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MINISTER FOR ELECTORAL AFFAIRS, NO CONFIDENCE MOTION 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [10.4 am] - without notice:  I move - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the following motion to be 
moved forthwith - 

That this house expresses a vote of no confidence in the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  

This is not a moment of lightness.  The bulk of the time in this house is spent talking about political matters, and 
the political heat from the rise and fall of emotions in the house, or even the tactics in the house.  However, a 
motion of no confidence in a minister is a very serious matter.  There is only one circumstance that makes it 
more serious; that is, when a government is in the position of losing office through an action of this chamber.  
Even though it happens on a regular basis, a motion of no confidence in a minister should not be taken lightly.  I 
am not moving this matter lightly. 

I want the house to suspend standing orders to debate this issue because we debated in this house last month a 
bill for one vote, one value.  That bill passed through this house and then went to the other place.  On the way to 
the other place, that bill actually went into the rubbish bin, and a brand new bill has popped up.  Many of the 
issues the minister raised as being unacceptable at the time the bill went through this house are all of a sudden 
acceptable in the other place.  The bill we debated has no relevance to the current political debate in the other 
place.  A situation in which the minister responsible for the bill says that the Leader of the Opposition and the 
Liberal Party should have been involved in the process, in which case seats would not have been lost, shows 
absolute arrogance to the processes of this house.  It is beyond belief.  This house should not allow a situation in 
which one person, albeit a senior and important person in this place and a competent individual, tampers with the 
procedures of this house.  It is not as if those procedures are being tampered with by someone who does not 
know what is happening.  The procedures of this house, and the trust and judgment of the chamber - therefore 
the trust in this chamber of the people of Western Australia - are significantly on notice.  How can we bring a bill 
into this house, debate it to the fullest, and then have it vanish?  It goes up in a puff of smoke, like the black 
smoke up the papal chimney, and a new bill all of a sudden magically appears straight out of the courtyard. 

My intent is very serious.  The Leader of the House should be giving this serious thought, because I contend, 
seriously, that the Minister for Electoral Affairs has treated this chamber with absolute contempt.  To debate a 
bill in this house and then throw it away days after it has left this house is treating this chamber with contempt.  
That behaviour should not be tolerated from the member for Avon, or anyone else in the house, let alone a senior 
government minister.  That is where we are.  We are in this position because of the arrogance of the 
government’s numbers.  When I produced my map during question time this week, I heard gasps to my left.  
That made it clear that the government back bench did not know about the deal.  We have been told by the 
minister and the Greens (WA) that it is now the bill.  That is treating this chamber with contempt.  That should 
not be tolerated.  The procedures alone need to be debated.  I am as happy as any member of this chamber to 
debate politics.  This is about procedure and the standing of this house, which should be in the interests of all 57 
members. 

I apologise for taking Mr Speaker from the serious matter he was dealing with.  I hope he can return to it 
quickly.  I take this matter exceedingly seriously.  A no-confidence motion against a minister is not to be taken 
lightly.  It should not be gagged so quickly.  There should be some process before that occurs.  It was mentioned 
that it would be more appropriate to handle this matter as a matter of public interest.  Anyone who has any 
understanding of the process will agree that an MPI is not the appropriate mechanism for a no-confidence motion 
against the minister.  It should be brought forward at the first opportunity through a suspension of standing 
orders.  It should be taken seriously.  This is a very serious matter.  That is my position. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [10.51 am]:  It gives me no pleasure to support this motion.  It is interesting to 
note the reactions of the Leader of the House.  I remember the situation being reversed and being on the other 
side of the house.  After certain issues had been thrust through this house by our side, he shook his finger and 
said that, if we wanted to thrust things through this house and not give them the proper opportunity for debate, 
we deserved to have motions exactly as has been moved today in order to give members the opportunity to have 
a full and proper debate.  I very clearly remember those words. 

We want the opportunity to demonstrate to the house why we should have no confidence in the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs.  Some of the issues have been discussed.  Let us look at the history of this legislation.  It was 
brought to this house in 2001 and rammed through the Parliament.  It was lost in the High Court.  We knew that 
it was a fixation of the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  We knew he was still fixated on trying to get the 
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legislation through.  What did he do?  He reintroduced it and rammed it through again.  It has been sent to the 
other place before its membership changes.  The minister has not only made changes to the legislation after it left 
this chamber but also introduced a new aspect - he is providing for two additional members in the Legislative 
Assembly.  It is my view that that will involve an appropriation.  As an appropriation it is not appropriate for the 
minister to send the legislation to the other place because the issue needs to be debated in this house.  The other 
place would be quite correct in rejecting the legislation and advising that it needs to be returned to this place.  
There is no question that an additional two members to the Parliament involves an appropriation.  As we all 
know, appropriation bills cannot be introduced in the other place. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That will not happen because it is contrary to our legislation. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It will not happen?   

We were talking about the deal that has been done.  The legislation that was recently debated will be amended in 
the other place but not with the things that were agreed to be put in.  It is all “do not worry, it is still coming”.  It 
will be returned to this house to be sent again to the other place.  That is not appropriate management of 
legislation in this house.  If the minister wanted to have legislation that was correct, proper and adequate and 
reflected what he wanted to do, why did he not do his deals with the Greens first?  Why did he not debate them 
with the Greens and the Independent member and come up with an agreed position and bring that into the house 
in the first place?  Why did we waste a whole week trying to debate legislation that was never going to happen 
anyway?  Why did we spend all that time being gagged when trying to have a say on something that does not 
exist any more? 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Don’t worry, the seat of Yokine will still be available! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes.  The issue is whether Ballajura will be as well.  The seat may take in a bit of Dianella 
Heights and the member will be in trouble.   

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  As with the earlier attempt to suspend standing orders, debate has been allowed on the 
substantive matter and not the matter before the house, which is the reason to suspend standing orders.  The 
mover of the motion made no contribution to the argument of why the house should suspend standing orders.  
The current speaker has been speaking for more than four minutes and is addressing the substance of the issue.  
From this point members must address why the house should suspend standing orders in preference to placing a 
motion on the notice paper or using an MPI. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I believe that the Leader of the House is being most unreasonable.  Both members on this 
side of the house who have spoken to the motion to suspend standing orders gave the reasons for its being 
imperative to do so.  Leeway is always given.  Reasons cannot be given for the suspension of standing orders 
unless the substantive motion is addressed to some degree.  In the past, Mr Speaker has been very relaxed and 
generous.  We appreciate the way he has handled the issue in the past.  I am sure he will do the same again.  As 
the Leader of the House has quite rightly said, the last speaker has been on his feet for only four minutes.  That is 
all.  He is trying to give the reasons that we need to suspend standing orders.  Most clearly, this is a very serious 
issue.  I ask Mr Speaker to be as generous as he normally is. 

The SPEAKER:  I think the point of order has taken longer than the speech.  It is true that we should be 
debating the reasons for suspending standing orders.  It is also true that the last speaker to address the motion 
spoke for only a short time and did not touch upon the motion; he just wanted to put some points on record.  I am 
sure that when he reaches 25 per cent of his allotted time he will speak to only the motion.   

Debate Resumed 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I will make two points.  One is that part of my time was given over to responding to 
interjections from the member for Ballajura.  Secondly, I want to convince Mr Speaker and the Leader of the 
House why the comments I made are relevant.  As we discussed before, a no-confidence motion against the 
minister is an extremely serious affair.  An opportunity must be provided to debate such a matter.  The only way 
that can be done is through the suspension of standing orders.  The only business of the house that we are 
delaying by taking the time to discuss this motion are two financial bills - the Financial Administration 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2005 and the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2005.  In fact, we have all 
next week to debate those two bills.  The use of MPI time is most inappropriate, as that would give us only half 
an hour to debate an issue of extreme importance.  The only way we can properly debate the issue is by 
suspending the standing orders of this house.  We need to suspend standing orders because the minister has been 
duplicitous in his presentation of the bill to this house.  That is the point I am making.  His conduct has been 
secretive in bringing the bill to the Parliament.  The legislation that he presented to this house will be 
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substantially different from the legislation that is dealt with by the other place.  For those reasons, we need to 
have the opportunity to express our view that this house can have no confidence in the Minister for Electoral 
Affairs.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You have been cut out of the debate by the misjudgment of your leader.  He has messed up 
this issue.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  How has he done that? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  This is his first big failure as Leader of the Opposition.  Had he been involved in the 
negotiations, your party would not have been cut out in the way it has been.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  In my view, the only reason this legislation is being given such a high priority by members 
opposite is that it will put under threat - as the maps that came out yesterday indicate very well - four of the 
frontbench members on this side of the house.  Members opposite cannot keep the smiles off their faces when I 
say that.  That is the reason members opposite are seeking to slam this legislation through this house.  Members 
opposite want to create maximum pain for members on this side of the house by putting under threat the seats of 
four of our frontbench members.  As soon as members opposite saw the maps they could not get the smiles off 
their faces.   
Mr Speaker, because of that interjection I have moved away from the issue at hand.  I will conclude my 
comments, because I understand that an arrangement has been made to allow another speaker from this side.  I 
reiterate that we need the opportunity to move this motion against the Minister for Electoral Affairs, and the 
government is beholden to provide it to us.   
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.01 am]:  I rise to speak to 
this motion, having moved the previous motion.  This motion is very similar to the previous motion.  The reason 
for this motion to suspend standing orders is to allow debate on a motion of no confidence in the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs.  As the member for Dawesville has mentioned, the proposal that there be two new members of 
Parliament - that is just one of the issues - has not been highlighted in the legislation that went through this 
house.  After the legislation has gone through the Legislative Council, it will bear no resemblance to the 
legislation that came into the Legislative Assembly.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs is culpable, because he 
has failed to deal with the legislation in the normal fashion.  A bill is sometimes presented in the form of a green 
bill, and discussions take place before the bill comes into the Parliament and is debated.  Yes, the house of 
review - the Legislative Council - does from time to time make amendments to bills.  However, the amendments 
that are proposed to be made by the Legislative Council to this bill are massive.  There is no doubt that the 
proposal that there be two extra members of the Legislative Assembly is an appropriation.  Perhaps the Acting 
Premier will tell me whether he believes it is an appropriation and should emanate from this house rather than 
the other house, and how the government will handle that issue. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Of course matters that involve an appropriation need to come to this house.  The government 
will act in accordance with the constitutional requirements.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We have just found out that the government will introduce this proposal into the 
Legislative Assembly, because obviously that component of the bill cannot be debated in the Legislative 
Council.  That is another example of the deceit of the Minister for Electoral Affairs.  It is very important to the 
people of Western Australia that they know what is happening in this place.  Until today, this legislation has 
been shrouded in secrecy, and deals have been done for the political benefit of the Labor Party.  The Minister for 
Electoral Affairs is at the root of all these issues.  The minister has been to the High Court twice, and to the 
Supreme Court once, and has been defeated on every occasion, at a cost of millions of dollars to the taxpayers of 
Western Australia in defending those cases.  The minister is now choosing to continue to do deals behind the 
backs of members on this side.  He is also choosing to do deals behind the backs of members on the government 
side, because they do not know what will be in the bill either.  That is the reason we should suspend standing 
orders.  I have no confidence in this minister, and I am sure that if the people of Western Australia knew the 
modus operandi of this minister in coming up with this legislation they would have no confidence in him either.   
DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [11.05 am]:  I support the concept of one vote, one value, but I do not 
support debate in this house being gagged.  We are seeking to move this motion of no confidence because the 
debate has been gagged.  Members on this side have raised the issue of appropriations.  The debate on this bill is 
not concrete; it is still fluid.  The minister should do what the Greens have said they want him to do and base the 
Legislative Council on the Senate formula, with equal numbers, instead of creating two new seats in this house.  
The minister should agree to have five members in each of the regions, and four extra members in the 
Legislative Assembly.  If the minister did that, there would not need to be an appropriation.  The minister said 
yesterday that there would be two extra members, and that would allay some of the fears of country members.  It 
would allay their fears even more if he said there would be four extra members in this house.  That would satisfy 
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the demands of the Greens.  It would also assist in the introduction of one vote, one value.  It is wrong to gag the 
debate when it is still fluid and not set in concrete.  Members of this house should be given the opportunity to 
join in the debate while it is still fluid. 
DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [11.07 am]:  I thank members for the opportunity to speak in this debate.  Being a 
newcomer to Parliament, I was rather surprised when the Minister for Electoral Affairs suggested yesterday that 
a new arrangement had been reached with regard to the One Vote One Value Bill.  I have had the privilege of 
speaking against that bill.  However, it appears from the minister’s comments yesterday that some of the detail of 
the One Vote One Value Bill -  
The SPEAKER:  Order!  We are now in the ridiculous situation in which no-one is addressing the substance of 
the motion.  From now on, members must address the substance of the motion; namely, the reason that standing 
orders should be suspended.  That is what we are here to debate - not what members might wish to mention at 
some stage in that debate.  Members should be addressing why we should suspend standing orders in order to 
deal with this matter.   
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  The bill that we were presented with is no longer relevant because 
of the changes that have been proposed to the number of districts.  This is such an important issue that we need 
to go back to the bill, because even though the bill has gone through this place, it appears from the minister’s 
comments yesterday that it has been changed yet again.  We need to suspend standing orders so that we can 
discuss these important issues and have another look at the bill.  It appears that changes have been made on the 
run by the Minister for Electoral Affairs and the Greens.  

MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [11.09 am]:  I will be brief, Mr Speaker, and I will speak to the motion and the reason 
we need to suspend standing orders.  I was of the impression that the intent of the One Vote One Value Bill was 
derived from its name; that is, that there be one vote, one value.  That intent should be reflected throughout the 
bill.  It was put to us when this bill was first promoted and read that that was the intent of the bill.  We need to 
suspend standing orders to debate this issue and the issue of no confidence in light of the admission of the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs yesterday in this house about the changes to the intent of the One Vote One Value 
Bill.  The bill we debated in this house does not resemble the intent of the bill now before the other place.  

By his own words and the presentation of a map in this house yesterday, the minister acknowledged that 
additions to the number of members of Parliament, that had not been accommodated, would result from the bill.  
The Treasurer admitted that that was an appropriation matter.  The intent of the bill that we debated in this place 
was misleading and the issues have since changed.  That is why we must discuss this matter and why I support 
this motion to suspend standing orders.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [11.10 am]:  I will be brief but this is a very important motion.  A motion to 
suspend standing orders is always important.  It is more important when the substantive motion basically seeks 
to censure or provide a show of no confidence in a minister in this chamber.  That is why the standing orders 
should be suspended.  Unless the standing orders are suspended, there is no avenue for addressing an issue of 
this severity.  Standing orders have been suspended in the past to allow for debate.   

This is not an ordinary debate that seeks to attack a minister over an issue.  It is a very serious motion to show no 
confidence in a minister of the Crown.  It is almost a show of no confidence in the government or the Premier.  
The opposition considers the actions of the first law officer of the land, in his role as electoral affairs minister, to 
be so serious that standing orders should be suspended to allow a no-confidence motion in him to be moved.  

Many issues emanate from this matter.  As my colleagues have said, the legislation that will be debated in the 
other place is very different now from that which was dealt with here.  In the opposition’s view, the minister 
responsible for that legislation, who is not in the chamber now, should be here and should answer the 
opposition’s charges during debate on a no confidence motion.  The only way we can do that today is to suspend 
standing orders.  The minister’s announcement that the complement of members in this chamber will be 
increased has made it necessary for the opposition to move this very serious motion.  You might lose the 
Speaker’s gallery, Mr Speaker.  I do not know where additional members will sit.  You might shake your head, 
Mr Speaker, but if two members are to be added - the member for Alfred Cove referred to four new members - I 
do not know where they will all go.  Members are sitting close to one another now.  Someone said seating could 
be arranged at an upper level.  Will we have double-decking?  The Minister for Electoral Affairs also announced 
that the number of upper house members would increase.   

These issues need serious debate in this chamber.  It is not good enough to suddenly make a brief ministerial 
statement.  It shows disrespect for this house.  That is why it is necessary to suspend standing orders today.  The 
Leader of the House is probably reluctant to gag this debate.  He has probably seen the error of his ways and the 
problems associated with gagging very serious and important debates.  The opposition is very limited in what it 
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can say when debating a motion to suspend standing orders.  All we can do is give the reasons that this motion is 
before the house now.  That is legitimate. 

I hope that, in my few remarks so far, I have been addressing the very important reasons we need to suspend 
standing orders.  I can see that you are getting ready to stand up, Mr Speaker, and you are nodding your head.  I 
have not debated the substantive motion in any serious way; I have been giving the reasons we should suspend 
standing orders.  I sincerely and genuinely hope that the Leader of the House will agree to suspend standing 
orders so that we can debate this very serious motion.  The media and the public could construe the Leader of the 
House’s rejection of this motion as the government’s running scared from ministerial accountability.  If the 
standing orders are suspended, the minister must be in the chamber while the substantive motion is debated to 
account for his actions and defend himself against one of the most serious motions put before the house.  When 
the Leader of the House gags the debate, which I assume he will do, and explains why he will not support this 
serious motion to suspend standing orders, I hope he will clarify why it is not necessary for a minister of the 
Crown in this chamber to be open, accountable and responsible to the members of this house and face them 
during debate on a motion of no confidence.   

Question to be Put 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [11.16 am]:  I move - 

That the question be now put. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (26) 

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

Noes (21) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr M.J. Birney 
 Mr P.W. Andrews Ms S.E. Walker 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr J.E. McGrath 
 Mr M. McGowan Mr C.J. Barnett 
Question thus passed. 

Suspension of Standing Orders - Motion Resumed 
Question put and a division taken with the following result -  
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Ayes (21) 

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

Noes (26) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Mr M.J. Birney Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Ms S.E. Walker Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr J.E. McGrath Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M. McGowan 
Question thus negatived. 
 


