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OAKAJEE PORT AND RAIL PROJECT — CHINESE MANUFACTURING WORK 

Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Minister for State Development) [2.50 pm]: Before the interval I said that 
the previous government had set up a tender process and had restricted it to two bids—one Chinese-backed and 
one Japanese-backed. It left this incoming government with a difficult situation to deal with. I think we have 
done as well as anyone could have hoped. Early last year we signed a state development agreement—it is not a 
state agreement as such—that sets out the way in which Oakajee Port and Rail, the winner of that tender, should 
try to pull together the concept. It has done a lot of work on design, foundation, customers, land corridors and the 
like. 

The point that the opposition raises relates to an argument that it seems to be putting forward that somehow the 
state government has mandated that China will get all the work related to Oakajee port and rail. I think that is the 
opposition’s argument. There is no doubt at all that when I came in as Premier, but particularly as Minister for 
State Development, I sought quite deliberately to bring China back into this project in some way. The vehicle for 
that was to try to involve China both in the mining side and perhaps on some of the contracting and consultancy 
side, hoping that it may lead to a more formal alignment, and there are signs that that may or may not be coming 
to fruition, but we will wait and see. 

Members opposite claim that they have suddenly discovered a clause in the agreement as some special bit of 
sleuth work on their part. Back in March a media release was put out by the state government, and that media 
release made it very clear that there was a provision relating to giving opportunities to Chinese workers. It is not 
a mandatory requirement. In fact, I will read to the house the section in clause 3.3 that refers to Chinese 
involvement. It states that the infrastructure provider agrees with the state to use reasonable endeavours to secure 
the involvement of private or state-owned Chinese companies in the project in the following areas, which 
include, one, the provision of railcars; two, the provision of fabricated structural steel; three, the provision of 
engineering and construction services; and, four, the provision of debt financing to meet the requirements of the 
project. It was therefore to find a range of areas in which Chinese enterprise could become involved — 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Point of order! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, I will give it to the member; don’t worry. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is quoting from an official document, which is — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s not. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier indicated that he is going to quote clause 33 of the state development — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Clause 3.3. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: — in relation to this matter that is before the house. I would ask that the Premier be 
required, as dictated by standing orders, to table the entire document that he is quoting from because he is 
quoting from the document directly. 

The SPEAKER: I am sure, member for Rockingham, that the Premier will make available to me a document 
that he is using and I will be able to clarify any point of order around that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is not the bit of paper that the Premier is quoting. If members quote from an official 
document, the standing orders require that the whole official document be tabled, not the bit that has been 
written on a bit of paper that the member comes in and quotes; it is the whole document that needs to be tabled. 

The SPEAKER: I am interested, and I thank you for that advice, Leader of the Opposition. I am just simply 
interested and I do not know what the Premier has in front of him. I can see some notes from here and I am sure 
that the Premier will provide them to me. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Thank you, Mr Speaker. Mr Speaker, the media release that I put out on 19 March 2009 
included, amongst a number of points — 

The Premier … said the State Development Agreement for the Oakajee Port and Rail Project included: 

There were three points, and the fourth was — 
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giving private and state-owned Chinese companies the opportunity to be involved in the project through 
the provision of rail cars, fabricated structural steel, engineering and construction services and 
financing. 

It is basically the wording of the clause 3.3 provision within the state development agreement. Therefore, the 
thing that the opposition claims to have miraculously discovered was actually announced publicly back on 
19 March 2009. What did the opposition actually discover? 

Mr P.C. Tinley: But it doesn’t make it any less relevant. The point is the point. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition came into this place yesterday as if it had made some great discovery. It is 
public information. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Standing order 157 states that a minister who has quoted from an official document will 
table that document, if requested by any other member, either during or immediately after the conclusion of the 
remarks that include the quotation. An official document does not include a cabinet document. That document 
the Premier is referring to is a state development agreement. It is not a cabinet document. You, Mr Speaker, 
asked him to provide it to you and he appears to have ignored your request in total, and I would ask that he table 
the document, as required by the standing order. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, I do not know that the Premier is ignoring me. I am sure that he is 
going to provide that document to me and I will be able to clarify to the house if it is something that indeed 
should be tabled in this place or made available to other members of this place. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, the state development agreement also has in it confidentiality clauses. Indeed, 
that would preclude the state from making those documents public until such time as it is agreed that they can be 
released. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: Not the Parliament, it doesn’t. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: The Parliament is sovereign. 

Mr P. Papalia: It’s a cover-up. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My goodness, you are the most—I will not even say it. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, it is a fact — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: — that the state development agreement was, according to the agreement, made available 
on a confidential basis to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, chaired by Hon Giz 
Watson, on 9 October 2009. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The clock is not running. 

The SPEAKER: I am sure it will be running in a moment. Thank you for that, member for Cannington. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The full copy of the agreement was made available to an upper house committee in 
confidence. Also on 19 January 2010 the Public Accounts Committee requested information. That was provided 
and included, I understand, the state development agreement. Both a committee of the upper house and a 
committee of the lower house have had full access to this documentation. I think that is accountable. In addition, 
officers of the department provide briefings, and so on it goes. 

When this project gets to the stage of proceeding, I anticipate—it is my intention—that there will be a state 
agreement act. That will be fully there for everyone to see. We are simply not at that stage. I make the point that 
the Labor Party was claiming today, and certainly yesterday, that this clause mandated—required—that the work 
be done in China and that it go to China. It does not mandate. It says “reasonable endeavours”—in other words, 
make an effort. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That’s how it’s been interpreted. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Opposition members were using words such as “mandating”, “compelling” and the like. 
They are wrong. 

Mr F.M. Logan: We were quoting Mr Kopejtka. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is no mandating at all. 

Mr M. McGowan: So you say. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I just read it to the member. 

Mr M. McGowan: You just selectively read one sentence from the document and you didn’t release it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Would the member like me to read it again? Clause 3.3 on Chinese involvement states that 
the infrastructure provider agrees with the state to use reasonable endeavours to secure the involvement of 
private or state-owned Chinese companies in the project in the following areas and so on. “Reasonable 
endeavours”; that is what is there. Why? It is because everyone involved in the project wanted to see an element 
of Chinese involvement. There is no mandating and there is no compulsion. None of what members opposite 
said yesterday was true. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That’s exactly what Mr Kopejtka interpreted it as. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member may interpret it as he wishes, but that is the wording of clause 3.3. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Is there a clause for Australian producers?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In the state development agreement? I would have to check that. There is a clause in state 
agreements. State agreements that come to Parliament would have the normal local content clause. The member 
regards that clause as inadequate and maybe he has a point, but the local content clause is normally included in 
state agreement acts.  

There we go. Secret document? Confidential, yes, because it relates to commercial matters. Indeed, to release 
that document publicly could jeopardise the ability of proponents to secure final contracts with miners, 
equipment suppliers and the like. The public part of the process will be when the agreement comes to the 
Parliament. I am happy to table the piece of paper that has the clause on it.  

[See paper 2924.] 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is not what the standing orders require. If a member quotes from an official document, 
he is required to table the whole document.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not an official document.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: A member cannot take an excerpt from a document and table that bit of paper as if it is the 
document. The official document is the state development agreement.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I again draw the Speaker’s attention to standing order 157, which states — 

A Minister who has quoted from an official document will table that document if requested by any other 
member either during, or immediately after the conclusion of the remarks which include the quotation. 

The papers that the Premier was shuffling included one paper that had lots of typed lines on it and looked like an 
agreement from here, although it might be just something with lines. The Premier also had another bit of paper. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Go and clean your glasses! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Does the member have an interjection? Clearly, the situation could be viewed by this side 
that amongst the number of bits of paper that the Premier had, one had a whole range of lines, which he referred 
to as a particular section. The Premier then put that down and picked up another piece, which had a single 
section. There are two elements to this. One element is that my interpretation of standing order 157 is the same 
as the Leader of the Opposition’s interpretation; that is, the official document from which the Premier was 
quoting should be tabled, not the piece of paper that it was written on. The second element is that the Premier has 
on him several bits of paper and not just the one that he handed to the Speaker, which contains one element of 
the document he is quoting from.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta and Leader of the Opposition, I am sure that the Premier will enable me 
to view the documents that he has on his desk. I do not have the capacity to know what they are at this stage. I 
note that the Premier has tabled the piece of paper that I know he was quoting from. I have it in front of me now 
and, quite simply, I can indicate to the member for Balcatta and the Leader of the Opposition that these are 
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simply notes that the Premier used to provide his side of the argument on the part of the bill that is in front of us. 
It is certainly not anything that reflects an official document.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have a point of order. 

The SPEAKER: This better not be a frivolous point of order, member for Cannington.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, it is not. The Premier said he was quoting from the agreement, but is the Speaker 
saying that it is not the agreement that he was quoting from? Is that what the Speaker has explained to us? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, if you are choosing to split hairs, I will leave that opportunity up to 
you. I am simply saying to this house and every member here, that I acknowledge that the notes that I have been 
provided with as the ones that the Premier was using in his response to this point are simply the notes that he has 
been using from whatever material he has been able to gather to provide his side of the argument. Member for 
Cannington, the notes are certainly not part of an agreement, if you like.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think I have concluded my comments. I want to make it clear that I do not have the state 
development agreement here. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [3.03 pm]: I think this is an incredibly important matter. It involves some 
$678 million of public money; half is from the state and the other half is from the commonwealth. That money is 
going to a project about which the Premier refuses to give any reasonable justification; he ought to be transparent 
and accountable for the expenditure of a substantial amount of money. How are the people in members’ 
electorates who cannot keep warm in winter or pay for air conditioning in summer to view the Premier splashing 
around $678 million without any justification or transparency? In the Premier’s contribution to this debate so far, 
we have seen an attempt to rewrite history and present a fantasy. I will not go through that, but that clearly 
causes concern about whether this $678 million is simply an ego trip for the Premier because he wants his name 
on the project or whether it is a special deal. Who is getting the money off the side of this deal, which is so 
secretive that the Premier cannot present the agreement act to this place? It is a basis for real concern that we 
have a secret agreement that does not stand up to public scrutiny. It causes grave concern that $678 million is 
going to be paid to get jobs shifted from WA to China. Why would the Premier ever do that?   

Mr C.J. Barnett: We know the member is against Oakajee and development in this state!  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No, we want Oakajee! It was going well before the member came in as Premier and 
started to stuff it around! We want to know what the deal is that the Premier is hiding. Who is benefiting from 
this deal that says $678 million is going to pay for people to do the work in China? It is not about the few rocks 
that are going to go into forming the barrier. This is a $4 billion project; the $678 million that this Premier wants 
to put in will simply lighten the load for the project proponents and allow them to spend that money in China. 
Let us not get caught up in how much of the $678 million goes into rocks and how many piles are done here or 
done offshore. The fact is that $678 million of taxpayers’ money is going to this large project, but a condition is 
that the work should be done in China. To me, that is totally mind-boggling. How can a Premier who says he 
stands up for WA, commit that amount of money and dictate that it go to China? This is absolutely unbelievable! 
How can the Premier put $678 million into the pockets of private companies? The executive officers will say, 
“We have to take the work to China because that is what this Premier put in the agreement.” It is totally 
unbelievable and the Premier will not explain it.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: We know the member is dead against development in the Mid West! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The Premier is again doing exactly what I said; he will not deal with the issue! When the 
Labor Party was in government, it got this project going. It fell over under the Court government. We want 
Oakajee! The public is not going to listen to this sideshow in which the Premier tries to distract us from the 
argument. Infrastructure Australia said there is no business case. The Under Treasurer came to our committee 
and amazingly inferred that there is no business case. Therefore, why does the Premier put in nearly 
$700 million with a condition to go to China, if the project does not have some undercurrent that the public of 
WA needs to know about? How does the Premier explain that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I know the member is against it.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: How does the Premier explain $678 million with these strings attached to go to China and 
he will not lay out the agreement or explain it? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I know the member is against it. The people in the Mid West will be interested to hear the 
Labor Party’s position on this.  
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The Premier will not answer the question.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: We will be telling people where Labor stands on Oakajee. We will be telling people right 
through the Mid West.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The Premier is hiding the fact that he has done a special deal to send WA jobs to China 
and we want to know why. Right through to the next election we will not give up on getting this Premier to 
cough up and explain to the people of Western Australia why he wants nearly $700 million of taxpayers’ money 
to be used to pay for jobs in China when we have the people here who can do the work. This absolutely stinks! 
The Premier will not get away with saying things that are false and misleading and trying to talk about other 
issues. We all want Oakajee but we do not want $700 million of taxpayers’ money paying for the work to be 
done in China. It is absolutely ridiculous. This Premier needs to come forward and ’fess up.  

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [3.09 pm]: I want to speak very quickly. I want to condemn the Labor Party for 
this action. Members opposite have stood in Parliament displaying some of the most xenophobic behaviour I 
have seen while representatives of our sister state in China, from Zhejiang province, were here—not just in Perth 
but in Parliament! What was the issue? We are allowing Chinese involvement in our mining sector—that is it! 
We are allowing Chinese involvement in the Oakajee project. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You’re a communist party supporter; that’s what you are! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: A neocon and a communist! 

Mr F.M. Logan: You support the Chinese communist party!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are encouraging Chinese involvement in the Oakajee —  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Member for Riverton, I am trying to get the house back to 
some sort of order. There were incredible interjections, which you were not accepting. I ask that the house listen 
to the member for Riverton.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Members opposite are slagging off at the Chinese and the government for encouraging 
Chinese investment in the mining sector. This is not just any country, this is China. This is our major trading 
partner. It is the major source both of investment and a market for our commodities. The Chinese come to visit 
us under a sister state relationship and members opposite sit there slagging off at them for wanting to invest in 
our state!  

Mr F.M. Logan: How many jobs have they sent here?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Who does the opposition think is creating our developments? So, members opposite do not 
think the Chinese are creating development and jobs in Western Australia! They are dreaming! No wonder the 
Labor Party is on that side. All I wanted to say very quickly was that the Labor Party stands condemned for 
criticising when our sister state relationship — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Stand up for Western Australia! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am! I am standing up for Western Australia. Anyway, the behaviour of members opposite 
is disgusting. Cheap political tricks do not lead to economic development!  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.12 pm]: I have personally been a long-time 
supporter of Chinese investment in this state. I was making public statements in support of Chinese investment 
when the Premier was making negative statements about Chinese state-owned companies. When the Premier was 
criticising Chinese investment, I was standing up for Chinese investment in this state. I will not accept the recent 
remarks made by the member for Riverton. What we want to know is: is there any clause in this agreement that 
provides for Australian companies to have the benefits of best endeavours from Oakajee Port and Rail? The 
Premier has been very happy to read out the clause relating to Chinese companies but he has been remarkably 
silent when it comes to any clause that might relate to Australian companies. I repeat: I support Oakajee and I 
support Chinese investment in Western Australia. What I want to say, if I can get a word in edgeways past the 
very rude Premier who just wants to interject and stop me speaking —  

The ACTING SPEAKER: It is unparliamentary to interject. The Leader of the Opposition has the call. He 
clearly is not accepting the interjections. I ask that you hold interjections to a minimum.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER: When we came to power, Geraldton was in a dismal state as a result of the failures of the 
Premier when he was the resource development minister. He let the people of Geraldton down. He sold them a 
pipedream. He prevented government investment in that town and in that port because of the Oakajee pipedream. 
We had to rescue Geraldton —  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 November 2010] 

 p9700d-9707a 
Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Mark McGowan; Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Mike 

Nahan; Mr Ian Blayney 

 [6] 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Oakajee pipedream! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: In 2000 the Premier sold Geraldton the Oakajee pipedream. He let the people of Geraldton 
down. The previous Labor government had to pour immense investment into Geraldton. We turned that town 
around. When the time came, we pursued the Oakajee project and the Premier inherited a completed tender 
process. The tender process had been completed. But what did he do? Did he honour the processes of the 
previous government? No; he overturned the processes of the previous government. He personally intervened. 
He changed the deal. Oakajee Port and Rail had the port as a result of our tender process. The Premier intervened 
and gave them the rail as well. He intervened. They had won it on the basis that they would fully fund it. That 
was the contest—they won it on the basis that they would fully fund it. The Premier intervened and put in 
$339 million of state money and persuaded the federal government, who accepted his priorities for this state, to 
put in another $339 million of commonwealth money. We now learn that he required the proponents to consider 
Chinese investment. The Premier did three things to overturn the process that he had inherited from the previous 
government. When a Premier does that we are entitled to ask for the document to be tabled. It is our duty to ask 
for the document to be tabled. If the Premier will not table it, under section 82 of the Financial Management Act 
he has to notify the Auditor General, and the Auditor General is required to advise us of whether that is a 
reasonable decision. The Premier has refused. Despite his repeated refusals to provide this information, the 
Premier has refused to abide by a legal obligation. At question time the Premier appeared to be unaware of his 
legal obligation. As the Treasurer, he is responsible for this act! Have a read of section 82. The Premier has 
failed to meet his legal obligation. We are entitled to say, “What is so dodgy, what is so terrible, what is so secret 
and what is so embarrassing about the Oakajee port agreement that the public of Western Australia cannot have 
this agreement?”—the same public who put up $339 million for this and who are paying through the nose for 
electricity bills.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Let’s go and debate it in Geraldton—you and I!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Debate it in Geraldton—can we move to suspend standing orders to go to Geraldton to 
debate this issue? 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [3.16 pm]: I am disappointed that what I see as an almost once-in-a-century 
transformation project in my area — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You should have seen Geraldton last century! 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I have lived there all my life; I’ve seen all of it.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I saw how poor it was. Businesses were struggling before we came along.  

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It always has been a great place and it always will be a great place.  

I am disappointed that this once-in-a-lifetime project for my community has been dragged down to the level of 
day-to-day political point scoring. Oakajee is a unique project. It is a difficult place to build a port. Later on 
today we will be talking about the Fortescue Metals Group and its expansion project in the Pilbara. It is 
interesting to compare the two projects, in particular the part of Oakajee that we have committed to build; that is, 
the common-user infrastructure. It is quite hard to build. It has to be built to the same standards that ports are 
built in Iceland—that is how hard it is to build this thing. If this government had not committed to build that, by 
now they would have left. A critical event happened not long after we came into government—it was the global 
financial crisis. Before the global financial crisis this project may have been built entirely by the private sector. 
Post-global financial crisis I do not think that would have been possible. The government putting money in gave 
companies the confidence to start work on this. Private companies have already spent a huge amount of money 
on it.  

I would like to refer to the article that has repeatedly been referred to from yesterday’s The Australian Financial 
Review. I am disappointed that Murchison Metals has not come out and clarified what it said. However, I think it 
is quite important to make the point that Mr Kopejtka said what he said because he believes Murchison Metals 
does not want equity funding from China. This is almost the nub of the argument. It is quite clear — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: When did he say that? 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: The member obviously has not read the article. It is quite clear that that is our 
government’s preference for some level of Chinese equity funding in this project, but it is also quite clear that 
Murchison Metals Ltd does not want that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Go and get it and read it. I will read it to the member. The article states — 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 25 November 2010] 

 p9700d-9707a 
Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Mark McGowan; Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Mike 

Nahan; Mr Ian Blayney 

 [7] 

Murchison executive chairman Paul Kopejtka denied that speculation yesterday, and said the company 
did not need equity funding from China to complete the project. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It is also clear that he does not want it. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It is. Maybe I am saying things I know because of the position I am in. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Geraldton has the floor. There seem to be a number of other 
conversations going on across the chamber, which is not helping the member for Geraldton or the Hansard 
reporter to be able to record what he is saying. Can the member for Geraldton throw his voice up here? It is very 
difficult to hear you. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: My voice was destroyed by working for 25 years in sheep yards, and it will never get any 
better. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: The sheep were more intelligent than the opposition! 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: That is true. The article continues — 

Mr Kopejtka said the companies were required by its agreement with the West Australian government 
to have Chinese involvement. 

That is it. It continues — 

“We see that as being through provision of rail cars, fabricated steel structures, engineering and 
construction services,” he said. 

That is Murchison’s interpretation of it. 

Mr P. Papalia: Well, that’s all right then! 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It is quite clear; it is written in black and white. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Have you read the agreement? 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Oh, yes, of course I have. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You have? 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: No. I was trying to be sarcastic. As the Premier said, the agreement is confidential. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You don’t know what’s in the agreement. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I know bits and pieces of what is in it, but, unfortunately, it is confidential. The point is 
that in some way, shape or form, we are going to need some level of Chinese involvement to get this project up. 
There is no way around that. There is some shadow boxing going on, and that is where this type of article comes 
from. I wish we could get on with building the thing because the mines cannot go ahead until this project 
commences. I acknowledge that the former government did quite a bit of good work in Geraldton when it held 
the seat for two terms. I am thanking the former government for that. However, I wish the Labor Party would 
give the same degree of support to this project that it gave to Geraldton in the past. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr V.A. Catania Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr F.A. Alban 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr I.M. Britza 
 Ms R. Saffioti Dr G.G. Jacobs 

Question thus negatived. 
 


