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LAND TAX AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Third Reading 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [10.12 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

By way of explanation, the Minister for Finance is dealing with some media inquiries at the moment for a short 
time and I have asked him to be in this place as quickly as possible. In the meantime, I will deal with the bill. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [10.13 am]: I rise to speak on the third reading of the Land Tax Amendment 
Bill 2013. Again, I thank the advisers who briefed us on this bill. It is not a very complex bill; it is basically just 
another tax grab bill. As discussed through consideration in detail and in the second reading debate, this bill 
seeks to increase all tax rates by 12.5 per cent. 

Can I clarify whether I have 20 minutes or 15 minutes to speak so I can pace my speech? I am told I have 
30 minutes!  
Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did not realise that, so I will prepare myself for 30 minutes. I will ask for a glass of water 
because I will be here for a while! 

This bill seeks to increase the tax rates by 12.5 per cent. This measure will collect another $338 million over the 
forward estimates period. As we have outlined, this is yet another example of the tax-and-spend approach being 
taken by the Barnett government. In the budget papers we see that one of the key issues is the amount of new and 
increased taxation revenue introduced to this budget process. The fiscal action plan outlined in the Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook shows $1.6 billion of increased and new taxation measures in this budget. That is a record. Over 
the dinner break last night I did a quick analysis and looked at the taxation effort under this government this year 
compared with what was a very highly criticised taxation effort in the first three to four years of the previous 
Labor government. I wanted to get some context, because I recall that a lot of third parties, including the Real 
Estate Institute of Western Australia, the Property Council of Australia and the whole list of conservative third 
parties, heavily criticised the previous Labor government about its taxation effort in the early 2000s. I will now 
give that context. When the Gallop Labor government won the election in 2001, there had been five budget 
deficits in eight years. There was actually a deficit, I think, in 2000–01 and there was a recession—so two 
quarters of negative growth in gross state product for WA. There was also declining revenue growth. That is the 
economic and financial setting that the Gallop Labor government inherited in 2001—deficits, falling revenue and 
a recession were the three factors. When the Gallop Labor government took power in 2001, it inherited the books 
of another government, the Richard Court government, so it had to make some taxation changes to ensure the 
budget was structurally sound. 
Let us go through the setting of the current government. This government has had increasing economic activity 
and increased revenue growth, and, this is the key point, it inherited its own books; it did not inherit another 
government’s books. Therefore, the Liberal–National government knew the financial setting and yet it asks this 
Parliament to approve $1.6 billion worth of new and additional taxation measures as part of the much-vaunted 
fiscal action plan. Let us go through the taxation measures. As I said, this land tax package, which is a 
12.5 per cent increase in rates, is due to collect $338 million this year and over the forward estimates. It is 
$73 million in 2013–14; $80 million in 2014–15; $88 million in 2015–16; and $97 million in 2016–17—that is a 
total collection of $338 million. As I said, that is part of a $1.6 billion package. We have already debated, and 
the government pushed through—I think the government declared an urgent bill—the deferral of the abolition of 
the transfer duty on non-real property, and that was worth $527 million. The government halved the private 
concession rate for motor vehicle registration, which is due to reap $155 million. It has introduced this new 
unfair tax on children of $4 000 for over 8 000 children in our schools—$120 million. We heard the Leader of 
the Opposition provide some very, very sad examples of what this government is doing. Although the Leader of 
the Opposition highlighted only two examples today, there will be thousands of very similar examples. The 
government’s approach was poorly researched. It was a very cynical policy move. I know there has been a lot of 
criticism of other governments, particularly the former Labor government, for cynical and “not researched” 
policy moves, but I do not think anything can match what this government is doing to 457 visa holders. It has 
said, “Let’s introduce a new tax on the children of 457 visa holders because they can’t vote”! It is the only logic I 
can think of. It is not as though they are not paying tax. These people are living in the community and paying 
tax. They are paying local, state and federal governments through council, state and federal taxes and charges. It 
was a poorly researched and highly cynical attack on 457 visa holders.  

Another point about this tax grab is that there has been a lack of commentary from some of our key business 
groups. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia should be ashamed of itself. I saw the 
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CCI on TV criticising federal Labor for introducing fees on 457 visa holders. In WA, where business lobby 
groups have been calling for more overseas workers to help some very-difficult-to-staff industries, we have a 
government that has done more to attack these people than any other federal or state government in our history. 
The lack of commentary from the CCI has been absolutely deplorable. It actually undermines its credibility as a 
lobby and a stakeholder group. If the business community seriously believes that a fee of $4 000 per child for 
457 visa holders is good policy, it has completely missed the point.  

The last key taxation measure is the tax administration package worth $454 million. That includes the sum of 
$260 million brought forward by way of stamp duty on high and complex transactions. We debated that 
yesterday and the day before. That relates to the introduction of what is known as interim assessments of high 
and complex transfers under the stamp duty act. Another $160 million to $180 million will be collected from 
improved compliance. The interesting thing about the Office of State Revenue—I think it is probably the only 
part of government in which this happens—is that if more people are employed, the government gets more 
money. It is not an expense, in a sense; it is a net addition to the state budget. The greater the number of taxation 
officers  employed, the greater the revenue. I cannot remember how many additional staff have been employed, 
but I think it may be about 20. We did get that figure in the briefing but I do not have those notes with me. The 
government is booking additional revenue. I understand that that increased compliance effort is mainly centred 
around complex stamp duty transactions and payroll tax. All up, it is a taxation effort of about $1.6 billion over 
four years.  

I did some research and I will compare and contrast some of the highly criticised taxation efforts made by the 
former Labor government in 2001–02, 2002–03 and 2003–04. That was coupled with some significant tax cuts 
in 2004–05. I will put the budget in context to try to give members an understanding of it from a more historical 
view rather than a purely political point of view. I looked at the cumulative impact of the first four budgets under 
then Premier Geoff Gallop. When one adds all the taxation efforts over four budgets, the Gallop Labor 
government inherited five deficits, falling revenue and a recession. The taxation effort being undertaken by this 
government in this year is comparable to—or probably even greater than—that done in the first part of the 
2000s. That shows the significance of the taxation effort being introduced by this government.  

Let us go through it. Has the government not had the money? No. There has been increasing revenue growth. 
Revenue growth has increased by over 40 per cent since 2008. The government has been unable to manage the 
finances and has allowed debt to grow uncontrollably. Net interest costs are nearing $1 billion across the total 
public sector. When we left office, the general government sector had no debt. It actually had money in the bank 
but now it is significantly in debt. That part of the total public sector does not normally have user charges. It is 
basically reliant on taxation revenue and general revenue to service general government debt, and that debt has 
ballooned. That debt is outside our government trading enterprises. The government has overseen what has been 
the deplorable management of the state’s finances, and it is starting to impact on the community. Many people in 
the community have asked me what has happened to debt and I go through with them the massive increase in 
debt that has occurred under this government. Over the past couple of weeks, we have had the issue related to the 
education of children of 457 visa holders. When a government is put in such an extreme financial situation, it 
will start making stupid, ill thought out and callous decisions. I know that because I have seen it. The 
government has been spending so much that debt is completely out of control. We have a debt monster that is 
10 times the debt dwarf that the former Labor government left. As a result, what has the government done? It has 
made very stupid and bad decisions. The 457 visa decision is one and its attack on schools is another. This will 
continue because the government has not even corrected the books for next year or the years after that. We will 
be debating further taxation measures for the next four years because the government has not corrected the 
mistakes it has made. They are getting worse and worse and worse. This is a matter of  how expenditure across 
government is prioritised.  
I said yesterday that we all like nice things. We all like top-of-the-range, nice things—nice projects and shiny 
new things—but we cannot buy them all at the same time, which is what the government has done. It has gone 
on a spending spree on major projects that are nice to have but they should have been spaced out over a longer 
period. As a result, the government has built up debt in “non-productive assets”, which is the technical term. 
There will be some benefits from these assets, but they are normally termed non-productive assets. As a result, 
the government will make silly, stupid decisions, such as cuts to education. Those decisions will suit it for the 
next six months but over the longer term they will deliver worse outcomes for the community and the people of 
Western Australia. That is just the setting of this Land Tax Amendment Bill.  

I will go through some of the details we went through during consideration in detail. I was disappointed that the 
house did not accept the proposed name change that the member for Cannington put forward last night. The 
“Land Tax Grab and Liberal Tax and Spend Bill” was the alternative name that the member for Cannington put 
forward.  
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Mr P. Abetz: That was a joke. It was an embarrassment to your side of the house.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: No; that is the minister. He is the embarrassment.  

Mr P. Abetz: It was a misuse of the parliamentary process.   

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I do not know why members would say that! I think it better reflected the intent of the bill. 
The government is basically trying to claw back a bit more money to try to balance the books for the next six to 
12 months. That is all it is about. The bill has been introduced by a minister who has said that the priority of any 
government should be to cut taxes, not increase taxes. When the minister was the head of the Institute of Public 
Affairs, he used to rail against tax increases or any taxation measures being introduced by any government, 
particularly Labor governments. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: He used to talk about changing the nature of taxes, too. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will let the member for Cannington outline that in his third reading contribution. 

This is a massive tax grab. I will go through some other aspects of the consideration in detail stage. Again, I refer 
to the timing of the bill. It creates many questions about retrospectivity in that decisions were made on the 
expectation of a certain tax rate. This all comes down to the timing of the budget. Because of the late 
introduction of the budget, many of the revenue measures that have been brought in as part of this budget round 
have been retrospective in some form. This bill is one example of the taxation measures that will be retrospective 
in some form. This is due entirely to the lateness of the budget. The member for Cannington may outline the 
retrospectivity of this bill. There was a clear retrospective element to the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill 
whereby a new taxation regime will apply to transactions that were undertaken under a different taxation regime. 
There is definitely a retrospective element to this bill. There will be significant increases for everybody who 
currently pays land tax. 

I have also mentioned the metropolitan region improvement tax, which forms part of the land tax bill that people 
receive. As we know, everyone in the metropolitan area who pays land tax also pays the metropolitan region 
improvement tax. One of my criticisms about the MRIT is that, despite the government collecting more and 
more money through the MRIT, a stable amount has been allocated to land acquisition. I went through the 
figures in 2003-04. At that time, the government was collecting around $40 million through the MRIT and was 
spending over $40 million on land acquisition. In 2012–13, as I recall, the state government collected 
$85 million through the metropolitan region improvement tax but spent only $42 million on land acquisition. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It is a bit like the road trauma trust account. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is exactly right. There are a number of examples across government. The Perth parking 
levy is another example, as is the metropolitan region improvement tax. Legislation and policy have been set 
over decades to raise revenue for specific purposes, through direct hypothecation in some cases — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s a good word. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I love “hypothecation”. It is not used enough in parliamentary debate. “Tranche” is another 
good word often used in parliamentary debate. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: Facile. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: “Facile” gets used too much! 

In 2012–13, $85 million was collected through the metropolitan region improvement tax, but only $42 million 
was spent on land acquisition. That means that $43 million is being used to fund the ordinary work of 
government. I think about $10 million of that has been allocated to the Department of Planning for its staff 
because of the budget mess the government has created. I want to make sure that members are very clear about 
this. There was a significant difference between the amount spent on land acquisition and the amount of tax 
collected. This changed in 2008–09. It did not occur before that. In fact, in every year from 2003-04 to 2007–08 
except one, the amount spent on land acquisition outstripped the amount of tax collected. This was completely 
reversed in 2008–09. Now the state government taxes people through the metropolitan region improvement tax 
on the premise that that money goes towards the purchase of property for public good, whether that be for roads, 
parks and recreation, or reserves for roads and public transport corridors. 
Mr P. Abetz: Is it for Bush Forever as well? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was, yes, but the Bush Forever program finished in 2012–13. We have discussed this in 
debates. The Minister for Planning outlined —  

Mr P. Abetz interjected. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, I think the member raised that. There is still money to do that, but the actual program 
for finding new property has finished. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: And Bush Forever was introduced by a former Liberal government. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, by a former Liberal government. I know that a lot of the conservatives have criticised it. 

Mr P. Abetz: The tax is supposed to help pay for that. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, that is right. I am not sure why I am defending the government’s purchase program, but 
the minister has outlined that the program is still underway for the Bush Forever blocks for which the purchase 
program has started. Is that correct, minister? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: When they are required to be purchased, the funds will be made available at the appropriate 
time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will not speak any more about this, because the member should sort it out with the minister. 
I was probably being a bit too generous. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: Like you were with the member for Forrestfield. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know. I will let the member and the minister sort that out. I do not want to be too generous 
in case the government disappoints me once again on this issue. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: A very interesting discussion occurred during the second reading stage of the Land Tax 
Amendment Bill. We are now on the third reading stage of the bill. It is a highly specific bill that will increase 
the rate of land tax. It is a normal requirement that third reading debates be very specific to the legislation. I 
think we have been pretty tolerant for 22 minutes while the member has ranged over a variety of government 
expenditure and so on. Points were made during the second reading stage. I ask that the member be required to 
confine her comments specifically to the bill. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The minister has raised a valid point of order. I hope that the member for 
West Swan will confine her remarks specifically to the bill and matters that have already been raised. 
Mr N.W. MORTON: On a further point of order, I see that the member for Willagee has now returned to his 
seat, Madam Deputy Speaker, but can you remind him to refrain from commenting when he is not sitting in his 
allocated seat? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Forrestfield. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I apologise for taking the member for Southern River’s interjection. Obviously, he was 
trying to seek more information from me than the Minister for Planning would ever give him. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, will you please confine your comments to the bill? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the Minister for Planning were to talk to his backbenchers a bit more, they would not need 
to interject on me and I would not need to try to get that information for them. 

Returning to the Land Tax Amendment Bill, I was talking about the land tax rates for 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–
12 and 2012–13. The bill will increase the land tax rates for properties worth from $300 000 to $11 million. I 
will go through some of the aspects because members are often asked in their electorate offices and by extended 
family exactly how land tax operates. One of the key issues that I think is very important is that it is aggregated 
land. For example, if somebody owns one or two properties, they are subject to land tax and the land values are 
aggregated. Because it is a progressive scale, sometimes there are significant increases in the land tax payable. I 
might seek clarification from the Minister for Finance, because I have not researched this part of it, but to apply 
a 12.5 per cent increase on all rates will probably exacerbate progressivity because a percentage is applied on a 
base. This government is introducing an even more progressive land tax scale. That is something that we missed 
yesterday, member for Cannington; this government is exacerbating the progressivity of this tax, which is 
interesting. This bill increases rates by 12.5 per cent. Over 50 per cent of land tax payable in this state is paid by 
taxpayers who own land with an aggregated value of more than $11 million, which are big commercial premises 
such as big shopping centres.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is aggregated value, so if an older person keeps their assets through owning lots of 
property, they will be taxed at a higher rate.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: A value of $11 million is high when we look at unimproved land value; we are not referring 
to just house value, but the value of the underlying land. People who own a lot of investment properties in the 
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inner city—possibly the candidate for Perth might have been subject to it—will pay this higher rate. We opposed 
this bill at the second reading stage because, basically, it is another cash grab by a government that has lost its 
way. It has completely lost its way in managing state finances and policy decisions.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: It believes in nothing.  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is right. As we said, the worse the government’s finances are, the more stupid, callous 
and heartless its decisions are in education cuts and other policies. We oppose this bill. This government has not 
managed its finances over the past five years. This bill is another broken promise. The Barnett government 
promised to lift the taxation threshold off business, but it has increased that taxation burden. This bill is also 
necessary because the government did not fund its election commitments properly.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.43 am]: I rise to make some remarks on the Land Tax Amendment 
Bill 2013 at the third reading stage. We looked at quite a number of clauses during consideration in detail. The 
first issue I want to discuss is the retrospectivity of this decision. I am never quite sure why the minister will not 
answer questions. Sometimes I think it is for some political reason, and this is one of those instances. Never once 
did the minister explain why the bill needs to be retrospective. I gave a range of alternatives that could have been 
applied to prevent the retrospectivity of this decision to increase land tax rates. For example, we talked about 
having the opportunity for the rate to be fixed at the existing rates from 1 July to the day of the announcement of 
the change in the budget on 8 August. That is quite a common practice; it is not at all unusual for tax legislation 
to have effect from the date of the budget announcement or some other specific date. The minister said that land 
tax is billed once a year, with effect from 1 July, for properties held on 30 June, and invoices are issued late 
in September. That does not change the fact that this is a retrospective amendment. The reason for that is that 
people have made plans. For example, a person leasing a residential property is unable to specifically pass on 
land tax to the tenant; they will have already set the rent for the period and now the government is increasing the 
land tax for that property owner. Owners have approached me over a long period to complain about land taxes 
and the high values that they have to pay for their property portfolio. That has a great impact on them being able 
to make low-cost rental properties available to the community. This is a genuine issue.  

I am not quite sure why the minister did not want to utter the word “retrospective”. As I said, by the plain 
reading of the words in the bill, it is very obvious that it comes into effect before the date on which it has passed 
Parliament. It states that the rest of the act is deemed to come into operation on 1 July 2013. There is no 
construction of those words other than to say that that is retrospective. If it was not retrospective, why would it 
have been deemed to come into operation on a day prior to the day of royal assent? The sole reason it does that is 
to make it apply retrospectively. As I said in debate last night, that is not automatically a problem. That does not 
necessarily mean it is a fatal decision of government and it should be rejected, but I do not understand why the 
minister cannot admit what is obvious to every person who reads the legislation.  
We had quite an interesting discussion about the impact of land tax on properties with an aggregated value of 
more than $11 million. I think 58 per cent of land tax is raised on such properties; the minister will correct me if 
I am wrong. We also discussed the types of properties that were covered. I cannot quote from last night’s 
Hansard because it is not final yet, but the minister also specified the number of landowners with land that falls 
into each bracket for land tax. That is an interesting issue; quite a large number of people pay no land tax 
because the underlying taxable value of their aggregated land holdings is less than $300 000. I found that quite 
interesting.  
I am surprised, as the member for West Swan observed, that the Property Council of Australia has made no 
comment about the 12.5 per cent increase in land tax rates. It would have been quite helpful for the opposition to 
have had some detailed commentary from the Property Council while we were dealing with this bill. The 
decision by the Property Council to not talk to the opposition and the community at large about its concerns is 
noted by the opposition. Equally, I make the observation that the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia, at the time of the election, had three claims on the two major parties: it wanted the payroll tax 
threshold increased from $750 000 to $1.5 million; choice in electricity providers; and a reduction in red tape. So 
far this government has given it zero out of three. It is clear that the Chamber of Commerce and Industry’s 
decision to be silent in the public policy debate on taxation issues in this state is not a good decision, because the 
government so easily ignores its views. The fact that the government is increasing taxes, not cutting them, is 
doing nothing about moving down the regulatory reform process in electricity and has done — 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I ask the member to focus on the bill before us.  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Absolutely; I am indeed doing that. The government is also doing nothing about red 
tape. We had a long discussion last night about the fact that this money is being raised for the government’s 
general needs. We talked about the government having abandoned its 2008 commitment to provide ongoing and 
broad tax relief to Western Australians. That is fine. I am happy that the government has abandoned a 
commitment that it did not deliver in 2008 and now says is no longer a policy objective for this term of 
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government. That is for the government to decide. It is unusual for a Liberal government to not have a tax reform 
agenda. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Or at least pretend, as the member for Warnbro interjects so helpfully. Usually a Liberal 
government would at least pretend that it has a tax reform agenda but, as we discussed, it is not even bothering 
with that anymore. 

We moved an amendment to clause 2 of the bill that, if passed, would have required the government to apologise 
for its education resourcing cuts. That motion was defeated. I make the point that the new provisions for land tax 
in this bill will deliver to the government $73 million in the current financial year and a total of $338 million 
over four years. That is net of the effect of fiscal drag, as there is no commitment from the government to deal 
with fiscal drag. The answers to a couple of questions we asked of the Minister for Finance on the fiscal drag 
issue indicate that the amount raised by this land tax provision will be $338 million plus fiscal drag. That extra 
money still will not deliver proper funding for schools. The amendment we moved dealt with that issue, which is 
why I am raising it at this stage. I think it is quite important. Without straying from last night’s debate and 
without doing anything other than commenting on the discussions during consideration in detail, I make the 
point that we moved an amendment to clause 2. It would have been a good thing if the government had been a 
bit more respectful to the schools in the state to which it is making such swinging cuts. As discussed last night 
during the debate — 

Point of Order 
Mr N.W. MORTON: Madam Deputy Speaker, you have already cautioned the member for Cannington on 
straying from the bill we are discussing. He continues to mention the debate from last night and about education 
in schools. I do not find that relevant to the discussions here. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: On the point of order — 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I will deal with the point of order, thank you. Member for Forrestfield, there was an 
amendment moved to the bill that referred to that issue, so I think it is a valid discussion. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much, Madam Deputy Speaker. That is why I was framing my remarks 
in exactly the way I was. I was framing them around the issue that had been put before the chamber, as I 
understand my obligation in the third reading debate is to talk about matters that were discussed at the 
consideration in detail stage. I very much appreciate your guidance, Madam Deputy Speaker, at every turn so 
that I do not stray from my obligation to the standing orders, and I appreciate your assistance in that matter. 
Perhaps if the member for Forrestfield had been in the chamber during the debate, he would have been better 
informed for framing his point of order. 

I was just about to move off this topic, but having lost my train of thought I need to go back to develop it again. 
It would have been a good thing if the government had accepted the amendment, as it would have been 
appropriate and respectful to the schools and communities of Western Australia for the government to 
acknowledge and apologise for the swinging cuts it is making to the education sector. That was the purpose of 
the amendment moved last night by the member for West Swan. If it had been accepted, the operation of the bill 
could have been implemented after that contrition had been demonstrated by the government of Western 
Australia. I think that contrition is often an appropriate response from government, but not one I expect to see 
much of from the current government—a government dominated by hubris and arrogance. 

I now want to move on to my conclusion, which is that we do not see a policy agenda and we do not see a 
philosophy reflected in the various legislation that is brought to us. We had a discussion last night about the 
money that will be raised by this bill and the people impacted by it. Justification for such a bill always seems to 
be, “Oh well, we’re spending our money on all these good things.” The community will judge—the Premier will 
probably argue that the community has judged—the agenda that the government is building and using its money 
on. But the government must understand that there are impacts every time it makes a decision like this. As was 
discussed in the processing of this bill and the Revenue Laws Amendment Bill, these bills have not been 
considered by the regulatory gatekeeper. There has therefore been no opportunity to examine the impact of these 
bills on small businesses and the broader community, and given that that was a commitment of the government, 
it is strange that it is has not adhered to that commitment. 

At the end of the day, we know that the government has the numbers in this place to pass this legislation, no 
matter how deceptive and deceitful the legislation may be. We have noted on a number of occasions the 
difference between what the government said when it was in opposition compared with what it is doing in 
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government. We have noted the difference between what the minister himself said before he entered the chamber 
and what he is doing now in the chamber. That is why we are opposed to this bill and do not intend to support it. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Deputy Speaker (Ms W.M. Duncan) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (35) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms E. Evangel Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr R.S. Love Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr W.R. Marmion Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr V.A. Catania Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr C.D. Hatton Mr N.W. Morton  

Noes (18) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Ms S.F. McGurk (Teller) 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

            

Pairs 
 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.S. Wyatt 
 Mr A.P. Jacob Mr D.A. Templeman 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.  
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