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MMP for BC

SUMMARY

This submission presents a comprehensive proposd for decting the members of the British Columbia
Legidative Assembly by a method known as Mixed Member Proportiond (MMP) vating.

Under this proposa each voter would have two votes. one vote for a congtituency seat and one vote for a
party. The compostion of the Legidative Assembly so dected would be determined by the combination of
the votes cast in each congtituency and for the parties on a province-wide basis.

There would be forty congtituency seets and thirty-nine party list seats. The congtituency seats would be
regiond or local seats. These seats would provide for the eection of regiona or local representatives to the
Legidative Assambly. The other thirty-nine seats would be assigned to candidates eected from party lists
based on the outcome of the second, popular (or party), vote. Party lists would be determined by the
parties contesting the election. It is anticipated that the parties would order their lists so that minorities and
other interests of the voters would be accommodated, thus attracting voters to that party in the party vote.

The forty congtituency sests would each be dlocated to the candidate in each condtituency polling the
greatest number of votesin that congtituency. Party list seats would be alocated so that the tota number of
seets held by each party in the Legidative Assembly would reflect the proportion of votes obtained by each
party, above the threshold, in the party vote.

There would be a party vote threshold of enough votes to win one seet, 1 /79 or 1.27 percent of al the votes
for parties, for each party to qualify to receive any party list seats.

This proposd retains the direct link between congtituencies and their members (representatives) in the
Legidative Assembly. It adds amuch grester degree of proportiondity among the partiesin the Legidative
As=mbly.

It may give riseto minority and/or codlition governments but these possibilities are regarded as positive
developments as they incorporate more partiesin the government and are likely to reduce the wide swingsin
policies between successve governments. A more consensud type of government is anticipated.
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INTRODUCTION

This submission addresses the issues of how members of the Legidative Assembly are eected in the
Province of British Columbia, Canada. It does so within the framework provided to the Citizens Assembly
on Electora Reform in British Columbia and according to the interpretations of its terms of reference made
by the Assembly, as understood by the author.

One key interpretation by the Assembly isthat no change in the Size of the Legidative Assembly in terms of
the number of seats comprising it isto be consdered in any dectord reform.

This submission proposes a specific form of Mixed Member Proportiona voting for seatsin the Legidative
Assembly of British Columbia (MMP for BC).

PRECEDENTS

The principa precedents to this proposa for eectora reform in British Columbia are the dectord systems of
the Bundestag (Federa Lower House of Parliament in Germany) and the House of Representatives
(unicamerd) in New Zedand. The German system has been in effect since 1949 and the New Zedland
system since 1993. Both are Mixed Member Proportiona Systems.

German Bundestag System

In the German Bundestag system, there are currently 299 congtituency seets and 299 party list seets. There
are two ballots on each voting paper: one for a congtituency seat and one for aparty. Voters vote twice;
once for a congtituency candidate and once for aparty. Each congtituency seet is dlocated to the candidate
who attains the greatest number of votes (of dl the candidates) in that condtituency. This mechanism is
described as Firgt Past The Post (FPTP) and is the same mechanism presently used in British Columbiato
alocate condtituency sedts.

The 299 party list seats are dlocated so that, when the sum of the congtituency seats won by the each party
and the number of party list seats dlocated to them is determined, this sum is gpproximately equa to the
proportion of votes received by that party in the second (or party) vote on the ballot.

The part of the German system being adopted in this proposal isthe form of MMP which uses
constituency seats and party list seatsin equal numbers. Thiscombination, in amixed system,
provides avery substantia degree of proportiondity in the outcomes.
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New Zealand System

The New Zedand system is Smilar to the German Bundestag system, and, in fact, was modelled on it. The
New Zedand Roya Commission that recommended it actudly favoured an equa number of congtituency
and party list seats, the same as the German Bundestag systam (NZ 1986. Para 2.188).

However, the system that was adopted in New Zedland in 1993, with the modifications to it since then, has
some differences from the German Bundestag system on account of local factors.

TheNew Zealand system of MM P isrelevant to British Columbiafor three reasons. Fird, itisbeing
used in aunicameral environment. New Zedand, like British Columbia, has only one house in its
Legidative Assembly. Second, it isan MMP system for a Legidative Assembly for a state of about equal
szeto British Columbia. Both New Zedand and British Columbia have populations of about four million
people. Thirdly, New Zedand has had, and continuesto have, aWestminster parliamentary type of
gover nment, as does British Columbia

The Legidative Assembly in New Zedand has 120 seats. Currently, sixty-eight (68) of those seats are
alocated as condtituency seets, the remainder, 52, as party list seats. The baance between congtituency
seats and party list seats is thus 58% to 42% rather than exactly 50% to 50% as in the German system. The
principa of dlocating party list seetsin New Zedand to “top-up” the number of seets earned by each party
in the congtituency voting is Smilar to the German Bundestag system.

Mixed Member Proportiond voting systems are dso used in Bolivia, Hungary, Itay, Mexico, Venezuela,
dthough details vary (Reynolds and Reilly (1997), p.74).

MIXED MEMBER PROPORTIONAL VOTING FOR BRITISH COLUMBIA

Thisisaproposa for Mixed Member Proportiond voting for seatsin the Legidative Assembly of British
Columbia

Under this proposa each voter would have two votes on asingle ballot paper: one vote for a congtituency
representative, and one vote for aparty. The votes recorded would be used to alocate forty (40)
congtituency sests and thirty-nine (39) party list seats.

CONSTITUENCY SEATS

It is proposed that there be forty constituency seats’. These constituency sests would be alocated to the
candidate in each congtituency who wins the greatest number of votes (a plurdity), the same way asin the
present voting system.

! Theallocation cannot be exactly 50/50 as the total number of seatsto be allocated is an odd number: 79.
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PARTY LIST SEATS
Under this proposd there would be thirty-nine party list sedts.

Prior to an eection each party would make and publish alist of candidates for its party list seets. Thislig
would prioritise the names of party list candidates so that the name on the top of the list would be that of the
candidate the party most wanted to win aparty list seet. The number of names on each party list needs to be
a least equd to the grestest number of party ligt seets the party anticipates that it might win in the dection.
Thus, there could be as many as thirty-nine candidates on a party list under MMP for BC.

Following the eection the thirty nine party list seets would be alocated to the people on the party lists, in
order of priority on each party list, S0 thet the result is a Legidative Assembly composed of members from
each party very closely approximate to the proportion of votes obtained by that party in the province wide

party vote.
These party list seats are dlocated to “top-up” the number of congtituency seats won by each party so that,

in tota, the number of seets each party hasin the Legidative Assembly gpproximates the party’ s share of the
popular vote as expressed in the party (second) vote as closdly as possible,

[Other MMP systems, including those of Italy and Japan, dlocate the party list seets proportionaly only
among the party list seets, not across dl seets. Thistype of MMP system might be called an “ add-on” type
of MMP and is not recommended for BC.]

SAMPLE BALLOT

A sample of aMixed Member Proportiond for British Columbia balot is shown in Table 1 following.
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Table 1: SAMPLE BALLOT*

MIXED MEMBER PROPORTIONAL VOTING FOR BRITISH COLUMBIA

Constituency: Vancouver Central** Province of British Columbia
Constituency Vote: Party Vote:

CANDIDATES PARTIES

Vote for ONE candidate. Vote for ONE party

Mark your ballot with an X. Mark your ballot with an X.

[ ] Adams, Henry ( NDP) [ ] Unity Party

[ ] Bencher, Albert (Liberal) [ ] Liberal Party

[ ] Duck, Donald (Unity) [ ] Family First Party

[ 1 Fromm, Eric (Green) [ ] Green Party

[ ] Faithful, Bea (Family First) [ ] New Democratic Party

[ ] Laka, John (Independent)

If you spoil your ballot return it for another.

* Some of the names of the candidates and all of the parties used in this sample ballot are the same as those used by

Loenen (2003) in his proposal to the Citizens Assembly on Electoral Reform. Thisduplication is made by his permission
and isintended to facilitate comparison of the two proposals.

** Since the number of constituency seats declines from the present 79 to 40 under this proposal, boundary changes
would have to be made, possibly giving rise to some new constituency (electoral district) names.
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THRESHOLDS
In dectord terms, athreshold is a number over which each party must step in order to win any sedts.

Most Proportiona Representation systems have one or more thresholds which must be exceeded in order
for patiesto gain party list seats. The arguments for these thresholds generaly reflect adesreto limit the
number of small, fringe, or extreme parties having low voter support, from gaining seatsin the Legidative
As=mbly.

List Seat Threshold

Vauesfor list seat thresholds effective in proportiond and MMP systems of voting around the world vary
from 0.67 (Netherlands) to 10.00 percent (Seychelles) of the party vote. Parties that poll below the
threshold amount are not awarded any party list seats (Reynolds and Reilly (1997), p.88). Both Germany
and New Zedand set this party list seat threshold at five percent (5%) (dthough the Roya Commission on
the Electord System in New Zedland recommended this threshold be four percent (4%) (New Zedland
(1986). p.44.).

In this author’ s opinion, alist seat threshold may have some value in excluding the smallest parties from
office. However, one of the purposesin having an MMP system is to encourage voters to vote for a party
onthe understanding that the MMP system is more likely to reward that pogtive type of voting behaviour
rather than thwarting it as happens under Firgt Past the Post (FPTP) voting. Therefore, it is suggested that
the threshold be st initidly at the percentage of the vote that would be required to win one seet; i.e. 1/79%th
of the party vote or 1.27%. Thisthreshold islow enough to include al parties of consequence and
additionaly makes it clear that, unless a party gains enough party votesto gain one full set, it does not gain
any sedts, i.e. it excludes rounding up to one, percentages of the party vote above 0.5 percent.

In the event that this voting threshold should subsequently come to be regarded as too low, it would not be
difficult to raiseit. In contrast, however, athreshold set at say five or Sx percent of the party vote may be
more difficult to lower if, subsequently, it was determined to be too high.

No Constituency Seat Threshold

Both Germany and New Zedland have a congtituency seet threshold. In Germany this threshold isthree
congtituency seats. In New Zedland it is one condtituency sest. If this threshold is exceeded, then the party
doing so will be entitled to the number of top-up sedtsit earnsin the party vote, notwithstanding that that
party might otherwise have less than the party list seet vote threshold percentage of party votes (5% in each
country).
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A constituency seat threshold is not recommended for MM P for BC. It providesa“back door”
method for a party to gain seatsin the Legidative Assembly when the number of party votes received do not
warrant such an alocation of seets (Reynolds and Rellly 1997, p.88). Aswell, the list seet threshold
proposed above is lower that in both Germany and New Zedand dlowing small parties adequate
opportunity to win seets.

NO QUOTASFOR SPECIAL INTERESTS

There has been some discussion in the Assembly and e sewhere that quotas might be imposed on the voting
system in an attempt to address minority considerations; e.g. the numbers of women, aboriginds, and ethnic
minority candidates holding seatsin the Legidative Assembly. This proposa recommends no quota for any
specia categories of voters. This proposa operates on the principle that if any group of like minded people
can get enough people together and attract a minimum number of party votes, that group has an equa
opportunity to be eected under this system.

PARTY LISTS

MMP for BC introduces a second vote, that for aparty. The results of this second vote are used to alocate
“party list seets’ to the parties contesting the election. This meansthat each party must assemble a “party
lig” from which candidates are awarded party list seets. Thisintroduces some other new features, which are

discussed below.

Provincial or Regional Lists

A single provincial-wide party list system for allocating the* top-up” party list seatsis proposed.

A dngleligt sysem maximises the proportiondity of the outcome attainable under MMP voting. It dso
encourages each party to fight for al the list seatsin dl regions of the province,

In Germany, where there are currently 299 “top-up” seats to be alocated, each party makesjust one
nationd lis. In New Zedand, where there are about same number of people as are in British Columbia,
each party makes only one nationd list from which 52 party list seats are dlocated. In light of the German
and New Zedland precedents, a single province-wide ligt for each party, from which to alocate the (only)
thirty-nine (39) party list seats in British Columbia, would appear adequate for British Columbia, and, this
will give ahighly proportiona outcome.

Further, regiond party lists result in less proportiondity in the outcome.
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Open or Closed Lists

An open party list dlows voters to choose, or prioritise, some, but rarely dl, of the candidates on aparty’s
list. The proportional representation system of voting in Finland alows each voter to vote for only one
candidate on the party’ sopen list. Thisisvery redrictive. Other sysemsdlow only three or four
candidatesto be prioritised. Only in Luxembourg are voters dlowed to address the whole ligt. In this case,
the party vote takes the form of awrite-in ballot.

It is noted that there gppears to be a fundamenta conflict between voting for aparty and, in so doing, voting
for one or more candidates on the party lis. At the limit, this processis smilar to Single Transferable VVoting,
which should therefore be consdered instead.

A dosed party list meansthat the parties each make and prioritise their own party list without input from the
votersin the genera dection; i.e. it isclosed to non-party input. In this case, the parties each make alist of
party list candidates, prioritisng the names on it by region, expertise, experience, and &filiaion, and such
other characterigtics asthey deem fit, in such manner asthey think will most likely attract voters across the
province to their party.

Party L iststo be Published

It isimportant that these lists be published before the eection and at the polling places so that voters can see
who they will eect from any one party if they vote for that party in the party vote on the balot. Publication
of party ligtsisrequired in New Zedand and isrecommended for MM P for BC.

Reports from New Zedand suggest that some party list members of the Legidative Assembly have chosen to
locate and open “congtituency offices’ in regions of the country outside the capita and outside the largest
metropolitan area, Auckland (McLeay 2004). This suggests that parties operating under MMP for BC
might well do the same, locating list party members offices in areas of the province away from Victoriaand
away from Greater Vancouver. Infact, thiswould be one way for partiesto attract addtiona party voteson
The Idand, in The Interior and in The North of British Columbia. This practice would give some
condtituencies two “representatives” in the Legidative Assambly.

A closed list system for MMP for BC isrecommended.?

2 Appendix A provides details of how party votes are used to all ocate seats under MMP for BC.
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ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES

Asthe number of congtituency seatsis reduced under this proposd, the current eectoral boundaries will
have to be redrawn for an election under MMP for BC (in 2009 at the earliest).

A revison to the existing boundaries is scheduled after the next (2005) provincia eection (B.C. Electora
Boundaries Commission (1999)). Thus, thisaction is dready being contemplated.

In the actud event, the boundaries of the new dectord districts will be those produced by the British
Columbia Electord Boundaries Commission under the rules then existing for their work. These later, among
other things, are expected to include Canada Census 2006 data for the population in the Province, and in
each of the congtituencies then being proposed, and a continuation of the twenty five percent (25%) rule.
This rule, mandated by the Supreme Court of Canada, requires that the population in any one congtituency
not exceed the limits of plus or minus twenty five percent of the congtituency average population size.

British Columbia Statistics (2003) projects a population of 4,325,595 for 2006. If this population were
gned to 40 congtituencies under MMP for BC, the average constituency would have about 108,000
peopleinit. Thus, each MMP for BC consgtituency would be about double the size of the average present
(1999 revison) condtituency. However, the British Columbia Electoral Boundaries Commission has
flexibility, where it thinksiit is warranted, to set the boundaries of any given condtituency o thet the
population of any one condtituency iswithin the limits of plus or minus 25 percent of the average.
Accordingly, some of the MMP constituencies would exceed the average and some could be well below the
average.

As afirgt approximation, each of these forty new congituencies might comprise gpproximetely two of the
present (likely contiguous, 1999 revison) congtituencies.

Whileit istrue that each condtituency under this proposd will be gpproximately twice the size of the existing
(1999) congtituencies, it is noted that, additiondly, the thirty-nine party lis members seeted in the Legidative
Ass=mbly will eech resdein acondituency in British Columbia. This means that in mogt of the new
condtituencies, on average, there will sill betwo MLA'’s resident and present.

OVERHANGS

In MMP systems of voting, it is possible for a party to win more congtituency seats than its proportion of the
party vote would indicate it should have total seats. For example, had the 2001 British Columbia Generd
Electionbeen contested under MMP for BC, it might have happened that the Liberal Party won 39
congtituency seats with only 47 percent of the party vote. Forty seven percent of the 79 seatsin the
Legidative Assembly isonly 37 seets, not the 39 the Libera Party winsin this case. This condition of having
more congtituency seets than the total allocated in proportion to the party vote is known as an overhang. In

8
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both Germany and New Zedand, when this occurs, the party with overhanging (congtituency) seetsis
dlowed to retain them and the house is increased in Size accordingly, but only until the next dection. It is
proposed that this same approach be adopted for MMP for BC.

VACANCIES

Under MMP for BC, asin other systems of elections, there needs to be a provison for Stuation wherea
sedt in the Legidative Assembly becomes vacant. This can occur, for example, when a gtting member dies
in office, or resigns. Under MMP for BC, since there are two routes by which MLA’ s come to have a sedt,

there are two ways for them to be replaced when their seats become vacant.

Constituency Seats

When a condtituency seat becomes vacant, it isfilled by a by-dection in the condituency.

Party List Seats

When a party list seat becomes vacant, it isfilled by the next person on the party’slist, provided only that
that personis il willing to serve. In event that the first person on thelist is not willing, or able, to serve, then
the next person on theligt isinvited; etc.

In event that a party list seat becomes vacant by virtue the member resigning from the party (in protest, for
example), it needs to be clear that this person may not St in the Legidative Assembly as an independent
member thereafter. He or she obtained the seat he/she held as a candidate on a party list and without the
party’s endorsement, isindigible to retain a seat in the Legidative Assembly.

POSSIBLE OUTCOMESUNDER MMP FOR BC IN THE 1996 AND 2001 ELECTIONS

Whileit is expected that voters will vote differently under the different rules of MMP for BC (versus FPTP),
the following are the author’ s examples of possible outcomes of the 1996 and 2001 British Columbia
Genera Elections usng MMP for BC under certain assumptions. These outcomes may give some guidance
on the outcomes, which might have occurred under MMP for BC had it been used in these two generd
eectionsfor the Legidative Assembly.

Table 2 presents one possible outcome of MMP for BC in the 1996 eection. In that election there were
only 75 seatsin the Legidative Assembly. The assumptions made in determining the outcome shown are that
each party would have won proportionally the same number of constituency seats under MMP asit did
under FPTP, and, that the proportion of votes obtained by each party in the actua 1996 eection would have
been duplicated in the party vote had the eection be conducted under MMP for BC. The significance of
these assumptions is discussed below, after Table 3, which relates to the 2001 ection.

9
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Table 2: An Outcome of MMP for BC Voting in the General Election of 1996 (a):

Party Condtituency Party Party Totals under MMP
Seats (1) Vote Lig For BC
Percent (2)  Seats (3) Seats (4) percent

Libera 17 41.8 15 32 42.7
Green - 20 1 1 13
NDP 19 39.5 12 31 41.3
Progressive Democratic
Alliance 1 5.7 3 4 53
Reform 1 9.3 6 7 9.3
Others (combined) - 1.7 - -
Totds. 38 100.0 37 75 100.0
a. In 1996, there were only seventy-five seats in the British Columbia Legislative Assembly. The analysis
in thistable adjuststhe MMP for BC proposal above to thislower number of seatsin 1996.
1 Assumes each party wins proportionately as many constituency seatsin the new constituenciesasit
did in the old constituencies.
2. Source: Elections British Columbia (2004B). Percentages reported rounded to one decimal place for this
table.
3. Assumes that voters would have voted for the parties in the same proportions as actually observed in
the single (FPTP) votes cast in this election.
4, Determined by a modified Sainte Lague method. See Appendix A for details.

This 1996 outcome can be compared to the actua outcome under FPTP in which the NDP obtained 39
seets, the Libera Party 33, the Progressive Democratic Alliance Party one seet, and the Reform Party two
seets. ThisMMP for BC result shows aminority government with the Libera Party having the grestest
number of seets, 32. Thismay have lead to a codition government where the Reform Party, with seven
sedts, together with the Liberd party’s 32 seats would have had a mgority of votes (39) in the Legidative
Ass=mbly.

Table 3 presents one possible outcome of MMP for BC in the 2001 eection. The assumptionsin generating
this outcome are the same as those used in generating the outcome for the 1996 eection shown abovein
Table 2.

10
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Table 3: An Outcome of MMP for BC Voting in the General Election of 2001:

Party Condtituency Party Party Totals under MMP
Seats (1) Vote Lig for BC
Percent (2)  Seats (3) Seats (4) percent

Libera 39 57.6 7 46 58.2
Marijuana - 3.2 3 3 3.8
Green - 124 10 10 12.7
NDP 1 216 16 17 21.5
Unity - 3.2 3 3 3.8
Other (combined) 2.0 -
Totds: 40 100.0 39 79 100.0
1 Assumes each party wins proportionately as many constituency seatsin the new constituencies asit
did in the old constituencies.
2. Source: Elections British Columbia (2004C). Percentages reported rounded to one decimal place.
3. Assumes that voters would have voted for the parties in the same proportions as actually observed in
the single (FPTP) votes cast in this election.
4, Determined by amodified Sainte Lague method. See Appendix A for details.

This outcome can be compared to the actua eection result determined under First Past The Post (FPTP)
rules of voting under which the Libera Party obtained seventy seven (77) seets and the NDP two (2).

ThisMMP for BC outcome till provides a mgority government. It also reflects the beliefs and eectora
wishes of those who voted for four other parties. These four other parties together would have had a
sufficient number of seets together to provide an effective opposition to the government mgority in the
Legidaive Assambly.

[Asan asde, theresult in Table 3, if atained, would be atruly “meade in British Columbia” solution. Anytime
the party of the growers and smokers of what is reputed to be the largest (albeit illega) contributor to the
British Columbia economy can get three seats, the Legidative Assembly would truly be representetive of dl
the votersin British Columbia]

11
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ACTUAL OUTCOMESUNDER MMP FOR BC

The outcomes identified above for the eections of 1996 and 2001 woud not actudly have been those
resulting from an MMP for BC eection in those years. The dection in 2001 particularly was a protest
eection with many voting for “ anyone but the NDP”. One of the characteristics of MMP for BC isthat it
encourages affirmative voting, voting for a candidate and for a party. Protest voting is not necessary. As
well, there will be different and larger condtituencies and party liststo be consdered. Further, in New
Zedand the experience is that about one-third of the voters vote for a candidate of a different party from the
party they vote for in the party vote (McLesy. ibid.). Sincethistype of strategic voting was not possble
under the existing FPTP system in either of these British Columbia eections, it has not been possibleto dlow
for thisfacet of MMP for BC to be reflected in the outcomes suggested above.

The more comprehensive voting dternatives under MMP for BC will change the conduct of the candidates,
the voters, and the partiesin an dection under MMP for BC. Consequently, the results (outcomes) would
actudly have been different from those suggested above.

ADVANTAGESOF MMP FOR BC

In this author’ s view, the advantages of MMP for BC are:

Affirmative voting is enabled and encouraged. If you vote for a party and that party gets enough votes under
therules of MMP for BC, it has an equa opportunity to win one or more seatsin the Legidative Assembly.

Geographic condtituency links are maintained. Every voter has a congtituency member representing him/her
in the Legidative Assembly. Each voter may dso have another lig-seet MLA living in the same area.

The outcome of MMP for BC isamost fully proportional. Thereis an equal opportunity for dl partiesto be
represented in the Legidative Assambly.

The powers of partiesto act in extreme ways will be curbed. The most likely outcome of MMP dectionsis
aminority government. Under these circumstances, parties must work together to obtain amgority in the
Legidative Assembly for the passage of new legidation. Caditions may form.

This proposal maintains the Westminger system of government. The Lieutenant Governor il invitesa
leading member of the Legidative Assembly to form a government and, if successful at doing thet, thet
person becomes the premier and gppoints the cabinet. Both the premier and all members of the cabinet must
be members of the Legidative Assembly.

12
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Further, in a codition government, members from more than one party may be included in the cabinet. This
has the potentid to lead towards more“middle of the road” policies and legidation. Aswell, minority
governments can work with different parties on different issues to obtain necessary legidation. On some
issues, such as supply (of funds from which to make government expenditures), a centre party may find
support on theright. On other issues, such as environmenta matters, a centre party may find support from
the left or from an environmentaly focussed party. Such arrangements are more flexible than those typically
observed in governments elected under a FPTP system of voting.

DISADVANTAGES
There are some disadvantagesto MMP for BC.

There is adecline in the number of condtituency representatives in the Legidative Assembly dthough thereis
some compensation for thisin that party list memberswill top up representation in some, possibly mog,
aress of the province.

There are two classes of MLA’ s congtituency representatives and party list appointees. It can be argued
that the former can be held more accountable for their actions than the latter. This author has no experience
upon which to make a judgement.

A MINIMUM TRIAL PERIOD

The New Zedand experience with MM P suggests that British Columbiawill need to experience MMP for
BC for aminimum period of three elected parliaments. All participantsto agenera eection; voters,
candidates, and political parties need time to learn the new system and this will not happen the firgt time
MMPfor BCisused. In New Zedand it took the time span of three genera eections (about ten years) to
megter the new (MMP) voting system. Since our dection interva in British Columbiaisfour years not three,
this may mean that the learning period here may extend over twelve years rather than ten. Recognition of this
learning period isimportant. Accordingly, no review of the syslem of MMP for BC should be scheduled
until after the third genera dection using this system of vating.

CONCLUSIONS
MMP for BC offers a new and more effective way of decting membersto the Legidative Assembly.

The baance of partiesin the Assembly islikdy to be enhanced. More points of view can be accommodated
in the Legidative Assembly and an extreme mgority government is unlikely.
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Codition government is likdy to become the norm. Government under this system is likely to be more
consensua and more reflective of public interest and views and to involve fewer violent and more ideologica
swingsin public policy. Co-operation may trump conflict.

Thebdlot issmple and easily understood.

The outcomeis substantialy proportiond.

This system is congstent with the Westmingter parliamentary form of government.

IMPLEMENTATION
There would be severd steps to implementing this proposal.
The first would be a recommendation of the Citizens Assembly of Electora Reform so to do.

The second step is a program of public education so that voters are informed about MMP for BC prior to
voting on it in areferendum in May 2005. Since much of the expertise required for this program is dready
contained in the Citizens Assembly, it is recommended that a core group of the Citizens Assembly be
continued for this purpose, through the date of the referendum, and that funding for this core group be
provided by the provincid government.

The third Sep isthe referendum.  For this, it is suggested that the question be:
“Do you favour British Columbia adopting the system of Mixed Member Proportiona Voting

recommended by the Citizens Assembly on Electora Reform in December 2004 for provincia
generd dectionsto the Legidaive Assambly?  Yes[ | No[ ]

Finaly, provided only that the referendum passes, the find step isimplementation of this proposa would be
by way of amendments to the Election Act of British Columbia. For the wording for the required
amendments the Electoral Act of New Zedland 1993 as amended to date, may provide guidance.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
| recommend:

1. That the Citizens Assembly on Electora Reform and, indeed, the voters of the Province of British
Columbia, adopt the system of Mixed Member Proportional voting for BC described above, and,
since a consequence of this recommendation will be areferendum on dectord reform on May 17,
2005 (together with the provincia General Election on that date),

2. That a core group of the Citizens Assembly on Electoral Reform be retained through May 2005 to
explan MMP for BC to votersin British Columbia prior to the referendum, and, that the funding for
the continuation of this core group be provided by the Government of British Columbia, asisthe
current work of the Assembly.
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APPENDIX A: ALLOCATING THE SEATSUNDER MMP FOR BC

Technically, there are severd ways of converting the numbers of votes cast for each party (exceeding the
threshold) into seats under MMP for BC. Theseinclude the d’Hondt and Sainte Lague methods. The
d’Hondt method is said to dightly favour large parties; the Sainte Lague method to dightly favour smaler
parties (New Zedland 1986, p. 73). In New Zedand, amodified Saint Lague method was recommended
by the Roya Commission on Electoral System (New Zedland, ibid., pp. 44 & 64) dthough the New
Zedand government of the day adopted the (unmodified) Sainte Lague method when MMP for New
Zedand was established in 1993. Asthere was clearly some difference of opinion in this matter in New
Zedland in 1986, the Assembly may wish to give this matter further examination. Pending that possibility, the
modified Sainte Lague method recommended by the New Zedand Roya Commission on the Electora
System is detailed below. This methodology has been gpplied to the estimation of possible outcomes under
MMP for BC shown in Tables 2 and 3 above.

M odified Sainte L ague Method
The process of the modified Sainte Lague method of seat determination works as follows.

The actual numbers of votes cast for each party, above any list seet threshold, are divided successively by
the numbersin the sequence: 3,4,5, 7,9, 11, ....... Sests are awarded according to the largest quotients so
obtained. This process determines the total number of seats to be awvarded to each party.

From the total number of seats awarded to each party, the number of constituency seats won by each party
isdeducted. The difference isthe number of party list seats available to each party to fill from its party list of
(non-congtituency) candidates.

Table A.1 following shows this process for the 1996 British Columbia Generd Election under the
assumptions of MMP for BC described above and the additional assumptions listed in the script adjacent to
and footnotes of Table 2 in the script above.

In Table A.1, the numbers of votes obtained by each of the parties, above the threshold, are listed in the first
line. These numbers are divided successively by the numbers 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, .... etc. with the quotients of
S0 doing gppearing in the columns under each party name. These quotients are then examined and the
largest isidentified with the number 1 immediately to the right of that quotient. This process continues by
identifying the second largest quatient with the number 2. The process continues until dl of the 75 largest
guotients in the table have been identified. The parties are then awarded a tota number of seats equd to the
total number of largest quotients associated with their party. These party totals are shown at the bottom of
the table.
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The number of congtituency seats won is then deducted from the total number of seats awarded to each
party. The differences so obtained are the numbers of seets available to each party to fill from their party

ligs

Table A.1: 1996 B.C. Generd Election. 75 Seatsto be alocated. Modified Sainte Lague Method.

Party (1)

Votes (2):
percent:
Divisors

P O~N O A~

63

Total
Seats:
percent:
Less
Const.
Seats:

List
Seats:

Liberal

661,929
41.8%

220,643
165,482
132,386
94,561
73,548
60,175
50,918
44,129
38,937
34,838
31,520
28,780
26,477
24,516
22,825
21,353
20,058
18,912
17,890
16,973
16,145
15,394
14,710
14,084
13,509
12,979
12,489
12,035
11,613
11,219
10,851

10,507

32

42.7%

17

15

Green

31,511
2.0%

10,504
7,878
6,302
4,502
3,501
2,865
2,424
2,101
1,854
1,658
1,501
1,370
1,260
1,167
1,087
1,016

955
900
852
808
769
733
700
670
643
618
595
573
553
534
517

500

74

1.3%

NDP

624,395
39.5%

208,132
156,099
124,879
89,199
69,377
56,763
48,030
41,626
36,729
32,863
29,733
27,148
24,976
23,126
21,531
20,142
18,921
17,840
16,876
16,010
15,229
14,521
13,875
13,285
12,743
12,243
11,781
11,353
10,954
10,583
10,236

9,911

o AN

10
12
15
17
19
22
25
28
30
32
35
38
40
44
46
49
51

55
58
61
63
65
67
70
72
75

31

41.3%

19

12

PDA

90,797
5.7%

30,266
22,699
18,159
12,971
10,089
8,254
6,984
6,053
5,341
4,779
4,324
3,948
3,632
3,363
3,131
2,929
2,751
2,594
2,454
2,328
2,215
2,112
2,018
1,932
1,853
1,780
1,713
1,651
1,593
1,539
1,488

1,441

24
34
42
60

5.3%

Reform

146,734
9.3%

48,911
36,684
29,347
20,962
16,304
13,339
11,287
9,782
8,631
7,723
6,987
6,380
5,869
5,435
5,060
4,733
4,446
4,192
3,966
3,762
3,579
3,412
3,261
3,122
2,995
2,877
2,769
2,668
2,574
2,487
2,405

2,329

14
20
26
37
47
57

9.3%

Total Cast

1,582,704
100.0%

75

100.0%

38

37

1. Parties that obtained a number of votes above the party list seat threshold of one seat 1/75 1.33 percent of the total votes cast.
2. Source: Elections BC (2003B). List omits parties polling less than the threshold number of votes.

Table A.2 following shows the same process for the 2001 British Columbia Generd Election under the
assumptions of MMP for BC and the additiona assumptions listed in the script and footnotes of Table 3

above.
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Table A.2: 2001 B.C. Generd Election. 79 Seatsto be dlocated. Modified Sainte Lague Method
Party (1) Liberal Marijuana Green NDP Unity Total Cast
Votes (2): 916,888 51,206 197,231 343,156 51,426 1,591,306
Percent: 57.6% 3.2% 12.4% 21.6% 3.2% 100.0%
Divisors
3 305,629 1 17,069 45 65,744 11 114,385 5 17,142 44
4 229,222 2 12,802 61 49,308 14 85,789 7 12,857 60
5 183,378 3 10,241 78 39,446 19 68,631 10 10,285 77
7 130,984 4 7,315 28,176 26 49,022 15 7,347
9 101,876 6 5,690 21,915 34 38,128 20 5,714
11 83,353 8 4,655 17,930 42 31,196 24 4,675
13 70,530 9 3,939 15,172 50 26,397 28 3,956
15 61,126 12 3,414 13,149 58 22,877 32 3,428
17 53,935 13 3,012 11,602 68 20,186 37 3,025
19 48,257 16 2,695 10,381 75 18,061 40 2,707
21 43,661 17 2,438 9,392 16,341 47 2,449
23 39,865 18 2,226 8,575 14,920 52 2,236
25 36,676 21 2,048 7,889 13,726 55 2,057
27 33,959 22 1,897 7,305 12,709 62 1,905
29 31,617 23 1,766 6,801 11,833 66 1,773
31 29,577 25 1,652 6,362 11,070 70 1,659
33 27,784 27 1,552 5,977 10,399 74 1,558
35 26,197 29 1,463 5,635 9,804 1,469
37 24,781 30 1,384 5,331 9,274 1,390
39 23,510 31 1,313 5,057 8,799 1,319
41 22,363 33 1,249 4,811 8,370 1,254
43 21,323 35 1,191 4,587 7,980 1,196
45 20,375 36 1,138 4,383 7,626 1,143
a7 19,508 38 1,089 4,196 7,301 1,094
49 18,712 39 1,045 4,025 7,003 1,050
51 17,978 41 1,004 3,867 6,729 1,008
53 17,300 43 966 3,721 6,475 970
55 16,671 46 931 3,586 6,239 935
57 16,086 48 898 3,460 6,020 902
59 15,540 49 868 3,343 5,816 872
61 15,031 51 839 3,233 5,626 843
63 14,554 53 813 3,131 5,447 816
65 14,106 54 788 3,034 5,279 791
67 13,685 56 764 2,944 5,122 768
69 13,288 57 742 2,858 4,973 745
71 12,914 59 721 2,778 4,833 724
73 12,560 63 701 2,702 4,701 704
75 12,225 64 683 2,630 4,575 686
7 11,908 65 665 2,561 4,457 668
79 11,606 67 648 2,497 4,344 651
81 11,320 69 632 2,435 4,236 635
83 11,047 71 617 2,376 4,134 620
85 10,787 72 602 2,320 4,037 605
87 10,539 73 589 2,267 3,944 591
89 10,302 76 575 2,216 3,856 578
91 10,076 79 563 2,167 3,771 565
Total Seats: 46 3 10 17 3 79
Percent: 58.2% 3.8% 12.7% 21.5% 3.8% 100.0%
Less
Const. Seats: 39 0 0 1 0 40
List Seats 7 3 10 16 3 39

1.

2

Parties which obtained a number of votes above the party list seat threshold of one seat 1/79 1.27 percent of the total votes cast.

Source: Elections BC (2003C). List omits parties polling less than the threshold number of votes.

22



MMP for BC

APPENDIX B: RECOMMENDATION OF THE NEW ZEALAND ROYAL COMMISSION
ON ELECTORAL REFORM 1986 ON MMP FOR NEW ZEALAND

Prior to the publication of its report in 1986, the Roya Commission on the Electord System in New Zedland
conddered dternative voting models for use in New Zedand rather like the Citizens Assambly in British
Columbiais doing currently. Its recommendation, reproduced below, provides an indgght into the
conclusionsthey reached. (Note: While the recommendation of the New Zedand Royd Commission is that
reproduced bel ow, the system adopted by the New Zedand government in 1993 varies somewhat from this
recommendation. Details of the system actualy adopted and in effect are contained in the New Zedand
Hectora Act 1993, as amended to date.)

1. ” Recommendation * 1. The Mixed Member Proportional System as set out in para2.116
should be adopted.” (NZ 1986, p.64)

“2.116. A generd description of MMP isoutlined in paras. 2.90 to 2.94. The MMP proposed by
us differsin some respects from that used in West Germany, and especidly from that proposed by
the Hansard Society Commission. There are many possible variants and we set out the reason for
adopting our model in paras. 2.187 to 2.206.

a In Chapter 4 of this report we recommend that the Size of the House be increased to a
minimum of 120 members. In outlining MMP for New Zedand we have assumed thet this
recommendation will be accepted. If this recommendation is not accepted, we do not
consider MMP should be introduced in New Zedland as the number of congtituency seats
would be too low for the system to operate satisfactorily.

b. Sixty members would be eected through nationwide party lists and 60 members by the
plurdity method in Sngle-member constituencies. At least 15 of the 60 congtituency seets
would be required by law to be in the South Idand. The boundaries between the 60
constituencies would be drawn according to the same criteria as at present, except that the
Representation Commission would be required to take account of community of interest
among members of Maori tribes in determining congtituency boundaries, and there would be
asgngle eectord quotafor the whole country. There would be an alowable tolerance of
plus or minus 10%. Under MMP thiswould not effect the fairness of the results. The work
of the Representation Commission under MMP is discussed in paras. 5.53 10 5.57.
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List members would be e ected from ordered party lists nominated by each registered
political party prior to eection day. Sincethelist vote is a choice between dternative party
Governments it would be impracticd to alow independent candidates to gppear onthe list
section of the ballot. Voters would not be able to dter the order of candidates on aparty’ s
list and the ballot paper would only need to show each party’ s name and the first few names
on each party’ slist. Parties could include congtituency candidates on their lists. Candidates
elected in a condtituency would be deleted from the party’ sligt.

A full discussion of Maori representation under MMP gppearsin Paras. 3.78 to 3.88. For
reasons which we discuss there, we propose no separate Maori seats, no Maori roll and no
periodic Maori option.

Each voter would have 2 votes a a generd eection. Onewould be for aparty list. The
other would be for a congtituency representative (see sample balot paper in the Addendum
2.2). Once congtituency winners were known, the 60 list seats would be alocated by the
modified Sainte- Lague method so asto achieve overal proportionality (see Addendum 2.1).

In the unlikely event of a party winning more condituency seats than its overdl entitlement,
extra seats would be created in the House until the next generd dection.

In order to prevent aproliferation or minor partiesin Parliament, a threshold would apply.
For aparty to be eigible to participate in the alocation of list seets, ether its combined list
vote would have to be grester than 4% of dl list votes or would need to have to have won at
least 1 congtituency seat. Based on 1984 figures, a party would need dightly over 77,000
vaid votesto be digible for ligt seats. The 4% threshold would be waived for parties
primarily representing Maori interests (see para 3.75). Thiswaiver could be extended to
other minority ethnic groupsif thought desirable or, if awaiver isnot considered appropriate,
the 4% threshold could apply to equdly to dl parties.

Vacancies caused by resignation or death of a gtting congtituency member would befilled by
aby-eection as under the present system. List members would be replaced by the next
available person on the revant party list.”

(New Zeadland 1986, pp. 43-44.)
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