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SENATE ONE VOTE, ONE VALUE VOTING SYSTEM 
Motion 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]:  I move - 

That this house does not support a one vote, one value voting system in the federal Senate because it 
would result in a reduction of up to five Western Australian Senate representatives which would 
inevitably lead to a downgrading of facilities and funding for Western Australia and a vastly increased 
voting power for the more populous states. 

Many years ago our federal forefathers constructed our federal Parliament and in doing so created two houses of 
Parliament, the House of Representatives and the Senate.  The Senate, as the house responsible for representing 
individual states, was very wisely constructed at the time with an equal number of senators per state.  In fact, I 
believe there are about 76 senate seats in the federal Parliament.  Each state, including Western Australia, has 12 
representatives.  That system was put in place presumably to ensure that the less populous areas of Australia, 
such as Western Australia, were not disfranchised in the policy and decision-making process.  We all know, and 
our forefathers all knew, that sadly politics is about allocating funding and resources to the greater population 
mass.  It is no secret that all political parties over time have contributed funds, resources and facilities to the 
areas that have the most parliamentary representation.  That is why we have the safeguard in place known as the 
federal Senate.  That is why 12 representatives from Western Australia represent the interests of this state.  It is 
the same number of representatives that New South Wales has, and that state of course has many times the 
population of Western Australia.   

When legislation goes through the federal Parliament all states have an equal say on it, in the upper house at 
least.  In that way Western Australia, being I guess the poor cousin of federation because of its population, is 
adequately and, importantly, equally represented in the federal Parliament during those deliberations.  This week 
is a particularly historic week in the history of Western Australia.  I refer of course to the Gallop Labor 
government’s push for one vote, one value in Western Australia.  I should place on the record now that, sadly, 
the Gallop Labor government yesterday achieved that aim; sadly for the people of Western Australia, and 
particularly sadly for those of us who choose to live in regional Western Australia.  I thought it important to 
explore this matter this week.  I will be watching very closely to see how the Labor members vote on this 
motion.  It would be very interesting if they voted in favour of the motion, would it not?  It would mean that they 
support the principle of vote weighting in less populous areas.  Of course, we know that the Labor Party does not 
support that principle.  Labor members have been at pains over time to tell us that the Labor Party has not 
supported that principle for the best part of 100 years.  It now follows that Labor members will have to vote 
against this motion if they are to be true to their principles, the same principles they tell us that the Labor Party 
has held for 100 years.  

It is important that we understand exactly what would happen if one vote, one value came about in the Senate.  
Western Australia would lose up to five of its representatives.  It has only 12 representatives, but because it is a 
less populous state, all that representation would shift to the eastern states.  Whichever colour of government 
happened to be in power would then be obligated to spend money and allocate facilities and resources to the 
more populous areas.  Sadly, that is politics.  We know that the more seats a party wins, the more opportunity it 
has to form government.  If the Labor Party members are to vote against this motion, they will be condemning 
five of this state’s representatives to the scrap heap; more than that, they will be sending them east.  They will be 
reducing the representation of Western Australia and the voice of Western Australia to a whisper.  That would be 
the net result of introducing one vote, one value in the Senate. 

May I draw some comparisons for the benefit of members with Western Australia itself, and I guess the subset of 
Western Australia?  We could almost impose Australia over the top of Western Australia.  We could say that 
Perth represents the more populous eastern states and that regional areas such as the South West, Agricultural 
and the Mining and Pastoral Regions represent the less populous area of the Western Australian state.  The 
Gallop Labor government has this week consigned to the scrap heap the people who are paid to fight for 
facilities and resources on behalf of country people in this state.  The Gallop government has effectively silenced 
the voice of country people.  Why?  It is because of the so-called, long-held principle that everybody in this state 
should have an equal vote.  It follows that that principle would have to be carried over to a federal level.  If 
people hold that as a principle that is dear to their heart, they must superimpose it on the federal system as well.  
If they did so, they would consign five of this state’s representatives to the scrap heap; moreover, they would 
send them to the eastern states.   

When I gave notice of this motion yesterday, I was unaware that the Premier would pull the stunt that he pulled 
about half an hour ago by speaking to the amendment to the Address-in-Reply, which effectively said that this 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 18 May 2005] 

 p1895b-1912a 
Mr Matt Birney; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Kim Hames; Acting Speaker; Mr Tony McRae; Mr Martin Whitely; Dr 

Graham Jacobs; Mr John Bowler; Ms Margaret Quirk; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Norm Marlborough 

 [2] 

state gets nothing from the federal government; that the federal government wants to ride roughshod over this 
state and that it is not prepared to give it anything back.  If the Labor Party members vote against our motion, 
guess what will happen?  The federal government, regardless of which colour, will sadly reduce the number of 
resources and facilities allocated to Western Australia.  It follows that when fewer people are fighting for those 
very things, we will get less.  The same could be said about this state’s one vote, one value system.  As country 
members of Parliament, what I, the member for Leschenault, and all country members in this place do for a 
living is come to the Parliament and to the highest levels of government where we thump the table and demand 
resources, facilities, funding and infrastructure for our electors.  That is exactly what our federal senators do, be 
they Labor or Liberal.  That is what they are paid to do.  If a one vote, one value system were to be imposed 
upon the Senate, thereby reducing the number of this state’s representatives by five, there would be exactly the 
same situation that Western Australia is facing today at a state level.  

Labor members are faced with a very difficult choice.  They either jettison their 100-year-old principle of one 
vote, one value and say that the existing system is fine, in which case they would expose themselves as the 
ultimate hypocrites, having only this week passed one vote, one value legislation at a state level, or consign five 
of this state’s representatives to the scrap heap and concede that the eastern states will for ever more be the more 
dominant force in Australian politics and therefore attract the majority of the funding and resources. 

I do not want to speak too long on this motion, because I am more interested to hear the views of Labor members 
and to discover exactly how they intend to vote on this motion.  If they continue to support a vote-weighting 
system at a federal level, they will expose themselves as the ultimate hypocrites.  It would make for an 
interesting story in tomorrow’s newspaper that, in the same week that the Labor Party introduced one vote, one 
value in Western Australia, it opposed it in the Senate.  Let us see what the Labor Party has to say. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [4.09 pm]:  The Leader of the Opposition does not 
seem to have learnt from his “Pope’s partner” statement.  He talks on matters he knows nothing about.  I wonder 
whether it is general ignorance or that he does not do his homework.  His contribution in terms of an 
understanding of the Senate leaves a lot to be desired.  The Senate was formed on the Federation of Australia 
when six states came together to form the Commonwealth of Australia.  Part of the agreement in the formation 
of the commonwealth was that the Senate would be a states’ house.  On that basis, all states were given equal 
representation.  That was the overriding principle.  The principle of equal voting rights, which is established 
quite clearly in the House of Representatives and in Parliaments around Australia - and which Western Australia 
will finally come into line with - is a very important principle.  Putting the Constitution together for the 
Commonwealth of Australia involved a range of issues.  There was clearly a need to give a guarantee to states 
that their interests would have some protection.  That was why the Senate comprised an equal number of 
senators from each state even though the states were of different sizes. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  Couldn’t the same argument be used for the regions of Western Australia - that they need to 
be looked after? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  When did the regions of Western Australia come together and agree to give up their 
powers to form the state of Western Australia?  That is the nonsense the member is talking about.  It never 
happened. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  The Leader of the House talked about the House of Representatives having one vote, one 
value but that is not quite right.  There are seats in the Northern Territory that have 45 000 voters and seats in 
Queensland that have 86 000 voters.  Some seats in Tasmania have 64 000 voters.  I think the Leader of the 
House has not done his homework. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  A guarantee was given to Tasmania, which is something of a variation from one vote, one 
value.  There is generally one vote, one value across the House of Representatives, which is different from the 
Senate, which is the point of the motion.  The Senate was established as a states’ house.   
Mr M.J. Birney:  The ACT has 104 000 voters.   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The territories did not exist then.  The territories were brought into it later.  The whole 
issue of the Federation of Australia was to try to enable the territories to be recognised in the system.  On that 
basis, a means of representation had to be found and the allocation of how many seats to how many electors had 
to be worked out.  We can go into those matters later.  The point of this motion is the constitution of the Senate 
and seeking to put an interpretation on it that does not fit with the reality.   
We all know that since the Senate was formed, its primary role of being the states’ house has been largely 
eroded.  The power of all political parties has meant that the members of the Senate have looked to serve their 
state and nation through the interests of their party.  We all live with that; it makes for a vibrant and effective 
democracy.  However, there are times when the senators need to give a much higher priority to the interests of 
the states that elect them. 
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Mr M.J. Birney:  Western Australia has a minuscule population compared with that of New South Wales.  Why 
should it elect the same number of members as New South Wales? 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is what I was attempting to explain to the Leader of the Opposition. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  I know why.  It is because otherwise we would miss out terribly.  I want to hear the Leader of 
the House say that. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Why is that so? 
Mr M.J. Birney:  Because we would miss out terribly if our number of senators went from 12 to 7.  Our voice 
would be reduced, therefore our capacity would be reduced also. 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition did not hear what I said, because what he has just 
said is a nonsense if it was a response to what I said.  He had better listen to what I say.  I was talking about why 
it happened, not how he might judge it now.  I said that, on the terms of the Senate being formed on that basis, it 
was necessary, because the states were independent states that had their own Parliaments and legislatures, and 
they decided to cede certain powers to another; that is, a new Parliament to be established nationally, which 
eventually ended up in Canberra.  On that basis, the states sought a guarantee that their rights would not be 
overridden by a large or larger state.  It was a fundamental condition of the foundation of the Commonwealth of 
Australia.  That is why it is in the Constitution and why it is very difficult to change it.  For the Leader of the 
Opposition to try to use it as a debating point on one vote, one value shows the little understanding he has of the 
federal Parliament and the role the states play in it.  Therefore, it is appropriate that I put before the house a 
motion of more substance that it can deal with. 

Amendment to Motion 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move - 

To delete all words after “house” with a view to substituting the following words - 

notes with concern that - 

 from 1 July the federal Senate will be able to rubber-stamp the Howard government’s 
downgrading of facilities and lack of infrastructure support for Western Australia as 
highlighted in its recent budget; and 

 the Senate’s role as a states’ house will be totally destroyed unless Western Australian 
Liberal senators are willing to put the interests of this state ahead of party political 
interests. 

Point of Order 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I would like a ruling on whether that amendment is in order because my original motion 
specifically deals with the voting system of one vote, one value as it applies to the Senate.  The minister’s 
amendment does not touch on that at all and is something completely different.  If he is seeking to amend my 
motion, I require a ruling about whether it is in order.  If the minister wants to move his amendment as a separate 
motion, the opposition is happy to deal with it.  However, we should deal with the existing motion first. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The substantive motion refers clearly to the Senate and to the downgrading of facilities 
and funding for Western Australia.  The amendment deals with the Senate and the downgrading of facilities and 
infrastructure for Western Australia.  The amendment deals with similar, but not identical, subject matter to that 
in the original motion.  That is one of the necessary requirements for an amendment to be in order.  The other 
area in which an amendment may fall foul and, therefore, not be appropriate is if it were a negative of the 
original motion.  Clearly, the amendment is not a direct negative of the motion.  Meeting those two 
requirements, I put to the Chair, as I have previously to the Clerk, that the amendment is in order and should 
proceed. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  My experience of amendments to motions in this house provides a contrary view to that of 
the Leader of the House.  The amendment must relate in some way to the motion that has been moved.  The 
Leader of the House is drawing extremely tenuous associations with the original motion by plucking individual 
words from the motion.  He is saying that, because he is using the same words, his amendment is relevant to the 
original motion.  The key component of the original motion is “That this house does not support a one vote, one 
value voting system in the federal Senate”.  It also contains the word “because”, which relates to the core of the 
motion, which is the one vote, one value system in the Senate.  If the Leader of the House were to move an 
amendment that related to the core component of one vote, one value in the Senate, he would be justified in 
amending the motion in some way.  To move a totally spurious amendment that has no relevance to the one vote, 
one value voting system in the Senate is out of order. 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will quickly pick up on the point made by the member for Dawesville.  He said that the 
key word in my original motion is “because”.  My motion states “That this house does not support a one vote, 
one value voting system in the federal Senate because”.  It then refers to why the opposition does not support a 
one vote, one value system in the Senate.  The substance of the motion, as the member for Dawesville put it, is 
about one vote, one value.  The minister’s amendment must have something to do with one vote, one value.  He 
cannot go on about the words that follow “because”, because the substance of the motion relates to one vote, one 
value.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  The amendment relates to the first part of the motion; it is not a 
direct negative.  Therefore, the amendment is in order.  The question is that the words to be deleted be deleted.   

Debate Resumed 

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton) [4.22 pm]:  As I understand it, the amendment seeks to delete some words and to 
insert other words.  Is that correct?  Can you clarify that, Mr Acting Speaker? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The amendment seeks to delete all words after “house” with a view to inserting 
other words.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  We are now debating the substance of the insertion?   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Yes.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.   

I do not wish to talk for very long; however, I will make a couple of points about the current federal Senate 
system of representation.  The debate from both sides of this chamber indicates that there is no argument that 
Western Australian parliamentarians generally support the system of Senate representation which was 
established as part of the formation of the commonwealth of Australia and which is designed to give some 
degree of representation to the states in the house of review.  However, the government’s amendment reveals 
how that principle is seriously at risk.  I put it in these terms: if we look at the national infrastructure programs 
that have been announced in the past six months - they now form part of the federal government’s proposed 
budget that is being debated in the federal Parliament - we see that of the hundreds of millions of dollars in road 
infrastructure funding that has been allocated, less than seven per cent has been allocated to Western Australia.  
That is in spite of the fact -  

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I believe that we are debating the deletion of the words “because it would result in a 
reduction of up to five Western Australian Senate Representatives” etc.  The member is talking about the 
substance of the amendment that would be moved by the Leader of the House if those words were deleted.  As I 
understand it, he cannot debate that until the motion to delete the words has passed.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  The member can talk about the whole amendment even though 
we are debating that the words to be deleted be deleted.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Mr Acting Speaker, if the member had been paying attention, he would have heard me seek 
clarification when I began my remarks.  I sought confirmation of the process we are following in the course of 
this debate.  However, given that the member has only just recently returned to the house, a bit of distraction is 
acceptable.  

The point I was making was this: twenty-five per cent of the national road system is in Western Australia.  
Western Australia receives less than seven per cent of the total allocation from the national infrastructure 
program for national roads.  That begs the question: is the federal government seriously listening to Western 
Australian senators from both the major and minor political parties?  That is the point of the amendment: the 
government is seeking to make that apparent not only to this chamber, but also to the Western Australian 
community and the federal Parliament.  It is no longer appropriate for members on the opposite side of the 
political fence to ignore their obligations to this state, particularly given the changes that will occur in the Senate 
from 1 July.  At that time the federal coalition government will have a majority in both the House of 
Representatives and the Senate; the first time a federal government will have had such a majority in more than 
25 years.  This amendment seeks to draw attention to the fact that we have grave concerns about the failure of 
the Western Australian Liberal Party senators to represent the interests of this state.   

I will provide another example.  The federal budget that was presented to Parliament last week contains an 
allocation of something in the order of $350 million, as I recall, for rail projects around the country.  As the 
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Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has pointed out on a number of occasions, that even includes a 
revitalisation of the railhead into Mildura to ensure the efficient transport of Mildura’s raisins to a port in 
Victoria.  I will ask members a rhetorical question: how much road funding for rail freight reform has the federal 
government allocated to Western Australia?  An alternative question might be: how many times have Western 
Australian Liberal Party senators raised in the Senate the important issue of rail freight reform in Western 
Australia and the need for an effective partnership between the federal and state governments to continue to 
improve our rail freight system?  The answer to both of those questions is none.  In the latest budget, of the 
hundreds of millions of dollars allocated to freight rail reform, zero dollars were allocated to Western Australia.  
The answer to the second question is that not one Liberal senator from Western Australia has raised in the Senate 
concern about the failure to allocate funds to Western Australia and to protect Western Australia’s interests.  We 
need look only to the debate in my district and, indeed, throughout the whole of the southern metropolitan region 
about the importance of the freight transport reform.  It is a highly sensitive issue.  The key elements of the 
solution to the problems we face in the southern metropolitan region are not only the continuation and 
completion of Roe Highway to connect with Kwinana Freeway, but also and most importantly upgrades to the 
rail freight network.  The state government is now building the railhead into the inner harbour of the Fremantle 
Port.  It is the state government that is funding the development of an inland container terminal at the other rail 
depot yards.  No contribution was made by the federal government, yet no word of concern has been expressed 
by any Western Australian Liberal Party senators in the Senate.  The Western Australian government wishes to 
draw attention to this concern today. 

If members seek further examples of how Western Australian Liberal senators have failed to represent the 
interests of Western Australians, they can look at further allocations to Western Australia in the 2005-06 
commonwealth budget presented last week to the federal Parliament by Treasurer Costello.  The only allocation 
of capital works infrastructure funding to Western Australia in the entire federal 2005-06 budget was $3 million 
for the restoration of St Mary’s Cathedral.  Do not get me wrong - that is a worthy project.  I am all in favour of 
the refurbishment of a cathedral with significant religious and heritage significance to the state.  However, 
Liberal Party senators representing the state of Western Australia have not spoken on the public record about 
Western Australian interests in wider terms, and they have not raised concerns in the Senate about this being the 
only capital works allocation for Western Australia in the entire 2005-06 budget. 

Ample justification exists for the amendment that the house notes with concern that from 1 July the Senate will 
be able to rubber-stamp the Howard government’s downgrading of facilities, and to outline the lack of 
infrastructure support for Western Australia.  Ample evidence exists of concern about the role of Western 
Australian senators, be they Liberal, Labor, Greens, and, if the people decide, Independents, Nationals and 
members of any other party.  There is genuine concern that no conservative Western Australian senators are on 
the record in the Senate arguing for Western Australia. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  There is genuine concern by whom? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I refer to Western Australian Liberal Party senators.  I would expect that the member for 
Nedlands would understand that if this house expresses its concern, given it is the representative house of the 
people of Western Australia - unless the member wants to argue that this is not a democratic state - it is a voice 
of concern for all Western Australians.  It does not matter whether people vote Liberal, Labor, National or 
whatever; the concern is expressed to the federal government in a legitimate democratic manner.  To argue 
otherwise would be to suggest that the sovereign right of Western Australia no longer exists.  That would be a 
strange argument to come from the member.  Does she suggest that the sovereign right of the Western Australian 
Parliament no longer exists? 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Yes, I am.  You took the Crown out of the Constitution, my friend.  The image of the crown is 
there on the carpet in the chamber.  That’s what you did. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I hear now that the Liberal Party is diverting debate to the pattern on the carpet; that is, 
whether the crown in the carpet is worn and torn or is elevated to some honourable position. 

It is a sad day when we attempt to raise a legitimate concern for Western Australia that has not been raised in the 
Senate; that is; the federal government’s allocation to Western Australia’s infrastructure needs.  What role has 
been played by Western Australian senators, who under founding principles are placed in that chamber to act in 
the interests of the state and, of course, to represent their political interests?  I have posed the question - 
rhetorically, of course - and I have answered it.  However, I have not heard one contradictory statement from 
members opposite to suggest that any senator representing the Liberal Party of Western Australia in Canberra 
has raised a voice of concern about the absolutely appalling treatment of Western Australia by this federal 
government.  We have an absolute right, nay, an obligation, to point to the fact that those senators from 1 July 
will be treated as rubber stamps by the Howard government.  That situation will cause real problems for Western 
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Australia.  It is time that this side of the house and my good friends opposite joined together and sent a message 
to our senators that it is time they stood up for Western Australia. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [4.34 pm]:  I always seem to have the pleasure of you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr 
P.B. Watson), being in the chair when I speak; it allows me the pleasure of talking about the seat of Albany.   

The amendment to the initial motion refers to deleting certain words; namely, that this house -  

 does not support a one vote, one value voting system in the federal Senate because it would result in a 
reduction of up to five Western Australian senate representatives, which would inevitably lead to a 
downgrading of facilities and funding for Western Australia and a vastly increased voting power for the 
more populous states. 

The Labor Party had the intention of voting against the original motion.  Therefore, it supported the converse 
notion that the house supports a one vote, one value voting system in the senate that would result in the loss of 
five Western Australian seats.  Members opposite were going to vote for that proposition as they argued against 
the opposition’s motion.  The Leader of the House put forward all the explanations he could think of regarding 
why the federal system was in place and why, under Federation, equal representation was provided to voters 
from all states in Australia.  I understand that those points are true.  We understand how the federal system was 
set up.  However, the Leader of the House was planning to vote against the original motion.  The only possible 
converse to the motion the opposition moved is that this house supports a one vote, one value system that would 
result in the loss of five Senate seats from this state. 

The Labor Party is all over the shop with its notions of one vote, one value and what is right and fair for not only 
Western Australia but also Australia as a whole.  The Leader of the Opposition made it quite clear in his 
contribution that it is not only the Senate that has a system of different numbers of voters determining who 
should be members of Parliament.  We have already heard that the number of voters for each member of 
Parliament in places like the Northern Territory and Tasmania is significantly fewer than is the case for seats in 
other states.  The House of Representatives system also does not apply one vote, one value.  Members are aware 
of the difference in voter numbers in seats in Western Australia and those in the more populous state of New 
South Wales.  The difference is much narrower in the House of Representatives than in the Senate; nevertheless, 
there is a difference.  The Leader of the House spoke about why the federal system was put in place.  The 
reasons are clear.  The federal system allowed an equal number of representatives from each state.  It was 
established because it was fair and because it did not disadvantage states like Western Australia that have vast 
land areas and a small population.  These are admirable sentiments; in fact, they are essential sentiments for a 
country like Australia.  Those sentiments were supported by every state in Australia.   

The position of members opposite is contrary to the ideal view that represents the very nature of Australia as a 
vast country with small populations grouped in some areas, and that has been shown through their support for the 
so-called one vote, one value legislation for this state.  The Labor Party has given some members of Parliament 
vast areas to serve with very few voters within that area.  Members opposite call it fair.  They call one vote, one 
value a fair system when it applies to this state, yet they readily accept that it is not a fair system when applied to 
the Senate.  Interestingly, the Leader of the House stated that he supported one vote, one value overall, and not 
just in Western Australia.  When we asked him whether that should apply to the Senate, he clearly and distinctly 
said yes.  I hope that the Hansard reporter recorded that comment, because there was some conversation in the 
chamber at the time.  He said yes “but”.  His “but” was that we cannot change it because it is already in place 
and there is nothing we can do about it.  He is certainly right about that.  It amazes me that a representative of 
Western Australia, who should be looking out for the interests of Western Australia and who is beating his chest 
about Western Australia’s lack of federal influence, has said that he supports a system that would reduce the 
Western Australian representation from 12 to five senators.  Not only has he said it through support for the 
government’s legislation, but also he said it in answer to a question put to him during debate.  He supports a one 
vote, one value system in the Senate and, yes, he understands that that would reduce the representation in this 
state to just five members.  I will be very pleased when this gets out and the people of Western Australia realise 
that the Leader of the House clearly supports reducing this state’s representation in the Senate from 12 senators 
to just five.   

Another issue is the amendment that the government has moved.  Without casting any aspersions on your ruling, 
Mr Acting Speaker, my belief is that you would have been given two options in ruling on the amendment.  One 
option would have been that, yes, there is a requirement that the substance of the amendment relate in some way 
to the original motion.  You could certainly have ruled that way if you believed that the amendment bore some 
resemblance to the motion before the house.  The alternative option was that if you did not think the amendment 
had any relevance to the original motion, you could quite reasonably have ruled it out of order.   

Point of Order 
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Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I think the member for Dawesville is questioning your ruling, Mr Acting Speaker.  
Clearly, you made one decision with the option that you identified as being the best, if, indeed, there were other 
options.  I think the member is bordering on canvassing your ruling.   
Dr K.D. HAMES:  Further to the point of order, I was very careful not to reflect on your ruling, Mr Acting 
Speaker.  I was simply pointing out that it is my belief that you may have been given two options and chose one.   
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  There is no point of order, but I will be listening very closely to 
the member for Dawesville  

Debate Resumed 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I should hope so, Mr Acting Speaker!  The point I was making is that I believe you may well 
have been given two options.  One option was that the amendment should bear some resemblance to the original 
motion moved by the opposition and the other option was that you would be quite within your rights to rule that 
it did not.  Mr Acting Speaker, you chose to say that the amendment did bear some resemblance to the original 
motion.  Because you are listening so carefully, I will stop my comments there; otherwise I may stray into 
territory that questions your ruling.   
I will go on to talk about the amendment.  It refers not to one vote, one value but to the federal Senate’s ability to 
rubber-stamp the Howard government’s downgrading of facilities and to the Senate’s role as a states’ house 
being totally destroyed.  I admit that it feels like groundhog day.  Instead of being in front of the hog on this 
occasion, I am behind the hog; nevertheless, it is still the hog.  The point is that motions of this nature, which are 
flagrant Canberra-bashing motions, are not new.  Attempts by this government to bash Canberra seem to be its 
way of trying to divert attention from state issues and problems.  Every day in this house it tries some Canberra 
bashing.  In fact, I believe that the government has no confidence in the federal opposition.  It must think that the 
federal opposition is useless, because it seems to attack the federal government every question time and with 
every motion it moves it tries to become the leader of the federal opposition.  The government needs to 
concentrate on issues of vital importance to this state.  It needs to concentrate on hospitals and industrial 
relations and the problems with our river system, which it is ignoring in its desperate attempt to try to bash 
Canberra at every opportunity.  I know what it is like for federal members of both sides of Parliament.  When 
Labor was in power, we used to give its state representatives heaps.  We used to attack them in exactly the same 
manner and said that they were not properly representing their state in commonwealth matters.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Only we were right!   
Dr K.D. HAMES:  We were quite right!  In this case it is not right.  In this case, our senators have been working 
very hard to improve the services in Western Australia.  Politics aside, members on both sides of this house need 
to understand that Liberal and Labor representatives in the federal Parliament work very hard, and often behind 
the scenes and with great difficulty to successfully get stuff from Canberra.  Both sides do it; both sides work 
hard.  There is no difference between Liberal and Labor members of Parliament trying to get funds and support 
from Canberra.  The federal government provides significant funds for Western Australia.  I know that the 
Minister for Health is meeting now with the federal Minister for Health and Ageing to talk about the funds 
provided to Western Australia.  The federal government provides something like $4.5 billion for the health 
system in Western Australia.  I do not know whether any changes have been made in the recent federal budget, 
but I am aware that a large number of press releases were put out by Hon Julie Bishop about care services for the 
aged; for example, extra funds have been provided for aged care workers.  Individual members in this house do 
not necessarily know all the services that are provided by Canberra, and it would be very difficult to list them all.  
I have not heard anyone in this place talk about the $4.5 billion worth of health funding.  I have not heard anyone 
in this place talk about the increased funding for aged care services.  That is because individually we do not 
know what all those things are.  Before we condemn any funding from the commonwealth government, we need 
to have the details of that funding, the changes and the areas in which funding has increased or perhaps 
decreased, as well as the overall take.   
Another issue I want to raise relates to the former member for Pilbara, Larry Graham.  When he was an 
Independent member, he used to make the same speech about Canberra.  He used to talk about all the income 
that was provided by the Pilbara region, how that area should get a significantly increased share of funding and 
how this state was starving the area of funds, given the income from that area.  He used to attack the Liberal and 
Labor governments over the same issues.  This argument is just a reflection of the same Canberra bashing that 
used to go on in those days.   
MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [4.50 pm]:  In my contribution to this debate I want to concentrate on the 
role of the Senate.  The motion and the amendment are similar because they both talk about the role and 
performance of the Senate. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  I ask members to keep their voices down, because I 
cannot hear the member who has the floor. 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The key question is: what role does the Senate perform?  Implicit in the motion is the 
premise that the Senate performs the role of a states’ house.  I do not think it does.  It is obvious from the voting 
records of senators on both sides that the Senate is anything but a states’ house.  If the Senate were a states’ 
house, senators would vote as a bloc along state lines.  I cannot recall - if other members can, I would like to be 
illuminated - one case in which senators from a particular party have voted as a bloc to protect the rights of their 
state.  Senators always vote along party lines.  The intention may have been that the Senate would be the states’ 
house, but the function of the Senate is as a house of review.  The problem with the Senate as it will be 
structured after 1 July is that it will be the first time in I suspect at least the past 20 years that the conservative 
side of politics has had control of the Senate.  The recent history of the Senate is that the proportion of votes 
from the major parties - the Labor Party, and the Liberal and National Parties - has been progressively falling, 
because more people have been voting for the minor parties.  That has meant that the Senate has been acting 
more as a house of review than it did previously.  When the conservatives were last in government and in control 
of the Senate, the Senate would effectively rubber-stamp legislation that had been passed by the House of 
Representatives.  It will now be the rule rather than the exception that the minor parties have the balance of 
power in the Senate.  Therefore, unless the two major streams in Australian politics agree, they will have to 
negotiate with Senators from other groups - whether they be Independent members or members of the Greens, 
the Democrats, Family First or One Nation - to achieve the outcomes they desire.  Over the past couple of 
decades federal governments have had to negotiate with individual senators and parties to get their legislation 
passed.  I always encourage people to vote Labor in the Senate.  However, there are certain advantages in a 
situation in which no party has absolute power in the sense that it has control of both houses of the Parliament.  
The major advantage is that it allows the Senate to better perform its role as a house of review rather than be just 
a rubber stamp.   
The situation that will confront us after 1 July is that the Senate will not act effectively as a house of review 
because the conservatives will control the upper house.  That will have an adverse impact on Western Australia 
and all the other states of Australia, because it will make it possible for the Howard Liberal government to 
implement its ideologically driven decision to fully privatise Telstra, without proper controls.  It will also make it 
possible for the Howard Liberal government to create a centralised industrial relations system, which again is an 
ideologically driven decision and a blatant power grab from the states.  However, those things will be given the 
rubber stamp by Western Australian Liberal senators, because they fail to stand up for the rights of this state and 
to act as members of a states’ house.  They will continue to act in a purely partisan way to achieve their 
particular ends.  The Senate, far from being a states’ house, is indeed a house of review when it operates 
effectively.  I suggest that a situation in which one of the major parties in Australian politics has control of both 
houses of the federal Parliament will become rarer and rarer. That is a good thing.   
However, I believe there is an opportunity for the reform of the current Senate voting system.  Perhaps 
numerically full Senate elections would make it more difficult for one party to achieve absolute power and 
control, because it would be far more likely that the Senate would be more representative of the Australian 
electorate.  If we had full Senate elections rather than half Senate elections, we would not change the number of 
senators and we would not change where they come from, but we would get a Senate that was less likely to be 
controlled by one of the major parties and that was more representative and more likely to operate as a house of 
review.  That is the sort of reform that we could achieve under the current system but by having full Senate 
elections rather than half Senate elections.   
The motion and the amendment are very similar in the sense that they debate the role of the Senate and whether 
the Senate operates as a states’ house.  Implicit in the motion - I presume the opposition would vote in support of 
it - is a tick of approval for the electoral system that we have just voted on for this Parliament.  That system 
provides for six regions with six upper house representatives in each region.  That is similar to the system that 
operates in the Senate.  The upper house is structured along geographical lines, with an even number of 
representatives from each of the regions.  We will be much closer to replicating the federal system when we elect 
the thirty-eighth Parliament of Western Australia.  I am pleased the Liberal Party has seen the light and has come 
to its senses.  I am pleased it has recognised that we have taken a brave step forward and this state will now have 
a system that reflects more closely the federal system.  I am pleased the Liberal Party has given such a ringing 
endorsement to our electoral reform, whereby the lower house - the house in which government is formed - is 
constituted by electorates based on population, and the upper house is constituted by geographical regions of 
different geographical size but with an equal number of representatives.  I am pleased the Liberal Party has said, 
“Good on you, Labor Party, and good on you, Gallop government, for going ahead and reforming the state 
electoral system along the lines of the federal electoral system”.  It took the Liberal party a while to catch on, but 
I am pleased the Liberal Party has seen the wisdom of our reforms and has given us its support.  It sometimes 
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takes a long time for those of us who are less talented to catch on and get the basic thrust of an idea.  It is 
fantastic that the Liberal Party has come on board.  Better late than never.  The young fellow over there has come 
on board and said, “Good on you for replicating the federal system in the state Parliament.”  
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Who said that? 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Implicit in the original motion is the notion that the reason the federal system works so 
well is that it has an equal number of upper house representatives for each of the geographical regions.  That will 
now also be the case in this state Parliament.  I thank the Liberal Party for its endorsement of our electoral 
reforms.   

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [4.58 pm]:  I commend the Leader of the Opposition for this motion.  I will talk firstly 
to the amendment.  The government is all over the shop on this issue.  It has been caught out.  In essence there is 
one rule for the state and a different rule for the Senate.  When we push the government, we detect a flawed 
belief system.  It is not big enough to acknowledge that, although the one vote, one value system is good enough 
for the state, it should be extended to the Senate.  There is a good reason members opposite would not extend 
that system to the Senate: it will disadvantage and discriminate against people in large areas of low populations.  

The member for Riverton’s excuse for not taking up the cudgel and seeking to extend the one vote, one value 
belief system to the Senate is that the Senate would be no more effective than it is now, based on the premise that 
the members there are ineffective.  He referred specifically to the Liberal senators being ineffective.  This state is 
represented by six Liberal senators.  The member for Riverton earmarked the Liberal senators as people who do 
not stand up for Western Australia.  On 10 February 2005, this year, Senator Chris Ellison, when addressing the 
Senate, indicated that the federal government had committed $8 billion to national roads and railways for the 
five-year period to 2008-09.  

Nowhere in the commonwealth Hansards since 2003 - not under questions with notice, questions without notice 
or any other procedure during sittings of the federal Parliament - is it apparent that a Labor Senator has said 
anything about Western Australia being disadvantaged.  Not one of them has made any real stand for Western 
Australia.  The argument that the Senate is pretty poor at doing its job so it does not matter is not an effective 
argument against introducing a one vote, one value system in the Senate.   

I draw members’ attention to the fact that this government has been caught out when it has been pushed on the 
concept of one vote, one value.  This is supposed to be a strong “heart” issue, a basic premise, a core belief of the 
Labor Party, yet when we push the Labor Party about how far that core belief will go, its members are not big 
enough, man enough or woman enough to acknowledge that its belief system of one vote, one value could be 
adopted in the Senate.  

I commend the Leader of the Opposition for exposing the depth of the Labor Party’s belief and I condemn the 
Labor Party for reneging on the heartfelt belief that we have heard about over the past week.  Since I have been a 
member of this Parliament, I have heard about the Labor Party’s core belief, this very important issue about 
equality; the very issue that has disfranchised my electorate.  The Labor Party has been happy to disfranchise my 
electorate but when the opposition has pushed it about the concept of disfranchising the Senate, and seeing how 
far that belief system will go, it is all at sea; it is all over the shop.  I commend the amendment that tests this core 
belief.  

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[5.04 pm]:  Over the past week or so I have noted growing complaints by the opposition about the state 
government’s attacks on the federal government and its lack of funding for Western Australia.  I suppose in one 
way they may be right; it is a Labor Party attacking the Liberal Party as it often does.  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is unusual!   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Yes; and we will continue to do so.  Rather than talk about the Labor Party attacking the 
Liberal Party, what about talking about the Liberal Party attacking itself?  Before the federal budget was brought 
down, federal Liberal member for Kalgoorlie, Barry Haase is quoted in the Kalgoorlie Miner of 10 May as 
saying - 

There would be slim pickings for the goldfields from the federal budget.   

He was pretty right:  He must have been tipped off by the Treasurer.  He is quoted further as saying -  

Specifically for this region -  

My region - 

There’s nothing.   
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That was not the Labor Party attacking the Liberal Party; that was the Liberal member for Kalgoorlie talking 
about the federal Liberal budget.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We have freedom of speech in our party.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Barry Haase has used every inch of that freedom.  He is quoted further as follows - 

People can say I have achieved bugger all but all politicians aren’t blessed with a magic wand.  

Obviously Mr Haase is not blessed with a magic wand.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  The former Labor member for Kalgoorlie, who became an Independent used to say exactly the 
same thing of the Keating government.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Dawesville should provide the quotes.  I have the quote of Mr Haase’ 
comments.  We are talking about contemporary Australia, not Australia of 20 years ago.  That is from the horse’s 
mouth.  This federal government is the highest taxing federal government in Australia’s history and Mr Haase 
made those comments in the Kalgoorlie Miner about his own government.  Mr Haase admits that he does not 
have a magic wand, that there were slim pickings and there was nothing for his electorate.  Those words were 
not from Labor Party members about a Liberal government; they were from one of the coalition’s own kind 
talking about the federal budget for Western Australia.  Our government has been trying to point out the same 
thing and that they should join Mr Haase and complain to John Howard and Peter Costello about the inadequacy 
of the federal budget for Western Australia.  If more members opposite joined with the federal member for 
Kalgoorlie, we might get somewhere.  

There is no doubt that the goldfields is going through a boom period.  We are doing very well, thank you very 
much, as is the Pilbara, the south west and other parts of regional Western Australia.  I have lived in the 
goldfields all my life and I have followed the mining industry.  As sure as the sun will rise tomorrow, this boom 
will end.  I hope it takes a long time - even into another generation.  This boom will end just as all booms and 
busts end.  I hope that when this boom does end we have in place mechanisms such as flow-through shares.  The 
Canadian government was involved in such an initiative about 15 years ago that transformed the Canadian 
exploration industry.  Flow-through shares put the tax incentives for investment at the beginning of the 
investment cycle and encourage investors to invest in greenfield exploration.  

The time to adopt such an initiative is when the mining industry is doing so well.  When a downturn comes, the 
bottom will not be so far and the fall so hard.  I urge members opposite and Western Australian senators to tell 
the Treasurer to look again at the need to invest in flow-through shares.  I was in Kalgoorlie in 1998 when John 
Howard, as the Prime Minister, first visited that city.  I was a journalist in those days.  The seven or eight 
community leaders decided not to take a shotgun approach towards the Prime Minister by hitting him with seven 
or eight pet projects.  They were not all leaders from the goldfields; several of them came from the then Chamber 
of Minerals and Energy in Perth.  They decided that if they did that, it would be water off a duck’s back and he 
and his advisers would forget about them all and nothing would happen.  Those seven people decided that they 
would hit the Prime Minister with one issue - it cost them $7 000 to have that chance; they said they wanted 
flow-through shares.  They explained it to the Prime Minister and to his advisers and passed over documentation 
supporting their proposal.   

That was nearly seven years ago.  The mining industry is still hopeful that this federal government will listen to 
that initiative, because it is the sort of thing we need.  When this boom comes to an end, we will have greenfield 
exploration caused by flow-through shares, to encourage more drilling rigs into the bush.  The reality is that 
every mine is dying the day that it opens, because every day a mine is mined is a day closer to the end of that 
mine’s life.  I opened the Flying Fox nickel mine east of Hyden last Sunday.  As I said then, it is one of the few 
new mines in Western Australia.  Despite this current boom, the reality is that almost every mine in Western 
Australia is a brownfield exploration mine.  Companies are stepping up output from old mines and increasing 
production.  That means that the life of the mine will end more quickly than it would have done previously.  
Thankfully, the Flying Fox nickel mine is one of that rare breed of new mines.  We need a lot more of them.  I 
urge all Western Australian senators to pursue flow-through shares.   

Another initiative that was lacking from the federal government was zone tax rebates.  Barry Haase said 
correctly that there was nothing in it for us - bugger all.  We are all aware that in the bush, whether it be the 
wheatbelt, the goldfields, even further inland or north, zone tax rebates no longer do what they were originally 
intended to do.  Even the member for Roe would recognise that the extra cost of living in Esperance would not in 
any way be met by the rebate to his constituents.  Once again, there was nothing from the federal government 
about zone tax rebates.  The member for Dawesville was a minister in the previous Liberal government, so he 
would know, as we all do, just how difficult it is to get any person from government services into the bush.  It is 
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increasingly difficult.  Why would they go into the bush when they will earn the same amount of money as 
someone in the metropolitan area, yet the cost of living is higher?  The zone tax rebate was introduced to 
overcome those difficulties.  It probably cuts out now on 1 February and does not last for the first month of extra 
costs and for the rest of the 11 months people must get by on their own.  This is one of the reasons that all 
governments find it difficult to get people into the bush.  It is disappointing that we did not get flow-through 
shares or zone tax rebates. 

After the budget came out the inimitable Mr Haase, the federal Liberal member for Kalgoorlie, was quoted in the 
Kalgoorlie Miner as saying that neither the flow-through shares nor the zone tax rebates had a snowball’s chance 
in hell of being passed in the current environment; in other words, regional and rural Australia would be ignored.  
The federal government’s attitude was that it was doing well because there was a boom going on.  It would take 
the royalties, but it would not put anything in place so that when the royalty boom sadly came to an end it could 
ensure that the downturn was cushioned.  In opposition to that attitude, this state government has put $12 million 
into pre-competitive exploration through the Geological Survey, which was supposed to be matched by the 
federal government.  That was not forthcoming in the federal budget, but we still hold out some hope.  On top of 
that, the Gallop government has established the $80 million regional investment fund, which I have the honour 
of having in my portfolio.  This regional investment fund will be directed mainly through local government.  As 
Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, if I directed that money straight to the communities 
and bypassed local governments, members can imagine the hoots, howls and cries, and rightly so, that would 
come from local governments saying that I was ignoring them and going straight to the people.  That is exactly 
what is happening now in Australia.  The federal government is ignoring state governments.  It is bypassing state 
governments and trying to be God to everyone.  If I did that to local governments in Western Australia, they 
would rightly criticise that action.   

A Liberal member of federal Parliament has described the federal budget as offering slim pickings, bugger all 
and a snowflake’s chance in hell.  I am not playing politics.  It was said by the federal Liberal member for 
Kalgoorlie.  I hope that some of his federal senator colleagues will listen.  Earlier the member for Dawesville 
said that it has always been difficult to get money out of Canberra, whether the federal government be Liberal or 
Labor.  He is exactly right.  I dare say, though, it has never been as hard as it is now.  The member for 
Dawesville in his heart of hearts would have to say that it has never been as hard as it is now.  I remember Sir 
Charles Court, Brian Burke and young Richard Court bleating when they came back from Canberra, but it has 
never been as hard as this.  

Mr G. Snook:  The tax regime has changed with the goods and services tax.  The whole game has changed.  It 
was hard last time for all state governments.  There is no question about that.  Premiers had to go on bended knee 
to ask for grants money under a different regime.  We now have a different tax regime, so there are two different 
ball games.  Would it not be reasonable to say that circumstances are a bit different?   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member is right; there has been a change in the regime.  Is the member saying that 
Peter Costello’s threat of taking that tax away should not happen?   

Mr G. Snook:  No.  I am saying that it has always been difficult for concurrent Labor and Liberal state 
governments.  There is no question about that.  The money we get now is under a different arrangement with 
GST, and it grows as the tax take grows and comes through to us.  There is, therefore, a beneficial flow on under 
that different arrangement.  That is the only point I make.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  As the GST grows, so does income tax.  The federal government is not sharing that with 
the state governments and is withdrawing services from many areas, particularly in my electorate with its 
indigenous Australians.  We hear every day of cases in which the federal government is withdrawing funds from 
Aboriginal communities in my electorate, which takes in just under half the state, so I have many of those people 
in my electorate.  Once again, the federal government is hoping that the state government will pick up that cost.  
As the Minister for Local Government, if I did that to local governments they would be screaming and members 
on the other side would be supporting them and saying to me how dare I ignore the next level of government.  I 
would not do that and we will not do that; neither should the federal government ignore state governments and 
play politics with the people of Western Australia.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Is that not what the Town of Cambridge councillors are doing?  Are they not accusing you of 
trying to usurp their authority? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  We are not taking money away from the Town of Cambridge.  We want to give them 
money.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are usurping their authority as representatives. 
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Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  We want to give them $120 million.  I am sure that we will do that and, at the same 
time, get facilities for the people of Western Australia.   

How often do we hear the hypocrisy of members opposite when they talk about the fact that they can cross the 
floor and vote for what is best for their constituents whereas Labor Party members must toe the line.  I urge 
members opposite to remind their federal colleagues, particularly the federal senators, of that and urge them to 
cross the floor and vote down many aspects of the current federal budget.   

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.19 pm]:  I indicate at the outset that I will not 
contemplate any asinine interjections from the member for Nedlands.  If she wants to make a positive 
contribution to this debate, I am happy to entertain them, but that would have to be a first.  I will indicate up 
front that I will not take any interjections from the member for Nedlands.  I support the amendment -  

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Order, member, please! 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  The amendment states, in part, that from 1 July the federal Senate will be able to rubber 
stamp the Howard government’s downgrading of facilities and lack of infrastructure support for Western 
Australia, as highlighted in the recent budget.  It is my concern and the concern of all people on this side of the 
house that from 1 July this year, the Senate will be even more stubborn, because of its ideology and its attitude to 
working cooperatively with the states and local government to provide much-needed infrastructure to states such 
as Western Australia.  It is my belief that the coalition senators from Western Australia will not act in Western 
Australia’s best interests because, if they did, they would want to lessen what is an inequitable situation - 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  If the member for Nedlands cannot say anything constructive, I suggest she leave the 
chamber.  Otherwise, I call for the assistance of the Chair. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  I did not hear what the member said on this occasion.  
However, it is hoped that the member will refrain from further comments. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Excellent.  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 

From 1 July the Senate is to be charged with following an ideological agenda that includes, for example, the 
imposition of new industrial relations laws to pursue the Howard government’s pathological hatred of unions and 
its quite irrational hatred of collective bargaining and unions.  Because of that, the federal government will cut 
off its nose to spite its face.  Western Australia’s economic growth is second to none.  Western Australia is the 
economic powerhouse of Australia.  Western Australia is leading the nation in producing revenue for the rest of 
the country through mineral resources and economic growth. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The member for Girrawheen has the floor and I am having 
difficulty hearing her.  I ask the member to speak up and for other members to desist from interjecting. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  The member for Nedlands called me a nuisance.  I ask that she withdraw that remark. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I did not hear the comment.  If the member said that, I ask that she be courteous 
enough to withdraw it.  I leave the matter with the member for Nedlands. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I withdraw the comment. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I thank the member for her sincerity! 

Western Australia provides much-needed revenue for the rest of the country.  Western Australia’s economic 
growth is due to great fiscal policies by the state government and the hard work of many workers in Western 
Australia.  The federal government does not feel the need to return the favour by providing adequate 
infrastructure and services.  The federal government is more concerned with an ideological agenda.  If it were 
really concerned about infrastructure, it would not establish an infrastructure task force chaired by Brian Fisher 
from the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics and have Max Moore-Wilton and Henry 
Ergas as committee members with only a six-week period of investigation.  If it is serious about looking at 
national infrastructure, should not the federal government hold a more comprehensive inquiry?  No, it has only 
one agenda, which is to identify bottlenecks.  It contends that the bottlenecks are caused by the states having 
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what it regards as inappropriate industrial relations laws and conditions and too much environmental regulation.  
Its one brief is not to ask where the infrastructure inefficiencies are but to see how the states can be blamed and 
how the federal government can wash its hands of any responsibility concerning very important national 
infrastructure. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I have three reasons that infrastructure is struggling.  Firstly, a lot of it was built post-war, so 
it is now 50 years old.  Secondly, the abolition of accelerated appreciation has made it unattractive for private 
investment in infrastructure.  Thirdly - and for this I share some guilt - the problem is the result of the breaking 
up of state utilities.  All construction in Australia has been built by state utilities. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I thank the member for Cottesloe for his intelligent contribution to this discourse. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I thought that the member for Nedlands made a lot of intelligent contributions!  

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Well, the member for Cottesloe must take his friends where he finds them! 

The member’s first comment was that a lot of national infrastructure is ageing.  However, that does not relieve 
local, state or federal governments of their responsibilities.  We all need to acknowledge that.  Secondly, the 
member mentioned depreciation.  That is a tax issue, which is a matter for the federal government.  The third 
issue was the break-up of state utilities.  That is driven by a certain ideological framework that we have had to 
live with since the late 1980s.  There are some arguments for breaking monopolies and increasing competition.  
However, we cannot be blinkered about it.  It must be done with a sensible and rational approach. 

I return to the infrastructure inquiry.  If the federal government were dinkum, it would have a meaningful and 
mature dialogue with the states about how we can provide infrastructure in a way that drives the economy and 
does not create further problems for exporters and industry.  It is quite clear that infrastructure is necessary to 
support Australia’s economic growth.  That will not materialise under the current federal government.  It is also 
quite clear that we must be part of the global economy in order to thrive and be economically competitive and 
that we must have state-of-the-art infrastructure.  What we are lacking from the federal government and, 
particularly, from Western Australian coalition senators is a long-standing commitment to provide national 
leadership on infrastructure needs.  Instead of that, we have an inquiry that knows the answers before it asks the 
questions.  We need a coordinated and cooperative long-term strategy between all three tiers of government, 
which was acknowledged by the member for Murchison-Eyre.  There must also be a role for the private sector.  
Australia’s infrastructure at the national level is inadequate.  As the state government did with the Keating 
review, Australia must review any regulatory impediments to the growth of infrastructure. 

As other speakers have said, there are real inequities.  The federal government must address these issues head on.  
Firstly, the state is forced to contribute disproportionately to its infrastructure because the commonwealth is 
missing from the equation.  I give the example of the Burrup Peninsula.  The commonwealth revenue share from 
projects on the Burrup is expected to be six times that of the amount to be returned to this state.  With the Grants 
Commission redistribution it may well be that the states will incur a net loss.  Despite the fact that the 
commonwealth is a major beneficiary of the Burrup, the commonwealth has not contributed one cent to the 
common-user infrastructure required to facilitate that development.  By comparison, this state has contributed 
$189 million to the critical infrastructure required.  Of that amount, almost $160 million has already been spent.  
Similarly, the member for Riverton has indicated that there are major inequities in transport.  That impacts on 
our infrastructure, especially with roads.  Western Australia represents one-third of the continent and produces 
30 per cent of the nation’s exports by value.  It generates $23 billion in revenue each year for the 
commonwealth.  It contains one-quarter of the nation’s national highways and 10 per cent of the nation’s 
population.  However, it receives only 6.9 per cent of AusLink road funding and 0.8 per cent of AusLink rail 
funding.  When it comes to transport funding, Western Australia continues to be short-changed by the federal 
government despite its contribution to the national economy.  Secondly, when it comes to our share of rail 
network funding, Western Australia is even more poorly off.  The federal government will invest $1.9 billion in 
rail projects on the AusLink national network over the five years, but only $14 million, or less than 0.8 per cent, 
of that will be allocated to Western Australia.   

I support the amendment.  It is quite clear that the inequities must be addressed.  It is quite clear that from 1 July 
this year an ideological agenda will be pursued with some vigour and robustness by the federal government.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Wind it up!   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Order, members!  The member for Girrawheen is still on her 
feet and continues to have the call.   

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  My successor has come back into the chamber.  Member for Peel, it is quite pleasant in 
here; do not feel afraid to come in at any stage.   
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To conclude, from 1 July it is quite clear that a mature dialogue with the federal government about our 
infrastructure needs will be harder than it is at present.  I fully support the amendment.  

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Wrap it up. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I thank members opposite; I will wrap it up.   

MR N.R. MARLBOROUGH (Peel - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.32 pm]:  Yesterday I referred to Hon 
George Cash, a member of the other house.  It is a pity that the member for Cottesloe is not in the chamber.  I 
absolutely now know why the member for Kalgoorlie is the Leader of the Opposition.  What a staggering 
motion!  Obviously the member for Kalgoorlie’s political knowledge and intellect allowed him to become the 
Leader of the Opposition.  Fancy giving this side of the chamber the opportunity to point out a terrible period of 
the opposition’s political life.  Many members opposite have only just started their political careers; they are 
babes in the woods.  They have allowed the big bad wolf to lead them down a dead end, a cul-de-sac.  The 
Leader of the Opposition tries to cover his steps everywhere he goes by using the Parliament’s time to move silly 
motions that, in fact, are not even supported by his side of politics.  This is an attempt to somehow catch the 
Labor Party out.  The Leader of the Opposition said, “I know how we’ll catch them out.  I know how I’ll hide 
from my inadequacies.  I will get their thinking away from me in Gallipoli and Greece where I was sunning 
myself and drinking champagne and pina coladas on the beach with my girlfriend.  I will get the Labor Party to 
support a motion that reads that the Parliament of Western Australia is opposed to a one vote, one value concept 
in the Senate so that Labor members will make absolute fools of themselves.  If they do not go along with me, 
how can they stand up with any credibility and argue for one vote, one value in the state chamber?”  That is 
absolutely brilliant thinking.  It is fairly obvious that the Leader of the Opposition’s giant political intellect 
allowed him to walk into a new caucus with nine newly elected men -  

Ms M.M. Quirk:  How many women?   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  No new women.  That have to rely on the old guard.   

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  We are a great old guard.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I am happy to go along with that description.  I am happy for the purpose of this 
exercise to go along with that description.  Two women form the great old guard.  

When the Leader of the Opposition approached his members, he said this: “Boys and girls, listen to me.  This is 
the new voice of experience talking.  This is all of my 35 years on this earth and all the wisdom I have gathered 
in the time that I have been the member for Kalgoorlie.  The level of your understanding of my wisdom was 
demonstrated when you recently appointed me your leader - albeit, mind you, I was up against a dud.  I was 
given free rein to be leader and free rein to take you to the promised land.”  The canal development would have 
seen the argument of one vote, one value off the agenda.  However, like his predecessors, he has fallen in the 
same trap.  What his predecessor could not do was to get his own political organisation to go along with him.  
The first major voice of concern about his predecessor’s leadership and the canal development - now known 
affectionately as the “farcanal” - was voiced by Treasurer Costello.  Mr Costello came out and said that there 
was no way his government would support that project unless it went through a proper process of investigation.  
That is exactly what the Premier of Western Australia said.  Under the previous Liberal leadership, the federal 
Treasurer, Mr Costello, said that he supported the Premier, Geoff Gallop.  Of course he would; he would not 
waste taxpayers’ money on somebody’s dream.   

Point of Order 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have to admit that I was not listening to the debate, but it has been pointed out by my 
colleagues that what the member for Peel is saying does not relate to the issue being debated.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I find the member for Peel’s dialogue very entertaining.  The thought that what he 
was saying was not relevant did cross my mind.  Now that the issue of relevance has been raised by the member 
for Dawesville, I ask the member for Peel to direct his dialogue to the issue at hand.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Of course my dialogue is very germane to the issue.  How can there be any 
credibility in moving the motion before the house that the house does not support a one vote, one value system in 
the federal Senate?  Of course, the Leader of the Opposition has no credibility in moving such a motion in the 
hope of trapping the government into voting against the principle of its own legislation.  That is why we have 
pointed out the real problem with the opposition and with its federal counterpart’s weakness in not supporting 
the state of Western Australia in arguing for the massive infrastructure needs of the state.  The member for Vasse 
takes every opportunity to jump on any story he picks up from the gutter about the trade union movement of this 
state.  He hears it on a pub crawl and from the small brains among whom he moves.   
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The facts of life are these: this state has experienced a massive seven per cent growth.  That seven per cent 
growth measured against the national growth of two per cent is phenomenal by any measure.  It can be argued, 
of course, that much of that growth is driven by China’s massive demand.  Thankfully China is coming to us for 
the resources it requires to build the nation that it wants to be.  The difference between the leaders of China and 
the pea-brain from Vasse is that the leaders of China embark on long-term planning.  The member for Vasse’s 
idea of long-term planning is, “I’m up; I’m out of bed.  I’ve got my socks on.  Somebody take me to the shower - 
oops, how do I get out of the revolving door?”  That is what we are up against.  China is planning for a 20-year 
horizon.  Thankfully it has picked Australia and in particular Western Australia from which to take commodities.  
What has that done?  It has created an opportunity that this state has never seen in its history.  It has created an 
opportunity for this state to grow like never before.  Of course, because in many instances the resources are well 
away from highly populated areas, massive infrastructure is required.  I thought it was a no-brainer that a federal 
government would build a drop-kick railway line between Adelaide and Darwin rather than put its money into 
the places that are driving the nation’s economy.  I would have thought that it would want to put money into the 
Pilbara, the Kimberley and Kalgoorlie, but no.  These pea-brains opposite - the pea and thimble trick merchants, 
the slick car salesman type - have not changed.  They would have been great in the white shoe brigade under Sir 
Joh Bjelke-Petersen.  In fact, how many members opposite went to his funeral?  Was the member for Vasse a 
pallbearer?   

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I ask members to pause for a moment.  I know the member for 
Peel is a robust character and that the member for Vasse likes to interject.  However, I ask them to take a 
moment to let their passions cool.  I call on the member for Peel to continue.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Thank you for your guidance and protection, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  Since when have you needed protection? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I need it.   

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  When? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I have been observing for a long time, and I have worked out that behind that 
outer facade of gentleness, the member for Carine is the toughest of the lot opposite. 

I return to my comments.  Like many Liberal oppositions, this opposition does not realise that it is in opposition.  
It believes it is born to rule; it has no ability but it believes it is born to rule, as that is its position in life.  
Members opposite have no ability to rule from the position they are in today.  I tell members opposite, especially 
those on the backbench, that they will not get there by following their present leadership.  The crux of this 
problem was evident yesterday in their wasting of the time of this Parliament and the unmitigated 
unparliamentary attack on the Speaker.  In my 19 years in the Assembly, I have seen probably half a dozen 
attacks on the credibility of the relevant Speaker.  Yesterday’s performance was the most degrading and lowest 
attack - 

Point of Order 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Can we be protected from this diatribe, which is irrelevant to what we should be debating? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Unless the member for Roe is raising the issue of relevance, 
there is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  We saw part of this process yesterday.  This motion moved by the Liberal Party 
and the attack on the Speaker yesterday are both part of this process.  Think about it.  The Leader of the 
Opposition cannot win debate in his own party room.  He has people in his party whom I have observed for 20 
years whose political opinions differ from mine, but whom I appreciate.  I refer to articulate and intelligent 
people like George Cash, Norman Moore and Peter Foss.  The Leader of the Opposition has not been able to 
break through to that group.  They are old pollies who know what needs to happen.  They know that parties do 
not leave the negotiating table when the fight is before them.  A grand final cannot be won on the blackboard - it 
is a matter of getting out and playing the game.  Those members know that the Leader of the Opposition walked 
away.  They pleaded with him, not to drop any standards, but to recognise that change was inevitable.  If change 
did not come about through a process involving the Labor Party on its own, it would come about through the 
Labor Party negotiating with somebody else in the opposition.  We told members opposite that they were in the 
leading opposition party, and that we were happy to deal with them.  We did not say that that would be 
inappropriate.  On the matter of one vote, one value, we said we would talk to them. 
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Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This motion is about the one vote, one value voting system in the federal Senate.  The 
member has had enormous latitude.  Frankly, I have not heard him say much at all - 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Will you protect me from the member for Girrawheen, Mr Acting Speaker, as she 
constantly interjects on me?  As usual, the member for Peel has had nothing relevant to say about the motion 
before the house. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I take the point of the member for Nedlands.  It goes to the relevance of the 
member’s comments to the question of words being inserted and words being deleted.  I am reliably informed 
that some considerable leeway is allowed on such matters.  I take advice from my good friends here at the table.  
I find it hard to see the relevance of the member’s comments, but I am prepared to accommodate him a little 
further on the matter.  However, should he continue in this manner, I may form a different view. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  My rhetoric is best supported by the events in the upper house in recent weeks 
that put this matter into context.  As a state, we are very concerned about how we will grow to meet the 
international demand that is being placed before us.  This demand creates great opportunities as a state and a 
nation.  Although we have six senators, a number of whom are from the Liberal Party, representing us in the 
federal Parliament, I am yet to see how under the present system - never mind with a reduction of five senators - 
they are doing their job and putting forward Western Australia’s case to get the infrastructure opportunities we 
need from the federal government.  I refer to the words of Hon George Cash because he spells out far more 
clearly than I can the problems members opposite have got themselves into.  This motion is an attempt to create 
a smokescreen for the problems of their own creation.  Page 829 of Hansard of Thursday, 28 April, reads - 

 This morning I had the opportunity of reading the latest Business News, which is the 28 April to 4 May 
2005 edition.  The “State Scene” article written by Joe Poprzeczny is titled “Failure to act may prove 
costly”.  The author discusses the experiences of the Liberal Party when dealing with electoral change 
and amendments to various acts over a long period.  He refers to the 1928 amendments and the 1929 
distribution.  He also refers to the case, as it was, in 1923, and the most recent electoral law changes in 
Western Australia during the 1980s.  At that time the Labor Party did a deal with the National Party to 
change the electoral laws. 

Some of us were here when that happened.  Hon George Cash continued - 

 I am interested in the history because it seemed to me -  

These are not the words of Norm Marlborough, the member for Peel, but of Hon George Cash - 

 that the Liberal Party has a phobia when it comes to electoral change in Western Australia.  In 
particular, it has a phobia about one vote, one value.  In my dictionary “phobia” is defined as any fear or 
dread that controls a person’s mind.  It can and often does present an added sense of hatred. 

We saw that demonstrated here yesterday in the unmitigated attack on the Speaker.  Hon George Cash’s 
description of the event that led to yesterday’s events is absolutely accurate and spot on.  He also stated - 

 It seems to me that the Liberal Party has been stuck with this phobia and the phobia is causing it to not 
go to the negotiating table to try to mitigate the damage that will be done to country Western Australia 
by this bill.  I have always believed that in politics people have to be at the negotiating table if they 
want to be heard.  If they are not at the table, they end up reaping consequences that may cause harm to 
their cause.  In the past few months, the Labor Party made it clear to all political parties in Western 
Australia that it was prepared to discuss the final form of the bill insomuch as it was prepared to receive 
submissions or offers . . . 

Those words of Hon George Cash, which are far more eloquent than words I could provide, paint the picture of 
why we have this nonsensical motion moved by the Leader of the Liberal Party today.  They spell out more.  I 
first came to this Parliament in 1986.  In those days Hon George Cash sat on the front bench opposite.  In a 
Liberal Party that in those days contained people like Ian Laurance, Bill Hassell -   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Mensaros. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  - Andrew Mensaros, Barry MacKinnon and Richard Court, George Cash was a 
leader.  He was a robust debater.  He had a high intellect.   
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Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  He still does.  

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I thank the member.  I was coming to that.  I say to the new backbenchers, the 
babes in the woods, learn something from this exercise.  If they do not want to listen to me, they should read the 
remarks of George Cash and if they do not want to read his remarks, they should talk to him.  They should not let 
the opportunity go by, because he is pointing out the problem in their organisation.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The problem with East Fremantle players coming into the chamber is that the 
level of intellect such as I described with reference to George Cash has dropped abysmally.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  I have taken some advice and I have been listening very 
studiously to the member.  The motion refers to the one vote, one value system in the federal Senate.  From what 
I have heard recently, the member for Peel has not been speaking to the motion; in fact, he has been referring to 
the one vote, one value system in Western Australia.  I once again ask the member to keep his comments on 
track with the question before the house.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I absolutely support the amendment moved by the Labor Party, and I do so with 
all the comments I have just made.  I have already said this but I will repeat it.  More than anything we need a 
cooperative federal government to ensure that this state advances at the rate it should.  We are in the world’s 
spotlight, which has happened at no other time.  I worked as a fitter and turner in the Pilbara in the 1970s, and it 
was booming then.  The major difference is that in those days the Japanese used to give companies five-year 
contracts.  At most, five years is all that BHP and Rio Tinto could plan for.  The Japanese, in giving five-year 
contracts, used to say, “Keep your pencils sharp because if you don’t, we’ll buy iron ore off the Brazilians and 
the Indians and we’ll take our purchases elsewhere.”  In that sort of atmosphere, even BHP, Rio Tinto and 
Hamersley Iron found it hard to plan.  How could they plan beyond a five-year horizon?  How could they plan as 
they really wanted to plan with the sorts of iron ore and mineral deposits that they had in the ground?  They 
could not.  It has all happened in the past three years.  It happened just before most members opposite started 
their political life.  China has come along - I note that the member for Cottesloe is shaking his head; he thinks 
that he was the architect of it all, but it was not quite that way -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It started in about 1995.   

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I agree with the member; there is a lead-up time with these things.  China has 
come along and changed the whole landscape.  The BHPs of this world are now facing 20-year contracts.  That 
creates all sorts of new opportunities for those companies.  They can plan for a new 20-year time frame.  We are 
already seeing in Port Hedland the need for BHP to double the size of its port, and to do that it will need to buy 
out the rest of the old town of Port Hedland.  The Esplanade Hotel, where I used to drink as a young lad in 1968, 
will go; the “’Nade” will disappear.  That is unheard of.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Will they have a plaque on the footpath?  

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  They probably will have to me, yes.  It will never be forgotten.  The member for 
Nedlands will be at the opening to cut the ribbon.   

Members opposite should not fall for this silly exercise by a leader who has blown it on one vote, one value.  
They should grasp the opportunity to get their federal colleagues to recognise that Western Australia needs 
infrastructure dollars, because if this state booms, the whole of Australia booms.  If we benefit, the whole of 
Australia benefits.  They should not fall for the pea and thimble trick.  In their first few weeks in Parliament, 
they should learn from the exercise.  This young leader of theirs has burnt a number of bridges.  Although they 
may not see it that way, members such as the member for Vasse see it as an opportunity to pounce in the future.  
Members should not be fooled by his clown-like smile.  It does not work.  Behind that clown-like look, the like 
of which people can see at the Claremont Showgrounds when they put the ball in the clown’s mouth, he is a tiger 
ready to pounce and take over the leadership.  Members should take the opportunity to back the state and call on 
their federal colleagues to put their efforts into that arena.   

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (28) 

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

Noes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus passed. 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (29) 

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

Noes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus passed. 
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Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (29) 

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

Noes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan 
 Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr J.H.D. Day 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus passed. 
 


