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MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — NO-CONFIDENCE MOTION 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.28 pm] — without notice: I move — 

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

That this house calls for the Minister for Local Government to resign over his mismanagement 
of the portfolio — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, you might not like it, but it is something being put up. You will listen, please. Start again. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Thank you, Mr Speaker. This is a serious motion. I move — 

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

That this house calls for the Minister for Local Government to resign over his mismanagement of 
the portfolio following the Supreme Court decision to uphold the Town of Cambridge’s injunction 
to stop his show-cause action against it. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.29 pm]: As this is a serious motion against 
me, I move — 

To insert after “forthwith” — 

, subject to the debate being limited to 15 minutes for government members and 15 minutes for 
non-government members 

Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need the support 
of an absolute majority for it to proceed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  

Motion 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.29 pm]: I move the motion. 

This is the first time in my nearly four years as the shadow Minister for Local Government — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: — that I have ever moved that a minister — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Sport and Recreation, I call you for the first and second time, first because you were 
standing; and, second, — 

Mr M.P. Murray: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: Just hold on while I write it down! He said thank you! Thank you, member. Keep going, please. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is the first time as the shadow minister that I have done that. That is how serious this 
motion is. This is a serious motion. How many ministers in this room have had the Supreme Court uphold an 
injunction against them? None! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Nedlands, through the Chair; and no more talk from you, please, Minister 
for Emergency Services. I do not think you are very qualified.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for your protection. 

This is a very serious motion. I am disappointed that government members are not taking it seriously. I am absolutely 
disappointed. This is a disgrace. 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Minister for Sport and Recreation! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member for Churchlands will outline the seriousness of what the minister has done 
in his extreme over-reach in calling for the council of the Town of Cambridge to show cause why it should not be 
dismissed. The inquiry into that council has been going for over two and half years. The council has done all the 
things that the inquiry wanted it to do with regard to governance requirements. It would appear that the Minister 
for Local Government took the action to call for that inquiry on a whim. The minister must take responsibility for 
that. It may be that it is not the minister’s fault; the department may have been the one that over-reached. However, 
the minister is responsible for the actions of his department. I will be interested in the minister’s response and whether 
he says it is the department’s fault. However, the minister is responsible. That is why we are calling today for the 
minister to resign. That is a serious thing. 

This is not the first time—it is the first time I have called for the minister’s resignation, but I understand that the 
previous shadow Minister for Local Government has also done that. 

The Minister for Local Government has conducted 12 inquiries. I urge members to read the 56-page Supreme Court 
judgement by Hon Justice Tottle. It is a very good read. I want to quote two paragraphs from Justice Tottle’s 
conclusions, because they need to be read into the debate in this Parliament. The judgement states — 

It follows from the observations I have made that I am satisfied that the Minister’s discretion to make an 
order under s 8.1 5C(2) has not been enlivened because the jurisdictional fact upon which the existence 
of the discretion depends is not capable of being established on the basis of the materials placed before 
the Minister. … 

The minister had materials placed before him, and Justice Tottle said they formed no basis for the minister’s decision. 
The judgement goes on to say — 

Separately I have reached the conclusion that the exercise of the power under s 8.15C(2) to suspend the 
Council is a disproportionate response to the factors identified by the Minister in the Show-cause Notice 
with the consequence that the foreshadowed decision would be legally unreasonable. 

That is a disgrace. 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [12.33 pm]: It is great to see that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
has so much compassion for the people and the mayor and councillors of the Town of Cambridge. This Minister 
for Local Government has been appalling in his portfolio. He has demonstrated that he is not prepared to listen. 
He is not across his brief. He has failed in his duty as a minister of the Crown, and as a local government minister. 
He must resign. I will not mince words with the minister. The minister has no option—he must resign. If the minister 
will not resign, the Premier—who I am sure is listening to this debate—must move this minister on. The Premier 
has plenty of backbenchers who are highly capable of filling the role of this minister. The Minister for Local 
Government has demonstrated that he is not fit to fill this role. 

Back in June, I warned the minister in this place that his actions with regard to the Town of Cambridge were heavy 
handed. The minister will recall that. I said that the minister was not properly considering all the facts and that he 
was failing to afford the mayor and councillors procedural fairness. The minister was also presented with a petition 
from hundreds of people in the Town of Cambridge, imploring him to not continue with his show-cause action 
against their democratically elected mayor and councillors, and again the minister failed to listen. The minister 
failed to learn from the efforts of the mayor and the councillors, through the efforts of their own inquiry, to improve 
the minister’s own department. Most significantly, the minister showed a failure of ministerial leadership. Most 
Western Australians are strong supporters of democracy. The Mayor of the Town of Cambridge was democratically 
elected in October 2015. In October 2017, a new crop of councillors was democratically elected. That gave the mayor 
the numbers to conduct, along with the council, its own internal inquiry into the town to improve governance, 
administration, openness and transparency. One would think the minister would have stepped in and said, “Well done, 
mayor. Well done, councillors. I will support you in this endeavour.” The minister did not do that. Instead, he 
decided to slap the council with an authorised inquiry. That is a form of bullying that the minister put on that town. 
It was unwarranted. 

The mayor and the councillors conducted their own internal inquiry. In September 2019, at the council election, the 
mayor and the councillors were all democratically elected unopposed. Therefore, any rumours that the minister was 
getting that the people of the Town of Cambridge were unhappy with their mayor and council with regard to how the 
council was handling its own internal inquiry were proved false. The mayor and the councillors were democratically 
elected unopposed. The Minister for Local Government is a minister of the Crown. He is charged with executive 
authority. The minister is accountable for his Department of Local Government. The minister is also accountable 
to the Parliament of Western Australia, this place on the hill that represents democracy in Western Australia. The 
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minister failed to be accountable. The minister chose to ignore democracy. He chose to ignore the findings of the 
mayor and councillors in their own internal inquiry efforts. He chose to unfairly attack them with an endless 
authorised inquiry. That inquiry still has not been concluded. The minister also chose to make against the council 
a baseless threat of suspension. 

The minister refused to listen to the council of the Town of Cambridge’s own efforts to address what it had discovered 
from its own inquiry. The council discovered in its own inquiry that it had demonstrated failure with its town 
planning scheme, failure with statutory delegations, and failure to handle $2.1 million of ratepayer bonds. It also 
discovered evidence that town administrators had ignored an audit report from an officer in the Office of the 
Auditor General. The town did that without the minister’s help and at the same time as he was continuing to harass 
it. The minister had demonstrated an absolute and abject failure of ministerial responsibility. There are no excuses. 
It is the job of the minister, as a minister of the Crown, to listen to his department. The minister sits at the top of 
the tree. He is ultimately responsible for that department. The minister and his department showed prejudgement 
and bias, they showed unequal hearing of witnesses, they showed selective use of the hearing rule, and they showed 
lack of procedural fairness. 

In June this year, I provided the minister in this place with a detailed explanation. I also provided the minister 
with a detailed petition from the ratepayers. I urged the minister to stop the nonsense and the threat of 
suspension against the council. I urged the minister to end his mismanaged authorised inquiry. I requested that 
the minister roll up his sleeves and lean in and help the Town of Cambridge, which was trying its best to tidy 
up its own administration and governance processes. But what did the minister do? He decided not to help. 
What did the council do when it faced the threat of suspension? It tried to communicate with the minister through 
his department. It was ignored. It was left with no option; it took the minister to the Supreme Court. The council 
said to the minister, “You prove that your threat of suspension is warranted. You prove it against us in the 
Supreme Court of Western Australia.” What did the Supreme Court judge find? He found that the minister was 
wrong. As far as I am aware, this has never happened before in Western Australia—a Minister for Local 
Government was taken to the Supreme Court by a democratically elected council and was found to have failed 
that council and failed in his responsibilities to the people of Western Australia as a minister of the Crown in 
that portfolio. 

There have been numerous media articles on this issue. One in the Subiaco Post was headed “Judge slaps down 
Templeman sack threat”. The article refers to the judge’s findings and states — 

In a 56-page ruling handed down last week, Justice Paul Tottle found Mr Templeman had no sound basis 
to carry out his threat to suspend Cambridge council over a raft of alleged governance failures. 

The article contains a quote from Judge Tottle of the Supreme Court — 

“The immediate suspension of the council is so disproportionate to the limited nature of the council’s 
suspected failures that it is not a form of intervention that a minister acting reasonably would order,” … 

That is damning! The judge went on to say — 

“The suspension of a council deprives the local community of the benefit of participation of its elected 
representatives in local government.” 

Minister, you are the Minister for Local Government. Your actions sought to take democracy off the people of the 
Town of Cambridge. The judge found that you had failed. You should resign! 

Furthermore, Paul Murray wrote an article in The West Australian of 10 October this year, headed “Is there any 
limit to this lust for power?” A picture of the minister accompanied the article. Paul Murray wrote — 

If Canberra interfered in the affairs of the McGowan Government to the extent that it meddles in those of 
the democratically elected local councils in the tier below it, the squeals of protest would be heard from 
Albany to Wyndham. 

He went on to say — 

In more than eight years of the Barnett Liberal–Nationals government, there were four authorised government 
inquiries into local councils. 

But Mark McGowan’s hapless Local Government Minister, David Templeman, has overseen 12 in less than 
one term, one of them costing a whopping $7.3 million—and another his reputation. 

Last week, Supreme Court Justice Paul Tottle handed down a stunning repudiation of Templeman’s attempt 
to suspend the Town of Cambridge council after a two-year departmental inquiry. 

As I said before, that inquiry is ongoing. The article continues — 
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Cambridge was the first WA council to injunct a local government minister from meddling in its affairs and 
its success raises the prospect that others subject to his political interference might not be so supplicant 
in the future. 

The judge concluded that “the suspension of the council is a disproportionate and thus unreasonable exercise 
of power”. 

That is a damning judgement of the minister. The minister has failed democracy as a Minister for Local Government. 
The minister has failed in his leadership of his portfolio. He should have been inspiring, motivating and caring for 
that council, and helping it do the work it was trying to do to tidy up the mess that it discovered in its own internal 
inquiry. Instead, the minister made matters worse. The council took the minister to court and he lost. He has no 
option but to accept full responsibility for his portfolio and for the findings of the Supreme Court judge. Minister, 
you must resign. 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [12.44 pm]: The Nationals WA will be joining 
with the Liberal Party in this call for the Minister for Local Government to resign. Since this whole sorry mess 
began with the Town of Cambridge, members of my party throughout the state have been in contact with me to 
express their deep concern about the bullying and harassment of the Town of Cambridge and its mayor by this 
minister and his department. Because of that, I am standing here today to join in the call for this minister to resign 
from his position. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: No; the minister should resign from his position. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Minister, you will have your chance. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I am not going to detail the members of my party who have contacted me. Lay members of the 
party are entitled to contact me. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! I am here, okay. Members, I want to hear this in silence. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: The minister has also acted to withdraw democracy from other councils throughout this state. 
Action was taken by the commissioner for the Town of Port Hedland over the back payment of rates owed by large 
mining companies. That action was to the detriment of the council—a cost of about $34.2 million. That was 
brought about by the minister’s withdrawal of democracy from that community. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: No. 

The SPEAKER: Minister! I call you to order for the first time. You will have the opportunity to speak. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: The commissioner who is making those decisions is not from that community. 

The Mayor of Cambridge was being harassed. Following the City of Perth report, the minister came out and 
changed the regulations around local government conduct. That appeared to be directly in response to the actions 
of the Town of Cambridge as well. The minister knows that there is zero chance of that matter surviving in the 
other place. Many people consider the minister’s actions to be completely unfair. His actions have been shown to 
not be conducive to good government of local government. We have so many authorised inquiries, and many of 
them appear to be politically based.  
The City of Melville is another one. What is happening with the City of Melville at the moment? 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: We now have a situation in which the City of Melville is sitting contrary to the minister’s call for 
the members of that city to not act if they have a conflict of interest. The minister has witnessed what has happened 
in that city. 

The SPEAKER: Members, the question is that the motion be agreed to. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Local Government) [12.46 pm]: I am very pleased to 
respond to this motion that has been contrived by the opposition. Again, I am astounded—the shadow spokesperson’s 
contribution to this debate on a motion that is calling for my resignation went for two minutes! What an outstanding 
contribution by the opposition spokesperson for local government, the member for Nedlands! It was two minutes! 
It reminded us of his contribution to a motion during private members’ business a month or so ago, when his narrative 
waddled around on a whole range of issues that meant nothing. 
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I stand here and tell members this: when we came to government in March 2017, we made a commitment to 
reform the Local Government Act, to reform the way in which local government operates in Western Australia 
and to set a course to make sure that Western Australia’s local government system is modernised. The current 
act is not fit for purpose. The current act does not deliver a quality local government system in Western Australia. 
It does not. It is not fit for purpose. It is over 20 years old and was conceived before all the technologies that we 
now enjoy. 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We can look at what the previous government did in the line of local government reform 
during eight and a half years. It had a cavalcade, I might say, of local government ministers, one of whom, the 
former member for Darling Range, resigned in disgust from his position in the Barnett government because of his 
lack of support for the Premier of the day, Barnett, and his government. He resigned because the way in which the 
previous government dealt with local government was to try to change boundaries. It focused on changing boundaries 
and nothing else. That failed dismally, as we know. 

When we came to government, we said we would embark upon reform of the Local Government Act. What have 
we done so far? In three and a half years—not eight and a half years—we have ensured, through an act of Parliament, 
that local governments are now subject to performance audits and financial audits by the Auditor General. Why? 
Because we know that many local governments in Western Australia have a range of challenges with their finances 
and performance. If opposition members think the local government system is perfect, they obviously did not 
do anything about it. But we know it is not perfect and we know that in a modern context and in a modern era 
there has to be robust transparency. We have to make sure that the systems work to deliver quality to the people 
we serve. 

Let us look at the authorised inquiries under my stewardship as Minister for Local Government. Sorry, but inquiries 
are actually the work of the departments. It is important work and it is important that if an inquiry is warranted, it 
is carried out. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: It was found to be unwarranted, and you know it! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Churchlands, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The one the member is referring to has not been concluded. He has referred to that already. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Two and a half years. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We will wait for that to come out. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: But the current act ensures — 

The SPEAKER: Minister! Member for Churchlands, you were heard in silence. I expect the same for the 
minister’s answer. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The current act provides for oversight of and interventions in 137 local governments. 
The opposition is all over the place because only a couple of weeks ago in this place we had the member for 
Riverton calling on me to have an inquiry into the City of Melville. We then had, in the same context, the member 
for Churchlands saying, “Stop bullying the Town of Cambridge.” I then had other members come to me privately. 
The member for Churchlands himself came to me — 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: That’s right. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We had a conversation out there some time ago about some of the issues, and what did 
the member say to me? 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: I said you needed to wrap that inquiry up. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, no, no! 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Yes, yes, yes! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Well before that, out there, the member said to me — 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: You weren’t prepared to listen! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Churchlands, you had your go! 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Your words were: “I don’t want you to do anything about this, but I’m just telling you 
some of the concerns I’m hearing.” 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Rubbish! Point of order! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The fact of the matter is — 

The SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Point of order! 

The SPEAKER: Hold on, member. First, I will call you to order for the second time. 

Point of Order 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister is casting aspersions on what I was thinking or doing. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: No, I’m not. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: He is acting inappropriately. 

The SPEAKER: That is not a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The opposition is all over the place. If anyone is hapless in this place, it is the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition and spokesperson for local government because he does not have a position. In fact, the member 
for Nedlands was goaded into bringing this motion forward because of a conversation on 6PR last night with the 
member for Bateman when Chris Ilsley said the member for Nedlands was hopeless. Go and read the transcript. 
Chris Ilsley said he was so hopeless and he was not doing anything about this big issue. What did the member for 
Bateman say? I have it here. Read the transcript of his conversation of last night. Chris Ilsley said — 

I must say I’m less than impressed with some of your colleagues, I’d be completely remiss if I didn’t say 
so, — 

This is what Chris Ilsley said about member for Nedlands — 

and I’m quite happy to name one of them, shadow local government minister Bill Marmion. I just think 
he is completely not across his brief … at the moment … 

That is what Chris Ilsley said. Then, in response, the member for Bateman said that there is a fair point there about 
the Cambridge councillor and the opposition is planning something but it will do it later. It will do it tomorrow. 

The fact of the matter is this: as minister, I have to make decisions. I am provided with advice from the department 
and I am provided with legal advice. I use that advice to decide whether a threshold has been reached and then I take 
action. That is what I am required to do and that is the decision I made. I had concerns and I continue to have 
concerns about staffing and culture issues in Cambridge. Already, today, the member knows that there is currently 
a barrister who has been asked by the Town of Cambridge to conduct a review of the culture of the organisation, 
which includes interviewing staff members. They asked a barrister to do that. 

Normally, I would have thought that if we were looking at culture in an organisation, we would have somebody 
in the community development space who might say, “Okay, well, let’s talk about culture. Let’s talk about how 
people respond.” But they have a barrister. That is their choice. But for a barrister to undertake that role is 
very interesting. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: Why? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is a very good question! A range of issues and concerns have been raised that 
initiated a formal inquiry and added to my concerns, which led me to issue a show-cause notice. I will tell members 
what a show-cause notice is. Under the act, if the minister of the day has a concern that reaches a particular threshold, 
it is in the power of the minister of the day to issue a show-cause notice—as in, give me reason why I should not 
suspend the council. That is the basic gist of a show-cause notice position. A show-cause notice was issued for the 
Town of Cambridge and normally the council has 21 days to respond. The Cambridge council chose to take a legal 
pathway in response to that determination, as is its right. That is what it did. That was its determination. 
On previous occasions, a number of show-cause notices have been issued. I issued one to the Town of Port Hedland 
because I had concerns. Port Hedland, I think, should be one of the most exemplary councils in Western Australia 
because of the important role it plays in the nation’s economy. It is the powerhouse of the Australian and 
Western Australian economy and we should have a competent local government operating it. I issued a show-cause 
notice because a whole range of people were coming to me, to the office, saying that all sorts of things needed to 
be determined. The former mayor there is now a candidate for the Liberal Party, as is his right. However, the fact 
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of the matter is this: based upon the legal advice and the advice given in the context of the Local Government Act, 
under which we operate currently, I had to make a determination and I made one. I do not shy away from that. That 
is what one does when one is a minister; one makes decisions, unlike previous local government ministers under 
the opposition’s regime who did not make any decisions at all because if they went to make a decision, they were 
overpowered by the former Premier, Premier Barnett. 
With litigation issues, the Treasurer highlighted cases in which the government attempts to take certain entities to 
court. The Treasurer referred to the former Treasurer, the member for Riverton, who sought to legislate against 
the Bell Group. It was struck down five–nil in the High Court. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It does not matter. It was a decision taken by the minister. Leader of the Opposition, 
I will make decisions as the local government minister and those decisions are always focused. I do not know the 
Mayor of the Town of Cambridge. I do not have any angst with her. That is the whole point. But if there are issues 
around culture in an organisation, be they staffing or how the council operates and delivers services, those concerns 
need to be addressed. After the advice was given, I reached a conclusion and I had suspicions. The council had cause 
to respond to me in 21 days under that provision in the act. The council chose not to do that. Instead, it chose to 
challenge my decision and I think it is the first time, from memory, that it has happened. 
What does that do in terms of reforming and framing a new local government? There are implications for that. The 
member for Carine used to come to us all the time asking why we were not acting on the City of Perth. The City of 
Perth went over the threshold, so I made the decision to appoint a panel inquiry and then he criticised that decision. 
This is whole point: the opposition is all over the place. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the third time. It is not a shouting match and you are 
losing. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The show-cause notice is an opportunity for me to notify the town of my concerns. That 
is what I did. The opposition picks and chooses. The member for Moore usually makes a reasonable contribution, 
but for him to say that he has heard from all these people, I have to tell him that people from rural and regional 
areas have spoken to me and we have worked closely with them. I have not had any motions of no-confidence in 
me passed—some Ministers for Local Government have in the past. I have had none because I have consulted, 
discussed and worked with those councils and I have an understanding, particularly with the councils in regional WA. 
That does not mean that one demands high-quality performance, because that is what it is about. We are now in an 
era in which high-quality performance and continuing improvement is required. That is why we need new legislation, 
and why I put a raft of legislation through this place to mandate training. We now have clear and transparent processes 
for declaring gifts and for roles and responsibilities. This comes to the very matter—issues around the Town of 
Cambridge and other councils. If we look at some Corruption and Crime Commission reports of recent times, we 
see that many times it comes down to issues of roles and responsibilities, and of CEOs versus elected members. 
Whether we like it or not, I am afraid that the act is very specific. I remind the member for Moore that we clarified 
the legislation in the upper house with our amendments to the regulations. As a result of the recent outcomes of 
the City of Perth inquiry, there are clear roles and responsibilities for CEOs and clear roles and responsibilities for 
elected members, in respect of the operations of councils. Invariably, when there is a blurring of those responsibilities 
or overreach by elected members into operational matters, that is when councils get into trouble. I think the 
member for Nedlands has read the City of Perth panel inquiry report, which highlights that as an ongoing issue. 
We are going to keep on reforming local government. I will not stand back and do nothing, or sit on my hands. 
I will keep on reforming government with the best information and best advice I can possibly get, but I will not 
stand back from making decisions in the best interests of local governments, local communities, local ratepayers 
and residents, and local businesses, because we need a strong local government sector in Western Australia and 
a reformed local government sector in Western Australia, and I will do that. I will take criticism from the 
opposition, but it is hollow because, firstly, it has a hapless local government spokesperson who does not even 
know what he actually thinks about local government and, secondly, its record shows no policy, no delivery and 
no commitment to the sector. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (15) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr J.E. McGrath Mr P.J. Rundle 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr S.K. L’Estrange Ms L. Mettam Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Dr M.D. Nahan  
 

Noes (30) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr T.J. Healy Mr S.J. Price Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr D.T. Punch Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Ms S.E. Winton 
Mr R.H. Cook Ms S.F. McGurk Ms C.M. Rowe Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr K.J.J. Michel Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms J.J. Shaw  
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr P. Papalia Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski  

            
Pairs 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr W.J. Johnston 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A. Sanderson 
Mr D.T. Redman Mrs L.M. O’Malley 
Mr K.M. O’Donnell Mr S.A. Millman 

Question thus negatived. 
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