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DR ANANTH PULLELA 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.48 pm] - without notice:  I move - 

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

That this house calls on the Attorney General to come into this house immediately and 
apologise unreservedly for his false, malicious, unsubstantiated and defamatory statements 
about Dr Ananth Pullela, forensic psychiatrist, currently employed by the Department of 
Health that he made on 25 August 2005.   

Why is this motion serious and why should an apology be made?  Standing orders should be suspended to debate 
this motion because, once again, late on a Thursday a bombshell has been dropped on this Parliament by the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee.  Dr Ananth Pullela and the Procedure and Privileges Committee have 
agreed to a response pursuant to standing order 114.  I will outline some of Dr Pullela’s response, because 
members need to know why this matter goes to the heart of matters of privilege in this place.  It was only on 
Tuesday that the Leader of the House asked the member for Warren-Blackwood to apologise unreservedly for 
something he had said.  Dr Ananth Pullela is a forensic psychiatrist employed by the Department of Health.  He 
was initially employed as a senior forensic psychiatrist in a joint capacity by both the Department of Health and 
the Department of Justice in 1995 and 1996.  In his role he treats and assesses, among others, sex offenders who 
are serving terms of imprisonment in this state, and he has done so since about 1996.  Dr Pullela says that on 
Thursday, 25 August 2005, at about 2.54 pm, he was named in the Legislative Assembly by the Attorney 
General during the debate on the mishandling of sex offenders in Western Australia.  He says that his 
professional reputation was sullied and his privacy compromised.  I will go through the particular statements of 
the Attorney General to which this matter relates.  During the debate on 25 August the Attorney General said - 

When the decision was made about “Peg Leg” Thomas, it was made on the basis of the psychiatric 
report of Dr Pullela . . .  The Parole Board expressly relied on the advice given by the so-called expert 
psychiatrist who recommended that Mr Thomas posed a low risk of reoffending and, on the basis of that 
psychiatric advice, the decision was made.  

The Attorney General said that Dr Pullela was - 

. . . currently under performance management because of Department of Health concerns about 
substandard performance.  In summary, those concerns fall into four broad groups.  

The four areas of concern were a failure to recognise and treat psychosis, inappropriate prescribing of stimulants, 
inappropriate prescribing of Acuphase, and mistakes in writing prescriptions for medications.   

The SPEAKER:  I have allowed enough time for the member for Nedlands to expand on what she will talk 
about if her motion to suspend standing orders is successful.  I urge the member to address her motion and to 
outline why standing orders should be suspended to debate the matter that she has outlined.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  It is just that when the Leader of the House moved a motion to 
suspend standing orders earlier this week, he was allowed to tell the house what the member for Warren-
Blackwood had done.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  But I did it in less than three minutes.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Leader of the House did it on Tuesday.  This is disgusting and disgraceful.   

The SPEAKER:  I do not know whether the member for Nedlands heard what I said.  However, I was serious 
when I said that she should address the motion before the house.  Members are allowed to expand their 
arguments for three to five minutes.  I have chosen three minutes today because of the sort of day that it is.  That 
is what the member for Nedlands will comply with.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Attorney General said that psychiatric reports that Dr Pullela wrote about Mr Thomas 
and Mr Ciciora were not correct.  I am asking that standing orders be suspended because this is a serious matter.  
It goes to the heart of matters of privilege in this place.  A member said during the debate on Tuesday that we 
need to show respect to our fellow members by speaking the truth in this place, as that can affect the standing of 
this house in the wider community and can impact on individuals and the reputation of people.  It is appropriate 
that the Attorney General come into the chamber and apologise for the injury he has caused Dr Pullela.  I must 
describe the injury he has caused to Dr Pullela, so that members can understand why it is so serious.   
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The SPEAKER:  I will set out what the member must do.  The motion is to suspend standing orders.  The 
member’s comments will relate to why this matter is so urgent that other business of the house needs to be put 
aside to debate it.  The member should not outline what she will say if her motion is successful.  Members know 
what is in the report.  It was tabled in the house.  Members who are interested in the report can read it and can 
make a contribution to the debate if it occurs.  The member’s job is to explain why we should suspend standing 
orders to allow that debate to occur.  She should not conduct that debate now.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The standing orders should be suspended because this matter should be handled today.  
The Attorney General has attacked the integrity and reputation of someone.  He has made up a big story.  Dr 
Pullela is entitled to an unreserved apology from the Attorney General.  This matter is important.  Dr Pullela is a 
senior forensic psychiatrist in the Department of Health.  He has held a professional position in two departments 
and in the community.  This house will not sit again for another two weeks.  That is why the Attorney General 
should come into the chamber today. 

Point of Order 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Mr Speaker, I seek your guidance and advice.  Having spoken to members 
who have been in this chamber longer than I have, I have been told that when matters such as this are presented 
to the house - in this case, Dr Pullela has had a matter dealt with by the Procedure and Privileges Committee and 
the committee chairperson has presented the report to the house - they are generally dealt with straightaway.  I 
seek your advice on whether that is the case, because if it is, it goes to the exact point that the member for 
Nedlands is making about why the Attorney General should be in the chamber so that the matter can be dealt 
with straightaway.   

The SPEAKER:  The report tabled by the committee is in answer to the Attorney General’s allegations in this 
house.  The person involved has put his side of the story.  The fact that the committee has tabled a report does 
not reflect at all on the veracity of the statements of either person.  It is an answering document and nothing 
more.  The report has been tabled and will be included in Hansard.  No other action will be taken unless it is 
brought forward for debate.  The report has been tabled by the chairperson of the committee and the house has 
adopted that report, so it is part of Hansard.   

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The report was dropped on the house like a bombshell, in the same way that the report of 
the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission on Moira Rayner was dropped on the 
house.  We do not have time to look at this report and digest it properly.  We should suspend the standing orders 
and ensure that the Attorney General comes into the chamber.  The house will not sit again for another two 
weeks.  Dr Pullela has had his reputation sullied and his privacy invaded.  It is a very important issue.  Dr Pullela 
says that he has been injured in his occupation.  He had no recourse but to write to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee.  He deserves an apology.  It is my view that the Attorney General often makes unsubstantiated 
claims.  This matter goes to the very heart of matters of privilege in this place.  The Leader of the House said on 
Tuesday that the comments by the member for Warren-Blackwood about the RSPCA, which were quite 
innocuous, were serious.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I just said it shot cattle; innocuous.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Leader of the House did.  I said at the time that the Leader of the House had shot 
himself in the foot.  He has done it twice now.   

This place should not be used to sully the reputation of someone when the government thinks it is under attack 
on policy issues.  This matter is so serious that we should suspend standing orders.  Otherwise, we will not have 
an opportunity to debate this matter for another two weeks.  It is an urgent motion because of the way in which 
the Attorney General has damaged someone’s reputation.  I think that the Attorney General has humiliated Dr 
Pullela in his professional and personal life, and has invaded his privacy.  When the Leader of the House spoke 
on Tuesday, he said that we need to show respect to fellow members by speaking the truth, as this goes to the 
standing of the house in the wider community, and what we say can have an impact on individuals and their 
reputations.  If the Attorney General’s statement was not true, he should come into the chamber and apologise.  
He should do that now; he should not leave it to the last minute.  

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [5.00 pm]:  I support the member for Nedlands in 
her quest to have standing orders suspended.  The member for Nedlands is seeking to suspend standing orders in 
order to enable her to move the motion that this house calls on the Attorney General to come into this House 
immediately and apologise unreservedly for his false, malicious, unsubstantiated and defamatory statements 
about Dr Ananth Pullela.  Those are the same words that were contained in the motion moved by the Leader of 
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the House earlier this week.  Therefore, I fully expect the Leader of the House and, indeed, government 
members, to support this motion.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Our motion had substance.  Yours is a stunt.  That is the difference.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Has the Leader of the House read the report of the Procedure and Privileges Committee?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Then how does the Leader of the House know it does not have any substance? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Have you read it? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Yes. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:   In the half hour since it was brought in? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Yes.  How does the Leader of the House know it does not have any substance if he has not 
read it? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is because you generally do not have any substance, so most of the things that you move 
do not have any substance. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Leader of the House has just proved that he has no substance whatsoever.  This 
highlights a real problem for this suspension of standing orders motion.  We need the support of the Leader of 
the House in order to suspend standing orders; however, he has not read the report that we are referring to, so he 
is prepared to vote against this motion, having not availed himself of all the facts.  I suggest strongly that the 
Leader of the House toddle off to one of the attendants and get a copy of the report and read the absolute 
anomalies that are contained in the report and that are the subject of the motion that the member for Nedlands is 
seeking to move.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You can put a motion on the notice paper when we come back after the break. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Does the Leader of the House intend to read this report before he votes on the motion?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The point is why should we suspend standing orders now -  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Does the Leader of the House intend to read this report before he votes on the motion? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Why should we suspend standing orders now when the Leader of the Opposition can do it by 
way of notice of motion when we come back?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Leader of the House is a disgrace!  He is not fit to be Leader of the House.  He is about 
to vote down a motion to suspend standing orders - a very important motion that is based on report No 1 of the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee, “Report on Persons Referred to in the Legislative Assembly - Dr Ananth 
Pullela” - when he has not even read the report that the motion refers to!  That represents absolute incompetence 
and partisan behaviour.  If the Leader of the House had read the report, he would know that Dr Pullela has 
absolutely discounted what the Attorney General said about him in this House on 25 August 2005.  He has 
refuted it unmistakably.  The Attorney General has sullied the good name of this individual.  This individual has 
taken the time to write a report and have it presented to the Parliament in order to clear his good name, yet the 
Leader of the House is about to vote down this motion without having read the report.  The Leader of the House 
is not fit to be Leader of the House.  The Leader of the House is a standing joke in this place.  He has 
mismanaged the business of this house all week long.   

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I am sure the Leader of the Opposition will be addressing the motion before the house.  
The member for Nedlands has outlined the motion.  The Leader of the Opposition should direct his comments to 
the reasons for the suspension of standing orders motion.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Mr Speaker, with your indulgence, I would like to develop my argument for just a few 
moments.  We are suggesting that we suspend standing orders on the basis of this report.  In order for us to 
suspend standing orders, we need the support of the Leader of the House.  However, the Leader of the House has 
just admitted that he has not read the report.  Therefore, in order for the Leader of the House to determine 
whether we should suspend standing orders, I need to give him some of the facts contained in the report.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, you do not.  The Attorney General has read it.  He will respond.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Leader of the House cannot vote on this motion unless he knows some of the facts 
contained in the report.  Dr Pullela says in his report - this line is very interesting, because the Attorney General - 

The SPEAKER:  Order!   Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition did not listen to what I said earlier.  The fact is 
the Leader of the Opposition is not to address what is in the report.  The Leader of the Opposition is to address 
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the reasons that we should suspend standing orders.  That is what the Leader of the Opposition needs to do.  This 
house will vote on the reasons for suspension, not the content of the report. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Mr Speaker, the Leader of the House cannot determine whether he will be supporting this 
motion unless he has the benefit of the facts contained in the report. 
The SPEAKER:  Order!  That is not the case.  The Leader of the House will make his decision on how to vote, 
as will everyone in this place, on the reasons the Leader of the Opposition puts up for the suspension of standing 
orders, not the content of the report.  I hope the Leader of the Opposition does not wish to contest what I am 
saying.  The rules on the suspension of standing orders in this place have been in place for 100 years.  The 
Leader of the Opposition may not like them, but they are the rules. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Perhaps the Leader of the House can tell me on what he will be basing his decision when he 
votes on this motion. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Just speak to the motion.  The Attorney General will respond.  He has read the report. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Leader of the House is a joke.  He should not be in that job.  It is now five past five on 
a Thursday afternoon.  We are about to go into a two-week parliamentary break.  It is no coincidence that the 
chairman of this committee has tabled this report with only one hour, or so, to go before the Parliament will 
break for two weeks.  It is urgent that we suspend standing orders now, given that we are reaching the dying 
hours of the last day of this sitting of the Parliament.  How will the Attorney General be able to issue an apology 
in the Parliament to Dr Pullela if we do not suspend standing orders?  Clearly, the Attorney General owes this 
fellow an apology.  The Attorney General said that Dr Pullela was the subject of a performance review, or words 
to that effect, when he was not.  The Attorney General said also that Dr Pullela’s advice was pretty much that we 
should let out these hardened criminals, when Dr Pullela clearly said that was not the case.  In fact, he said -  

As to both, no reference was made to the Addendum to my last reports, written after receipt of 
additional information, in which I expressed the view that each prisoner posed a high risk and 
recommended he not be released. 

We need to suspend standing orders now in order for the Attorney General to tell us how this huge anomaly 
could have taken place.  Surely there must be an explanation.  The only way we will get to that explanation is if 
we suspend standing orders.  We need to know how the Attorney General can say, on the one hand, that this 
psychiatrist had recommended that these hardened criminals be let out, when, on the other hand, this psychiatrist 
has said that his report said clearly that these persons were high risk and should not be let out.  In fact, this report 
contains a whole list of defamatory and malicious statements designed to protect the government from the 
public, given that there was huge public outcry at this particular case.  I look forward to the government’s 
supporting the member for Nedlands’ motion to suspend standing orders, particularly given that the words used 
in this motion are the exact same words that the Leader of the House himself used in his attempt - his totally 
backfired attempt - to embarrass the Deputy Leader of the Opposition earlier this week.  If the Leader of the 
House does not vote to suspend standing orders, then his stunt on Tuesday will be seen as just a partisan stunt by 
an immature and juvenile Leader of the House who does not have the professional ability to manage this 
Parliament.  We look forward to the Labor Party’s response, and we look forward to the suspension of standing 
orders. 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [5.08 pm]:  I believe that, in addressing this motion to 
suspend standing orders, I have a duty to inform the house, as the person charged with reporting the findings of 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee to this house, that this was not contrived.  In fact, the amended version 
of the letter from Dr Pullela was received only today, and the committee met immediately at lunchtime.  That 
was the first opportunity for the Procedure and Privileges Committee to do what it is charged to do.  I take 
objection to the comments made by the Leader of the Opposition.  At the first opportunity after the matter of 
public importance was raised, the report was tabled.  I advise members of that fact, and I take objection to the 
Leader of the Opposition’s imputation.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.09 pm]:  I want to make a point to back up the comments that have been 
made by the member for Wanneroo.  I sit on the Procedure and Privileges Committee, and I take that role 
seriously.  I can tell the members on this side of the house that this letter was received this week, and the matter 
was dealt with at lunchtime today.  It was dealt with as expeditiously as possible.  Therefore, that is not the issue 
here.  Whatever the issue may be - I will say a few words about that in a moment - it is not about how the 
committee dealt with this particular matter.  I ask members on this side of the house to take my word in that 
regard.  Members have not received this report on a Friday afternoon before a break because of some conspiracy 
relating to the matter.  I hope I have put that aspect to bed.   
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I say to the Attorney General that this is an important process in Parliament.  Even though the Speaker clearly 
outlined the process, it is the normal practice of this house for people who are accused - the Attorney General 
may use that word, as he is a lawyer; I am not - to respond to the matter as soon as possible.  We are about to 
start a two-week break, Attorney General.  The same argument recently put also applies.  The Attorney General 
has an opportunity today to say something about the report he has in his hand.  That should happen today.  It 
should not be a debate about the entire matter.  In two weeks, on 11 October or some time after, there will be 
ample opportunity to go through that process.  It is reasonable for the committee to tell the Attorney General that 
a response has been made to his statement of 25 August.  It would be useful for this house if the Attorney 
General made a statement about the report in his hand.  That should be the end of the matter today.  It should not 
take much time.  In those terms, I support the motion strongly.  I hope we will not go to a debate about parole 
and such things; I am sure we would debate those matters for some time. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [5.11 pm]:  I was unaware of this report from the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee until it was tabled this afternoon.  It was with some surprise that I read it.  
For the sake of the completeness of the record, I table the two briefing notes from the Department of Health upon 
which I relied in making the speech to Parliament on 25 August. 

[See paper 825.] 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  When members look at the two briefing notes it will become immediately apparent that 
each of the matters about which Dr Pullela complains was taken verbatim from the two briefing notes provided 
to me by the Department of Health.  It is clear that somebody is not telling the truth.  It is abundantly clear that 
the statements that Dr Pullela complains of were taken verbatim from the reports provided to me by Dr Aaron 
Groves, the Director of the Office of Mental Health, in relation to Dr Pullela.  He raised six itemised points - 
namely, he was a so-called expert psychiatrist; performance management for substandard performance, and the 
four broad groups of his substandard performance; and the additional instances of substandard performance.  
They were direct quotes from the notes the director, who is a psychiatrist from the Office of Mental Health, 
provided to me in relation to Dr Pullela.  The information that was placed before the house was to the best of my 
knowledge correct.  It certainly is to be found in the very briefing notes that I have just tabled in this house.  I 
believe, and I have no reason to doubt it, that Dr Aaron Groves was telling me the truth when he provided me 
that information in relation to Dr Pullela.  I do not believe that the motion should be supported.  The member for 
Nedlands said that I should apologise unreservedly for my “false, malicious, unsubstantiated and defamatory 
statements”.  I think it will be abundantly apparent to everybody when they read the two briefing notes that I 
have tabled that this motion is completely out of order because nothing said in that debate was “false, malicious, 
unsubstantiated or defamatory”.  It was true.  That is the truth of the matter, as contained in the briefing notes 
just tabled.  It might well raise a question about whether Dr Pullela has told the truth in the matter he has tabled 
in the Parliament.  That might well raise - 

Mr M.J. Birney:  You’re a disgrace! 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I made the point.  My briefing notes are crystal clear.  They have itemised each of the 
matters about which Dr Pullela complained.  I relied on those briefing notes.  If somebody has not told the truth 
in this place, the matter needs to be corrected.  It might well be that it is Dr Pullela. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  You said that he was under performance management.  He said that he was not under 
performance management under the auspices of the Public Sector Management Act.  Was he or wasn’t he?  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Is he a psychiatrist?  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The issue in the briefing note dated 23 August 2005, which was provided immediately 
prior to the MPI taking place in this place, had the heading of “Performance management of Dr Ananth Pullela”.  
The “current status” heading is followed by - 

 The first formal meeting to discuss substandard performance was held on the 19th August 2005.  A 
previous BN - 

Briefing note - 

 dealt with issues relating to comments made in the Sunday Times. 

The man was under performance management for the very substandard performance I detailed there.  That was 
the nature of the briefing I received from the Department of Health.  I accurately relayed to the house what the 
psychiatrist who was in charge of the Office of Mental Health relayed to me about Dr Pullela.  It was in the 
public interest that those facts be placed on the record.  They are facts. 

Point of Order 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I was pleased to hear what the Attorney General had to say about this matter.  You, Mr 
Speaker, repeatedly pulled me up for not addressing the motion to suspend standing orders. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Notwithstanding the fact that I was happy to hear what the Attorney General had to say, 
why did you, Mr Speaker, allow him to not address the motion after pulling up the member for Nedlands and me 
on several occasions?  Can you please explain to the house why you allowed the Attorney General to go off on a 
tangent? 

The SPEAKER:  The Attorney General, for the major part, complied with standing orders, except that he was 
far more expansive in relation to another document that he succeeded in tabling that was really a rebuttal of the 
actual motion.  I could have stopped him, but that would have extended these proceedings.  Those documents are 
now in place and people should read them.  The Attorney General in five minutes finished his response to the 
suspension motion. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I seek your clarification, Mr Speaker.  Is it acceptable or not for members to deviate from 
suspension of standing orders motions to deal with the substantive motion? 

The SPEAKER:  In fact, it is not.  It has been done.  I would think that the document that has been tabled under 
that deviation should take the matter further. 

Debate Resumed 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [5.18 pm]:  We are dealing with the second suspension 
of standing orders in a few minutes.  The Attorney General has dealt with matters relating to the substance of this 
issue.  I will not go onto those at all.  People who listened to this debate would rightly form the opinion that this 
is just another stunt by the opposition.  There was no reason to suspend standing orders.  If members opposite 
had read the committee’s report, they could have framed a motion of which notice could have been given when 
we returned.  The house could then have dealt with the matter in an orderly way.  It was not about dealing with 
the issue.  It was purely a stunt to waste time.  The previous suspension motion by the member for Hillarys was 
moved some minutes before; 15 minutes were spent saying nothing just to waste time.  Members should reflect 
upon what happened prior to that: half a dozen or more opposition members rose to speak on procedural matters 
on a motion I moved so that the house could deal with amendments to the Electricity Corporations Bill, and 
members opposite indicated that they would stop the government from dealing with that matter and would keep 
us here well into the night.  They knew, although perhaps not the precise figures, that if the message relating to 
the Electricity Corporations Bill passed the Assembly and went back to the other place before we rose - there is 
obviously no chance of doing that now - it could have helped us with competition payments.  I have since been 
informed that the National Competition Council’s report will go on 4 October; therefore, today is clearly the last 
sitting day by which we could meet that date.  The amount of money at risk to the state is $23 million. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  People opposite -  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Leschenault, the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Carine are all 
called to order. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  People opposite for four years have -  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I call the Leader of the Opposition to order for the third time. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  For four years people opposite blocked electricity reform when the government put the 
argument that it was necessary for the state and its economy, as competition payments are attached to that 
reform.  Even though the bill was passed with some amendments, the opposition’s actions indicate that it will 
hold up debate on those amendments to try to stop us getting that $23 million.  The message was on the letter 
that went to the opposition last week.  It knew that the government wanted to handle this matter this week.  I 
apologise for bringing the matter forward at the last minute.  Discussions about the matter took place during the 
week.  Only today I was informed that the report is due on 4 October.  I thought the date was in the middle of 
October.  Clearly, the attempt for us to deal with the Council’s message in the hope that the bill can be sent back 
to the other place is now denied.  Therefore, there is no point proceeding.  After we deal with the motion to 
suspend standing orders, I will seek leave to withdraw my procedural motion.  We will not deal with the 
Electricity Corporations Bill tonight because the opportunity to do so has been denied.   
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The SPEAKER:  To be passed, this motion requires the concurrence of an absolute majority.  There being a 
dissentient voice, it is necessary for the house to divide.  

Division taken with the following result -  
Ayes (17) 

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

Noes (28) 

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

            

Pair 

 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr F.M. Logan 

Question thus negatived.   

Sitting suspended from 5.25 to 5.30 pm 
 


