Liberal Party will oppose one vote, one value 
legislation, and we will stand shoulder to shoulder with country people in Western Australia to protect their 
representation. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [10.14 am]:  Madam Deputy Speaker - 

Mr P.B. Watson:  BBC - bring back Colin! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We will not get into that argument.  There is a very important precedent here - I 
know it has happened before.  Nevertheless, this chamber is meant to comprise 57 people representing their 
electorates.  There are two things in any Parliament; one is the executive and the other is the Parliament itself.  
For the past four years, the Leader of the House has had no mood whatsoever for the Parliament, and that clearly 
will be the case for the next four years.  In the past four years he has shown that he ignores all precedents of the 
Parliament.  I know the public does not give a damn about that, and I know the Labor Party does not give a damn 
about the argument.  However, I am passionate about the Parliament.  There are 800 years of history about why 
the Parliament operates as it does.  It is meant to give people an opportunity to represent the constituencies that 
they have been elected to represent in this house.   
Two events are happening at the same time, and they are significant.  The first one is that the Address-in-Reply 
will be put off because of this bill.  The reality is that the first person who spoke on the Address-in-Reply was 
the new member for Kingsley, and I congratulate her.  However, once she finished her speech, the government 
appeared to have no interest whatsoever in the Address-in-Reply - absolutely none.  The ALP’s contribution to 
the Address-in-Reply is finished.  The only new member spoke first. 
Ms M.M. Quirk:  The member for Central Kimberley-Pilbara has spoken. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  He has been a member of Parliament for 22 years.  It just happens that he was not a 
member of Parliament in this place. 
Mr P.B. Watson:  The member for Girrawheen spoke. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, but I am saying that it was not because she had any great passion to do so.  It is 
just because she decided to participate in the process.  The government has decided that it has no further interest 
in the Address-in-Reply.  What is the Address-in-Reply?  It is one of the very few opportunities for members of 
Parliament to speak about their constituencies.  I really feel sorry for backbench members of the ALP.  They 
were cannon fodder for the past four years, and they will be cannon fodder again.  Of all executives, this 
administration does not allow the back bench of the ALP to get involved in any debate in this house. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  That is why it is called the vegie patch. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, that is why it is the vegie patch.  If the Labor Party had any passion for those 
members, it would put some experienced people with them to allow them to learn what the Parliament is about.  
However, of course, it does not want them to know what the Parliament is about.  It just wants them there for the 
numbers. 
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is a pity that what you are saying is defied by the facts.  Not one member on your side who 
is not a new member has spoken.  We have had a member of some experience speak in this debate already.  
Therefore, what you are saying is totally contrary to the facts.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Does the Leader of the House want to wipe his chin?  Would he like to wipe his 
chin?  I say to the Leader of the House that what has happened is that - I thank the Liberal Party and the Liberal 
Party Whip for the process - we have been going through the speeches of the 12 new members on our side of the 
house.  As has already been pointed out by previous speakers, senior frontbench members of the Liberal Party 
have not been speaking in the Address-in-Reply.  Why?  It is because we have respect for the Parliament, and we 
want our new members to get experience in a process of this house.  I say to the Leader of the House that that is 
the correct procedure.  It just shows the Leader of the House’s arrogance and his ignorance of the processes of 
this Parliament.  He has been an appalling Leader of the House for the past four years, and he continues to be.  I 
like him as an individual, as he knows. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Now you’re hurting me! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I know.  That is right. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Do you? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do.  I quite like him.  Even offering to punch the member for Albany in the ear was 
in jest, of course, because I actually like the member for Albany too.  He is a very likeable individual, and he is 
popular in his electorate, which is fine.  However, this chamber should not be about those animosities; it should 
be about allowing each of us to participate.   

I will get back to where I was before the interjections started.  There are very few opportunities for members of 
Parliament to speak about their constituencies in this house.  I have been a member for 20 years, and I have seen, 
year by year, the removal of opportunities for backbenchers to speak about their constituencies.  For 20 years, 
whether the Labor Party or the coalition has been in power, leaders of this house have wanted to make the house 
the tool of the executive, and nothing else.  It is really important that members fight hard for opportunities to 
represent their electorates.  That is what they are here for.  It is outrageous that the government is removing those 
opportunities for the sake of introducing a gerrymander. 

In a normal year, there used to be three occasions on which members of Parliament could speak generally about 
their electorates.  One of those has now been taken away - which I do not necessarily disagree with - due to the 
practice of having only one opening of Parliament every four years, instead of an opening every year, as was the 
case several years ago.  The opening of Parliament gave every member the opportunity to speak passionately 
about his or her electorate. 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  We let new members speak.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What drivel!  

Now the debate on the budget legislation provides the only remaining opportunity for members to speak about 
their electorates.  After the Address-in-Reply debate is completed this year, for the next four years the only 
opportunity for members of this house to speak on general issues will be the budget debate, and that will be 
limited as well.  We have arrived at the situation in which a member of Parliament receives only one chance each 
year to speak in a general manner about his or her electorate.  Today that situation is being affected again, 
because the government sees a political opportunity.  This is not acceptable.  There should not be a single person 
in this house who agrees with that proposition.  However, there will be; the majority will vote because the 
executive has spoken.  The vegie patch will follow the line because, if they do not, they will be expelled from 
their party.  That is the very simple process. 

The other issue is the bill itself.  This is not a photocopy of the bill introduced four years ago.  In fact, it is a total 
backflip on the bill of four years ago.  This bill reminds me of what happened at a time long before I was elected 
to this house, when Sir Charles Court did something similar to what is being tried here.  Even though I was not 
in Parliament, I know that some of the people who were members of the opposition at the time were violent in 
their objections to what Sir Charles Court did.  However, now the same party in government is doing the same 
thing.  The opposition at the time accused Sir Charles Court of attempting a gerrymander, because he wanted to 
retain a seat in the north west to the advantage of the Liberal Party.  What is the Labor Party doing with this bill?  
It is trying to set in concrete four seats in the north west.  Under a one vote, one value system at least one of 
those seats would go.  This is no different to what Sir Charles Court did in the late 1970s.  However, when the 
Labor Party was in opposition in those days, Labor members railed against the action.  Now, as soon as the 
Labor Party has an opportunity to secure an electoral advantage, it is bringing in this legislation.   
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I am also reminded of the Queensland case.  Most people will not know that the Bjelke-Petersen gerrymander 
was actually put in place by the ALP.  Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen decided to keep it going because it suited him.  In 
the end, he faced much agitation in Queensland, including a royal commission, insisting that the gerrymander 
was corrupt.  The situation here is no different to that gerrymander.  The Leader of the House says that the Labor 
Party has been trying to bring in one vote, one value for 100 years.  Does this bill bring in one vote, one value?  
No, it does not.  It brings one vote, one value to part of the state that the Labor Party does not wish to protect.  
The Labor Party wants to protect four seats, so those seats will be quarantined against what the Labour Party 
says is a 100-year principle.  If that is not arrogance, I do not know what is.  This is a straight gerrymander.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is deliberate deception.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is a straight gerrymander.  I accept the argument that, in principle, the Labor Party 
has wanted to bring in one vote, one value for 100 years.  However, when the Premier went to Kalgoorlie in 
December or January - whenever it was - and made his statement about the north west, it was a total backflip on 
that principle of 100 years.  The Labor Party cannot therefore come into this chamber and insist that it is doing 
this on a principle.  That is not correct.  

I received this bill yesterday.  The Greens (WA) received this bill four weeks ago.  Hon Alan Cadby in the other 
place received this bill four weeks ago.  It is not quite true to say that I received this bill only yesterday.  A bill 
actually arrived at my office and my staff started to look at it, and then someone from the parliamentary staff 
came over in a panic, said that they should not have this bill and took it away.  This electoral bill was delivered 
to my office and then removed because we were not meant to have it.  To the credit of my staff, they correctly 
surrendered the bill back to the parliamentary staff member.  I said this action was correct, because I do not want 
the excellent staff of this house, who do a fantastic job, to get into any trouble because of some accidental action.  
However, if it had been handed to me, it may not have been given back to that parliamentary staff member, 
because if it is fair enough for the Greens and Hon Alan Cadby to receive the bill four weeks early, why is it not 
fair enough for me to receive it at the same time?  I now have today, tomorrow and Monday to look at the 
consequences of this bill.  It will affect the electors in all National Party and Liberal Party seats, and in a number 
of Labor seats.  I have had no chance to scrutinise the bill.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Don’t you work on the weekends? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I know the minister does not, but I do.  I will be down in Boddington on Saturday 
and I will be in York on Sunday.  Where will the minister be?  I will be in Boddington for a Returned and 
Services League memorial service, and in York for the same reason.  Where will the minister be on Saturday and 
Sunday? 

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  At the football.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, I think so.  What arrogance, again!  I would like to go to the Electoral 
Commission and ask what it believes the consequences of this bill will be.  I should have an opportunity to have 
maps drawn up to give an overview of what this bill will do, and how it will change the voting patterns of the 
state.  I cannot do that.  I have no chance to scrutinise this bill, but this scrutiny was never the intention of the 
ALP.  The ALP has not spoken to any National Party member about this bill since the election, and it has 
absolutely no intention of doing so.  It has shown the absolute arrogance of delivering this bill into this place 
with absolutely no consultation. 

I am not saying that you should necessarily do this, Madam Deputy Speaker, but one of the things you could do 
is walk down St Georges Terrace, line up the first 1 000 people you meet and ask them if they are aware that a 
bill has been introduced into Parliament that creates seats for two new members.  See how many of them say 
“yes”.  I would say that none would give that answer; the public is totally unaware that this bill, if successful, 
will create two new members of Parliament.  That is a change of great significance to both houses of this 
Parliament and the public is totally unaware of it.  For the government to ensure the passage of this bill by 
bringing on this urgency motion shows - I am struggling for an adjective without seeming to get too angry - 
absolute arrogance in its treatment of this house and its 57 members.  It is treating us all with contempt.  It will 
be remembered.  It will not be remembered by the public - I disagree with the member who spoke about that 
earlier - because that process does not tend to register with the public, but it is no wonder the public holds us in 
contempt.  It is no wonder members of the public look at us and shake their heads, because we are treating them 
like lettuce. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [10.30 am]:  I congratulate you, Madam Deputy Speaker (Mrs D.J. Guise) on 
re-election as Deputy Speaker.  I am sure that, with those congratulations, you will allow me some leeway in my 
presentation.  I will be brief.   
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The motion before us seeks to suspend standing orders to allow the One Vote One Value Bill 2005 to be 
declared an urgent bill.  Two reasons were given by the Leader of the House in support of this motion: principle 
and mandate.  The Leader of the House takes quite a bit of pride in his contribution to the debate.  I know he 
regards himself as an accomplished debater, but on both of the reasons he put forward to support this bill he is 
incorrect.  There is no longer any principle in the One Vote One Value Bill because of the changes that have 
been made to the north west region.  The Leader of the House said that this has been the principle of the Labor 
Party for 100 years - members have already pointed out that during that time other members of the Labor Party 
have supported vote weighting in country areas.  However, the principle of one vote, one value as it is espoused 
in this legislation is not one vote, one value.  The principle has been thrown out the door.  Why is that the case?  
It is to gain favour for the Labor Party in the north west region.  There is no reason to support the Leader of the 
House’s contention that, given the principle, we should declare the bill an urgent bill.   

The second argument by the Leader of the House was that the Labor Party has a mandate for this legislation; that 
it was re-elected a second time with one vote, one value as part of its election commitments.  However, if the 
Leader of the House truly believes that the mandate from a second election is the reason that this Parliament 
should support one vote, one value and this urgency motion, the Leader of the House must allow the new 
members of the upper house to take their places, because there will be no mandate when the bill gets to the upper 
house before they do.  That is the old upper house; that is the last Parliament.  Many other members have pointed 
out that that is the very issue on which the election was fought.  The election for those seats was fought on the 
basis that those country electorates did not support the one vote, one value principle as it was put forward by the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs, the Premier and the Leader of the House.  The composition of the upper house has 
changed.  Members of the Greens (WA) lost their seats in the upper house because of their support for that 
principle.  It is incorrect for the Leader of the House to claim that he has a mandate in this Parliament to urgently 
push through the one vote, one value legislation.  On principle, this motion should not be supported; as to 
mandate, this motion should not be supported.   

Like me three-and-a-half years ago, the new members have come into this Parliament full of pride and 
enthusiasm for the opportunity to represent their electorates in the Parliament of Western Australia.  
Immediately, two days in, they are already seeing the cynicism of politics that exists in this Parliament.  That 
must be very disappointing for them and members of their families who are here this week listening to them 
make their maiden speeches.  It should also be very disappointing for previous members of this Parliament that 
this is the level we have reached, with the government trying to force through a piece of legislation that, 
according to the ministers and leaders of the government, is based on principle and mandate, when there is no 
principle and no mandate.  The situation is simply that the composition of the upper house, before it changes, 
gives this government a chance to pass this legislation. 

There is another reason why the bill should not be declared an urgent bill.  It was only during the last week of the 
election campaign that the issue of one vote, one value again raised its head.  Before that the Premier had 
discounted it and said it was not going to be an issue, and the Minister for Electoral Affairs said it was off the 
agenda.  Many people, even Labor Party supporters, if they had not read the report of what the Premier said in 
Kalgoorlie or in one newspaper a few days before the election, would have gone to the election believing that the 
one vote, one value issue was off the political agenda; but, no, it is back again.  There is no mandate and there is 
no principle; this is a sham and a disgrace.  I am embarrassed that new members of Parliament and members of 
the community who for the first time are sitting in the public gallery have been subjected to this absolutely 
ridiculous motion.  I will be absolutely disgusted if this motion gets passed and the new member for Murray will 
not be able to make a contribution to the debate because he has not made his maiden speech.  If any members on 
the government side support that, they make a mockery of the democracy we support in Western Australia. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Where are the Labor Party members? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is right.  They will come in and vote on this motion.  They may not even have heard 
that the member for Murray will not be able to make a contribution for his electorate on this most serious issue 
that will abolish his seat. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Why didn’t you do it yesterday when the house rose early? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Because he did not know that this motion was going to be put forward, I suggest.  Will the 
Leader of the House allow the member for Murray to make his maiden speech next week?  It is quite simple. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Of course he can. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  So the Leader of the House will allow him to make his maiden speech next week before 
debate on this legislation commences? 
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  First of all, you are wrong that you did not know, because both your leader and the leader of 
the Liberal Party were told about this some days ago. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  My question is: will the Leader of the House allow the member for Murray to make his 
maiden speech before this debate continues next week so that he can take part in that debate? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We are happy to make allowances and to work cooperatively with your side of the house. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That would be a small concession, if it were made, but it is an important concession for the 
member for Murray.  Once again, my contribution to this debate is based on the fact that the Leader of the House 
put forward two reasons that we should support declaring the bill an urgent bill - principle and mandate - and 
neither of those is correct.  This motion should not be supported. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [10.37 am]:  It was interesting to note that this issue was raised by the leader of 
opposition business and the Leader of the National Party.  The leader of opposition business referred to the 
industrial relations legislation that was introduced into this house in early 1997.  The leader of opposition 
business made clear the reasons for that, recalling that it was not a bill that was being reintroduced in Parliament 
but was a message from the Legislative Council.  I have in front of me some of the debate that occurred on that 
occasion and some of the statements made by members of the current government.   

The motion was moved by the Deputy Premier of the day as follows - 
That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable Legislative Council 
message No 11 in relation to the Labour Relations Amendment Bill to be taken into consideration in 
Committee forthwith. 

That is very similar to the motion just moved by the Leader of the House.  Several members interjected, as could 
be expected.  The Leader of the Opposition of the day, the current Premier, then said - 

I asked a simple question, Mr Speaker.  Perhaps you can answer it for me.  Are we or are we not in a 
Parliament? . . .  
This Government may not think that we need a Parliament.  If that is its view of the world, perhaps it 
will tell us what alternative is available . . . to deal with complex legislation.  The day the Government 
announced it would ram this legislation through before 22 May, all moral authority evaporated. 

The Premier - the then Leader of the Opposition - went on to say - 
We want to debate the legislation.  We want to get to the heart of the legislation to debate it, to 
disentangle it, to point out the legal and constitutional consequences,  . .  

The member for Belmont made the following comment -  
I oppose this disgraceful motion by the Leader of the National Party, a man who has paraded himself as 
a defender of parliamentary convention during many years in opposition.  What a disgrace, what a 
shame that this man has sought to perpetrate such a sleazy, disgraceful trick on the Opposition and on 
this Parliament.  This is a sleazy motion to suspend standing orders to ram through legislation.  

I hope the Leader of the Opposition is listening to this while he is reading.  This could, in effect, refer to his 
motion.  It is a statement from a man who, until recently, sat right next to him.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  The Leader of the Opposition is over there.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The Minister for Local Government and Regional Development’s point is?   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  You said “Leader of the Opposition”.  You meant to say “Leader of the House”.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am referring to the Leader of the Opposition at the time.  I am reading from the 1997 
Hansard, which contains comments by Australian Labor Party members on exactly the same type of motion that 
has been moved by the current Leader of the House.  The then Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the member for 
Belmont, used the word “sleazy”.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Did you support the motion?   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I repeat his words - 
What a disgrace, what a shame that this man has sought to perpetrate such a sleazy, disgraceful trick on 
the Opposition and on this Parliament.  This is a sleazy motion to suspend standing orders to ram 
through legislation.  

I refer to more of his comments -  

Several members interjected.  
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  If the members on my right wish to continue in this vein, they will please 
leave the chamber so that I can hear the member who has the call.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Hear, hear!  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is always easy to tell that the speaker’s comments are getting under the skin of members 
opposite by the level of noise.  The current Deputy Premier then said - 

The role of the Opposition is to scrutinise legislation and to debate it properly. . . .  
That is not the Government’s objective.  Its objective is to ram the legislation through the Parliament 
before it loses the numbers in the upper House. 

He went on to say - 
I know what those opposite will be up to next.  They will be tired of all these speeches from members 
of the Opposition, and may go one step further and gag this debate.  Then when we get to vote on the 
message, - 

At that time the Assembly was dealing with a message.  He continues -  
they will seek to gag that debate as well.  They can do that because they have the numbers; however, it 
will be at a tremendous cost to the Government.  

Those words have never rung more true.  That is exactly what is happening in this case.  I am very surprised that 
the Leader of the House can stand up and speak in this house while keeping the smile off his face.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are admitting that you were incorrect when you voted for that as a government member.  
Is this an apology?  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The circumstances relating to that issue were totally different.  The legislation had been 
through this house and to the upper house and a message had been returned to this place, which was being 
debated.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  What date was the Hansard?   

Dr K.D. HAMES:   Thursday, 15 May 1997.  I can lend the Leader of the House my copy later if he wants to 
read it.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  The legislation had been through the upper house. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The legislation had been through the upper house. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You had no mandate because on 14 November 1996, I think - you can correct me if 
necessary - the then Premier, Richard Court, called an early election and said, “We have done all the business we 
want to do.”  However, after the election he reintroduced the bill, which he said he would not do.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I must admit that I do not recall those circumstances, but perhaps the Leader of the House 
does because he was intimately involved in the debate.  He may recall that at that stage I had just been made a 
new minister with other responsibilities.  Nevertheless, it is my recollection that some minor changes were made 
to the bill in the upper house, and the legislation was returned to this house to endorse those changes.  That is a 
totally different circumstance.  This motion seeks to debate a new bill.  Although the Leader of the House claims 
that it is the same as the old bill, it is fundamentally different.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I never said it was the same.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  He also claims to have a mandate.  I refer to the comments made earlier.  A government can 
claim a mandate if it has made its policy extremely clear before an election.  Following the election and all new 
members taking their seats in Parliament, the matter should then be taken to the vote.  I would consider that to be 
a perfectly reasonable process.  However, the Leader of the House has stood in this house and said that the 
reason for this suspension of standing orders - 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I warn members in this place that it is unparliamentary to bring their mobile 
telephones in here. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I think it was a computer.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  That applies also to laptop computers.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The government does not have a mandate because it does not intend to wait for the new 
members of the upper house to vote.  If a government wants to claim a mandate, it must fulfil two requirements: 
first, it must tell members of the public what it intends to do and, secondly, it must ensure that it has the public’s 
support.   
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It is true that the Premier announced his backflip concerning the Mining and Pastoral Region and that he would 
change the legislation to suit his own purposes.  However, prior to the election he did not announce that two 
more members would be added to the Legislative Council.  That is a crucial change to this legislation.  I am sure 
that if members of the public knew that the government intended to increase the number of members of 
Parliament by two, they would strongly oppose that change.  There is no mandate.  If the government wants a 
mandate, it should wait until after the date in May when the new members of the Legislative Council take their 
seats.  

The Leader of the House said that this issue had been debated many times previously.  I advise that I was not 
here when the legislation was introduced during the government’s previous term and was debated on numerous 
occasions. The representation in this house has changed considerably since that legislation was debated.  I, for 
one, was not here, and I represent in this house the opposition spokesperson on this legislation.  I will therefore 
be responsible for carrying the debate in this house.  Obviously, I have never spoken on this issue before.  In 
addition, 14 new members were elected to Parliament at the recent election.  A quarter of the members were not 
here when this legislation was last debated.  It would be quite reasonable to give all those members, particularly 
since they are so significantly involved, a reasonable opportunity to debate this legislation.  The Leader of the 
House said he wanted to pass the legislation next week and that he would allow a reasonable opportunity for 
debate.  He intends to ram through each clause and use the guillotine at the end of each day’s sitting.  That will 
not provide one-quarter of the members of this house with the opportunity to debate the legislation.   

Obviously, this legislation will affect country people far more than it will affect city people.  Seven seats in 
country Western Australia will be abolished and placed within metropolitan boundaries.  Fifty per cent of the 
new members in this house are country members.  Ten of the 25 country members are new.  Almost half the 
country representatives in this house are new.  I believe that the Leader of the House needs to provide adequate 
opportunity for those people who will be significantly affected to speak on this issue.   

I will refer particularly to the member for Murray.  The member for Murray is a new member of this house.  He 
spoke to me, because I have had past experience, about a conference that he is currently attending.  He was 
worried about taking leave of the house during the first week of sitting.  I reassured the member and said two 
things.  First, the conference relates specifically to his shadow portfolio.  It is a major, full-day conference 
dealing with the issue for which he is the shadow spokesman.  I told him that it was essential for him to attend 
that conference.  I also said to him that the house would provide ample opportunity for him to make his maiden 
speech.  The Leader of the House has asked why he did not do it yesterday.  All of us know that a member’s 
maiden speech is a critical presentation of that member’s views on his or her electorate and the future direction 
that he or she wants to take.  Although I was not here for the debate in which you, Madam Deputy Speaker, 
made your maiden speech, I have read some of the contributions.  You espoused at length your vision for the 
future for both your electorate and this state.  I am sure that at the time, you had visitors in the Parliament to 
listen to your speech.  I am sure that you invited members of your family and support group to listen to your 
maiden speech in Parliament.  The member for Murray had planned to make his speech on Tuesday next week, 
when members of his family and support group could comfortably be present in the Parliament to listen to his 
maiden speech.  Now that will be taken from him.  Unless the Leader of the House gives special dispensation to 
allow the member for Murray to make his maiden speech before we debate this legislation, the member will not 
have the opportunity to do so if he wants to speak on this legislation.  Of all the members of country Western 
Australia, he will be one of the most affected.  He stands a good chance of having a large part of his seat 
swallowed by adjoining seats.  He must represent his constituents properly and speak on that legislation, but if he 
does so, that will be counted as his maiden speech.  He will not get the opportunity to make his maiden speech 
and he will not get the opportunity to have his family and friends present to hear his first speech in this house.  
That is an absolute disgrace.   

I want to engage the Leader of the House on the issue of the member for Murray.  He has heard my explanation.  
He has heard why the member did not speak on Wednesday: he wanted to have his family and supporters present 
to hear his speech.  It was not expected that he would not have the opportunity to speak on Tuesday, despite the 
conversations that occurred.  That is the fact of the matter.  The member for Murray has not made his speech.  
He is at a very important conference that relates to his shadow portfolio.  He should be given the opportunity to 
make his maiden speech.  I heard the comment of the Leader of the House that he would be happy to look at the 
issue.  However, he added a comment that had a sting in the tail.  The sting in the tail is that the Leader of the 
House said that he would look at the issue provided he got cooperation from the upper house.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No; cooperation here, not the upper house.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  My apologies; it was provided he got cooperation in this house.  There are two ways to read 
that remark.  If the Leader of the House is saying that we should back away from our stance of strongly opposing 
this legislation -  
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is not cooperation.  You are making it difficult for your new members by simply going 
on and on, instead of addressing the issue before the house.  I am happy to try to make allowances for the 
member for Murray so that he can make his speech on Tuesday if we can come to some arrangement behind the 
Chair.  You don’t need to take up the time of the house now.  We can do that behind the Chair.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I can recall from my previous time in Parliament the contributions of the Leader of the 
House on issues that were controversial for the Labor Party, and in particular the debate on the labour relations 
legislation.  The Leader of the House was notorious for the length of his speeches, and in particular for their 
acrimony and tedious repetition.  We will oppose this legislation.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I thought they were magnificent contributions to the debate.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  My recollection is that when he was making a contribution, none of the other Labor Party 
members was in the chamber, because they knew full well that he would go on for a significant time.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is why they were such magnificent contributions!   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  We will oppose this legislation as strongly as members of the Labor Party opposed the 
labour relations legislation.  It is time the Leader of the House understood that we will do exactly what he did 
when he sat on this side of the chamber.  I ask the Leader of the House to give the member for Murray the 
opportunity to make his maiden speech before the Leader of the House brings on this legislation, which he is 
trying to ram through the Parliament.  He should allow the member for Murray to have his say with his family 
and supporters present.  If he does not give the member that opportunity, what he will have done will be an even 
bigger disgrace than this already is.   

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [10.56 am]:  As one of the new members who have been referred to frequently, I 
will make some comments.  I am frequently asked by members of the public when I come to the Parliament 
whether the Parliament runs the parties or the parties run the Parliament.  I find it intriguing to discover, to my 
disappointment - I would like to reflect that disappointment to the house - that it appears that the parties do run 
the Parliament.  I am saddened that the dignity of this house can be impugned.  It is important for members to 
come along.  It is important for them to make their maiden speeches.  It is important for them to represent the 
electorates in which they live.   

This motion relates to an interesting piece of legislation that I look forward to debating in the house.  I think it is 
misnamed the One Vote One Value Bill.  It should have a rider on it that it will be one vote, one value in some 
areas but not in others, or one vote, one value in the appropriate place.  I find the expression “one vote, one 
value” interesting.  People want value for their vote, not necessarily a vote of a particular value.  I am 
disappointed that party politics are in charge of the house.  I find that very sad.  I know that during an election 
campaign party politics dominate what we do.  Even the National Party was able to leave party politics out of the 
debate today and look towards the dignity and procedures of this house.  I am particularly dedicated to those 
things and hopefully will be a part of upholding them in my role as Acting Speaker.  I would like to be impressed 
by the dignity of this house and the actions of its members.  I cannot be proud of the way we conduct ourselves 
and I cannot represent my electorate if we are merely a tool for parties rather than the governing of the state.  
When I set up my electorate office, I did not put “Liberal Member for Capel” on the sign.  First and foremost, I 
am the member for Capel, a member of Parliament and a member of this house.  Secondly, I am a party member.  
I am deeply saddened to find that Parliament is impugned because in Parliament and in the house itself, my party 
allegiance will be more important than the people I represent.  On behalf of all the new members, I register my 
distress at finding it so.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (27) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms A.J. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  
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Noes (23) 

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

 

            

Pair 

Mr A.D. McRae Mr M.J. Cowper 
Question thus passed.   
 


