
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 11 October 2005] 

 p6059b-6065a 
Mr Matt Birney; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Deputy Speaker; Ms Sheila McHale; Mr John 

Kobelke 

 [1] 

QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE TO MINISTER FOR PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [3.23 pm] - without notice:  I move - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the member for Darling Range to 
ask a question of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure in accordance with the rules set down by 
the Speaker. 

The opposition has asked four questions today.  What has happened is that a whole host of government ministers 
has rambled on for an extraordinary amount of time.  In doing so, they have denied us our fifth question.  The 
opposition dealt with this matter with the Speaker in the very early days of this Parliament.  The Speaker 
indicated that the opposition would be allowed five questions during question time.  Madam Deputy Speaker, I 
am very pleased to see that you are the Deputy Speaker.  I am pleased to see that you are filling in in the absence 
of the Speaker, but I expect that you would go along with the wishes of the Speaker, and the express wishes of 
the Speaker are that the opposition will receive and shall receive the opportunity of asking five substantive 
questions of the government.  Question time is the opposition’s key chance to question the government and hold 
it to account and ensure that its actions are transparent.   

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What we have here is somewhat unusual - a motion to suspend standing orders that appears 
to want to produce an outcome in direct defiance of a ruling that you have made, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I 
wonder whether the motion, if the opposition wishes to proceed with it, should be moved as a dissent from your 
ruling.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There is no point of order.  We have moved specifically to suspend standing 
orders.  That is the motion we are debating.  The Acting Premier might not like it, but that is the motion.  I 
wonder whether there is some confusion within the ranks.  By way of clarification, Madam Deputy Speaker, if 
you will allow me to expand on this point of order for a minute, we might not need to have all this debate.  The 
Speaker engaged in discussion with us.  There was concern about the length of time it was taking to ask 
questions and certainly concern about the length of time some ministers were taking to answer questions.  We 
have gone to great pains to ensure that our questions are very short, to the extent that one question today 
essentially comprised one sentence.  On the other hand, the Treasurer, the Minister for State Development and 
the Minister for Tourism have rambled on today with a load of non-productive, protracted waffle in response.  
All I am suggesting is that, generally speaking, five questions should come from the Liberal opposition and one 
from the Independents or the National Party.  If that were to happen the whole system would work extremely 
well.  Perhaps there is no need for this debate if you are in a position to make an appropriate ruling in line with 
the rulings and decisions of your Speaker.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I will respond to that point.  Members, when I responded I was referring to the five 
questions that were asked from the opposition benches.  It is the role of those acting as Speaker to order the 
business of this house.  If they decide that question time is over, whoever says, when acting in that role, that 
question time is over, it means that question time is over.  Members can dissent from the ruling of the Chair.  
The Leader of the Opposition has chosen to move a substantive motion, which, by the way, once question time is 
over, any member has the right to move.  Although it looks like a dissent from the ruling of the Chair, I will treat 
it, as I should under standing orders, as a substantive motion.  Therefore, the motion can proceed.  However, I 
remind members that it is the Speaker’s role, and I have that role today, to ensure the order of business.  I have 
done so.  Some members might not like it, and therefore we have this motion, which, under standing orders, can 
be debated.  It is quite simple. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Had I thought about it a bit more, I would probably have moved to dissent from your ruling, 
Madam Deputy Speaker.  Let me say that that is not something the opposition does lightly; in fact, I cannot 
remember the last time that we moved dissent from the Speaker’s ruling.  The Speaker is away for one day and 
the house descends into chaos.  That is an extraordinary thing. 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member has reflected on the Deputy Speaker, and that is most unparliamentary.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member, that is unparliamentary.  I ask the member to address the motion.  
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It was not necessarily a reflection on the Chair but rather a reflection on the behaviour of 
members in this house.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I will ask members to address themselves specifically to the motion, which is about 
allowing the member for Darling Range to ask a question.  If I hear any reflection on this Chair at all, I will rule 
the member out of order, quite simply.  Please proceed. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  As the member for Leschenault said, it has been the tradition of this house since the start of 
this sitting for the Speaker to allow five questions to be asked by the opposition.  I am not sure whether you have 
confused that issue, Madam Deputy Speaker, and whether you are counting the National Party as part of the 
opposition.  In fact, the National Party is a party in its own right and not part of the opposition.  The Speaker has 
always given us, the Liberal Party, as Her Majesty’s opposition, the opportunity to ask five questions and he has 
allowed the National Party also to ask a question.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Madam Deputy Speaker, are you finding this to be amusing? 

Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members on my right. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We have asked four questions, and, to refresh your memory, there was one from me to the 
Minister for Police as the lead question, one from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to the Minister for the 
Environment, one from the member for Hillarys to the Minister for Police and one from the member for Vasse to 
the minister responsible for workplace relations.  That is four.  Madam Deputy Speaker, you indicated earlier 
that we, the opposition, had asked five questions.  In fact, the opposition asked four questions, whereas the 
Speaker allows it to ask five.  Madam Deputy Speaker, do you find this amusing for some reason?  Have I said 
something funny? 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Such a statement from the Leader of the Opposition regarding the Deputy Speaker’s 
demeanour is most unparliamentary. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members! 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Such a statement from a member on his feet reflecting on the Deputy Speaker’s demeanour 
in the Chair is most unparliamentary.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Quite correct.  I ask all members to take a deep breath and address their remarks to 
the question being debated - that is, whether the member for Darling Range, in accordance with rules, apparently 
set down by the Speaker, according to this motion, be allowed to ask the question.  That is simply the case.  If 
the Leader of the Opposition wishes to put the argument, he should do so. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  We would not be dealing with this matter if things had progressed as they do when the 
Speaker is here, in so much as the opposition - 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Madam Deputy Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition is once again reflecting on your 
performance as Deputy Speaker, and that is unparliamentary. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Further to the point of order, I was stating a fact: the Speaker of this house allows us five 
questions. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, I will say this one last time: irrelevant of who is in this Chair today, he 
or she acts in the role of Speaker and is charged with overseeing the order of business in this house as it is set 
down under the standing orders, and only the standing orders.  Members need to refer to them.  It is my call in 
terms of when question time finishes.  I made that call.  If the Leader of the Opposition wishes to move a motion 
for someone else to have a chance to ask a question, he should debate it purely on that basis and on nothing else, 
and he should not reflect on this Chair. 

Debate Resumed 
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Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I moved this motion because it is a matter of principle: that the opposition has five 
opportunities to question the government every single question time; that is the ruling of the Speaker of this 
house - the duly elected Speaker of this house.  If the member for Darling Range had been allowed to ask his 
question of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, we would not be wasting time.  I suggest that had the 
question been allowed, the question would have been asked and probably answered by now.  We would not have 
had to go down this path if we had not received a ruling that is inconsistent with the ruling of the Speaker of this 
house.  Question time is the opposition’s opportunity to question the government.  I put it to the house that five 
questions is not enough, but we have settled on that after some debate with the Speaker of the house.  In doing 
that, the opposition said it will keep its questions as succinct as it possibly can.  Indeed, the member for Vasse 
asked a one-sentence question.   

Sadly, on the other side of the equation, Madam Deputy Speaker, ministers opposite went on and on to the point 
at which I had to take two points of order regarding relevance.  As a result of ministers going on about irrelevant 
matters, the opposition has been denied a fifth question.  Quite frankly, that is disgraceful.  The opposition is 
entitled to five questions, and I moved this motion to give the member for Darling Range an opportunity to ask 
his question.  It is not on for the opposition to be allowed to ask only four questions.  I know that you, Madam 
Deputy Speaker, have only just taken over the Speaker’s role in question time, which can often be difficult to 
administer.   

Point of Order 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Madam Deputy Speaker, this is nothing more than a reflection on your performance as 
Chair.  I find it absolutely disgraceful and it reflects the sexism of the Leader of the Opposition and he ought not 
to be heard. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  I remind all members that a point of order is not an 
opportunity to debate.  I ask the Leader of the Opposition to continue his remarks on the motion. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I would love to have kept a record of how many minutes members opposite spent referring 
to a speech I made to the Liberal Party’s state conference.  I am very pleased that ministers opposite have 
actually read my speech.  However, the questions posed by the government during question time had no 
relevance to my speech; yet they went on and on, the net result of which is that the opposition has been denied its 
fifth question.  I cannot recall in this session of Parliament an occasion when the opposition has been denied its 
fifth question.  It is not on.  Madam Deputy Speaker, you made a comment earlier that the opposition has five 
questions.  I do not know whether you are confused about the situation, but the National Party is not part of the 
opposition; it is a party in its own right.  The Speaker always gives the National Party an opportunity to ask a 
question and he always gives the Liberal Party, the opposition, the opportunity to ask five questions.  I am at a 
loss to understand why you denied the opposition the opportunity to ask a fifth question.  Notwithstanding the 
fact that question time went on for some time, I have sat through much longer question times during which 
ministers have done a merry dance around the topic and said nothing of substance and certainly not addressed 
the questions put to them.  This was a reasonably long question time, but nowhere near the longest we have had.  
Certainly, it is not a reason for denying the opposition its fifth question.  The opposition asked only four 
questions, and I have told the house who asked them and to whom they were addressed.  The member for 
Darling Range wishes to ask a very important question concerning the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s 
view of the AusLink funding situation, particularly as it relates to areas around the state.  The Peel Deviation is 
obviously one such matter relevant to AusLink funding.   

I ask the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure whether she is prepared to receive the question from the 
member for Darling Range on the Peel Deviation.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I will not show indifference to the Deputy Speaker who controls this house.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Will the minister receive the question? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I am always prepared to receive questions, as the Leader of the Opposition knows.  
The facts of the matter are that the standing orders are very clear on this; the Speaker or Acting Speaker has 
control of question time.   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Question time has finished.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  You may have an arrangement with the Speaker, but it is not in the standing orders.   
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Question time has finished and I have moved a motion calling on the minister to receive the 
question.  I am asking the minister whether she is prepared to receive the question.  If she is, I ask that she vote 
accordingly.   
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Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I am more than happy to answer the member for Darling Range’s question.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  So the minister will vote to suspend standing orders? 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  One at a time would be very good. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The minister said she is prepared to receive the question from the member for Darling 
Range.  Therefore, I expect members of the government to support this motion.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  If it is so important, why was is question number five?   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It is a matter of principle; that is, the opportunity for the opposition to question the 
government.  It only has the opportunity to ask five questions each question time.  We could easily ask 10 
questions, but we can ask only five.  To reduce it to four is disgraceful.  I have been speaking for about 10 
minutes.  Had we been given the opportunity to ask five questions, this debate would not have been necessary.  
Every time this happens, we will move a similar motion, and the net result will probably be that this house will 
lose more time than it would have lost had the question been allowed to be asked.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Acting Premier) [3.38 pm]:  The government will resolutely oppose this 
absolutely disgraceful motion.  The Leader of the Opposition outlined his modus operandi when he said that 
each time the opposition does not get its five questions at question time, he will move a motion similar to the one 
currently before the house.  The government will not allow that to happen.  If it is necessary to change the rules 
regarding the suspension of standing orders and whether they are subject to debate, we will do that if that is the 
Leader of the Opposition’s declared position.  The standing orders are absolutely clear.  Standing Order 82 states 
-  

Questions without notice may be asked for a period determined by the Speaker. 

It is not only written in black and white in the standing orders but also is the convention of this place that 
questions without notice are asked at the absolute discretion of the Speaker.  If the Speaker came into the 
chamber one day and said that he did not feel like having question time at all that day, there would be no 
question time.  I have been in the chamber when it has been in uproar after only one question, and the Speaker 
has put an end to question time.  I note that during question time today, Madam Deputy Speaker warned the 
opposition not once, not twice but more than three times that the amount of noise that was coming from the 
opposition benches meant that she might bring question time to a conclusion earlier than would otherwise be the 
case.  We have a recalcitrant, juvenile, bullying opposition that did not listen to the warnings of the Deputy 
Speaker and does not understand the standing orders.  Opposition members thought that because there was a 
woman in the chair, they could bully her.   
Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I thoroughly agree with the comment of my colleague the Minister for Community 
Development that the Leader of the Opposition has demonstrated appalling, disgraceful sexism.  It is appalling, 
disgraceful behaviour.   
Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I say to the Leader of the Opposition that what might work in a dodgy bar in Kalgoorlie is 
not appropriate behaviour in this house of Parliament.  He has today revealed his absolute unfitness for the 
position that he holds.  The government will not tolerate this behaviour.  The government will not tolerate the 
Deputy Speaker being bullied in this disgraceful fashion.  We will deal with this motion.  We will certainly not 
allow a suspension of the standing orders.  If the opposition is declaring that this is what it will do after question 
time whenever it has a disagreement with the Speaker, we will fix the standing orders so that it cannot do that.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [3.41 pm]:  The Acting Premier has just highlighted what is 
going wrong in the Parliament at the moment.  I remind him of the recent media criticism of government 
members, particularly the Leader of the House, because of the way in which they have abused the processes of 
this Parliament.  That is happening again.  Do members know what I think has happened?  I think there may 
have been a misunderstanding about the number of questions that were asked and things of that nature and, as a 
result of the intransigence of members on the other side of the house, we now have a stand-off that will be 
resolved on party numbers.  It need not have been like that.  If government members had listened to the 
argument and talked through this matter very carefully, we could have reached an agreement to finish question 
time in the normal way, with one more question being asked by each side, and away we would have gone.  
However, as a result of what is happening, some dangerous precedents are being set.   
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I point out that question time began at 2.34 pm and went for a little over 45 minutes.  Opposition members go to 
great pains to keep questions as short as possible.  Members may notice that from time to time the Leader of the 
Opposition and other members will chew another member’s ear if he is taking too long to ask a question.  
However, as happens from time to time, today we heard from a number of ministers - they were the regular ones, 
including the Minister for State Development - who like the sound of their own voices and who ramble on and 
on when answering a question.  The Deputy Speaker suggested to at least a couple of those ministers that they 
start to wrap up their answers, or words to that effect.  The point is that question time will work well if we do our 
bit by keeping questions short and concise and if government ministers try to keep their answers concise.   

A meeting was held in the Speaker’s office to discuss this issue.  I will go on the record on this, because this is a 
significant matter.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was in attendance at that meeting, as was the 
opposition Whip.  During the meeting we discussed the conduct of members during question time.  We agreed 
that there was a need to make sure that question time went smoothly, partly so as to not interfere with the other 
processes and programs of Parliament and partly to ensure that we do not dip too much into the time for 
government business, so that the government can get on with its legislation.  The Speaker was very reasonable 
about that.  Indeed, the Speaker has made the point a number of times that he does not want government 
ministers to drone on with their answers.  From time to time he has nibbled my ear about something that has 
happened on this side of the house.  We make sure that we keep a tight ship.  Things work pretty well that way.   

Today the Deputy Speaker made a decision, for whatever reason.  I make the point that the motion to suspend 
standing orders is the most appropriate way to deal with this matter.  We do not want to move a dissent against 
the Deputy Speaker’s ruling if we can help it, because we believe that this matter can be resolved in an amicable 
and cooperative way through the suspension of standing orders.  However, the government is digging in its 
heels.  In doing so it runs a risk.  There is a precedent that Her Majesty’s opposition, the Liberal Party, gets five 
questions a day, the National Party gets one question and a question goes to the Independents and so on at the 
Speaker’s discretion.  Today will hopefully be a one-off event; an aberration.  If it is not, I remind government 
members that they have just cut the number of questions that Her Majesty’s opposition can ask by 20 per cent.  
Today’s notice of business shows that the opposition has the running on only one thing.  Sure, members can say 
that the opposition can move a matter of public interest motion on one day a week, but today we will initiate 
involvement in only one matter; that is, question time.   

I remind government members that although they might not like us and we might be a pain in the neck to them, 
opposition members play a key role in the Parliament.  I also remind members that we appoint the Speaker.  The 
Speaker and the Deputy Speaker generally do a very good job in the chair in coordinating parliamentary affairs 
and so on.  However, if there is something that we particularly wish to happen in the Parliament, we collectively 
make that happen as members of Parliament.  In other words, we simply say how we want something to be run 
and we either amend the standing orders or move a motion or whatever to do it.  We have chosen to move a 
motion.   

The Acting Premier got very heated and uptight in his contribution to this debate and started to make some rather 
irrational statements.  He missed the point entirely.  If the government does not support the legitimate role of the 
opposition in this chamber, there are things that the opposition can do and will continue to do to be 
uncooperative and to make things hard for the government.  The other day the government took political action 
and abused the processes of Parliament, and as a result we removed the ability to form pairs in divisions - with 
the exception of the member for Mindarie on compassionate grounds.  An opposition can do all sorts of things.  
For example, if ministers drone on in their answers during question time and, as a result, we miss out on asking a 
question every day, we will waste some time of the government by moving for a suspension of standing orders 
or whatever else we can do.   

The Leader of the House knows that I have genuinely approached this position in a positive and constructive 
way.  We have done things that have sped the passage of government legislation through the house when we 
could have scored a few political points by trying to hold it up.  Those are the sorts of things that will not happen 
anymore.  In other words, there can be cooperation in this chamber and we can work as an effective Parliament, 
or the gloves can come off and we will be left with the mess that has been seen today.  I have been a government 
backbencher.  I saw the Parliament almost descend into chaos on a couple of occasions during that time, partly 
because of the actions of the then opposition.  Do members know whom that reflects on?  It does not reflect on 
the opposition or the person in the chair; it reflects on the government of the day.  That happened in the previous 
sitting week when the government lost control of the Parliament and tried to abuse its processes for political 
gain; it copped flak in the media and the community as a result.  The government will wear this again if it does 
not accept that the opposition has a legitimate role to play in asking questions in this way.   
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I point out two things.  Ministers have today completely ignored Standing Order 78.  It is a very simple standing 
order that deals with questions seeking information and states - 

An answer must be relevant to the question. 

It could not be any simpler.  Any member who does not believe that a number of ministers abused that standing 
order today must be dreaming.   

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The point that has been made by the member for Leschenault was specifically taken as a 
point of order and was not upheld by you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  By saying “any member who does not 
believe” that that happened, he has again reflected on the demeanour and behaviour of the Deputy Speaker in the 
chair.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I will uphold that point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Acting Premier did not know to which ministers I referred.  I assure him 
that the points of order made in question time were not called against those ministers.  If we are in a spirit of 
non-cooperation, that is something we can do.  Every single time a minister stands up and drifts one iota away 
from answering the question we ask, we could raise a point of order.  If we have to, we could suspend standing 
orders at the end of every question time.  If that is the base level the Acting Premier wants to drag this 
Parliament to, so be it.  If he wants to work in a cooperative way, that offer is still there. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  You will be in opposition for a long time. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  My last point relates to the amount of time that ministers have wasted in 
here.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Sit down. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Minister for State Development is prompting me to stay on my feet for 
another 12 minutes.  He is one of those ministers to whom I refer as being responsible for the situation we face.  
If the minister were cooperative and copped it, and if he were prepared to eat a little bit of humble pie - but the 
word “humble” is not in his vocabulary - I would wind up making my point very precisely.  I probably will 
anyway, because, unlike the minister, I am not renowned as being the most verbose member. 

I finish off by demonstrating that the cooperative approach we took the other week saved the government and the 
taxpayers of this state $23 million.  We could have caused the government no end of grief.  We could have put it 
under the pump.  We could have caused the government, particularly the Minister for State Development and the 
Treasurer, political embarrassment.  However, we did the right thing; we cooperated and, to tell the truth, we 
were instrumental in ensuring that the government’s legislation got to the upper house in time so that the 
government did not blow $23 million of taxpayers’ money for Western Australians.  That is our approach.  We 
want to be constructive, positive and cooperative in this Parliament, but all we hear is waffle from those opposite 
on such an important motion as the one before the chair.  Members opposite should be careful of the precedent 
they could end up setting. 

Question to be Put 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [3.52 pm]:  I move -  

That the question be now put.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (28) 

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

Noes (20) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Pair 

 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr T.R. Sprigg 

Question thus passed 

Standing Orders Suspension Resumed 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, I 
will need to satisfy myself that there is an absolute majority present.  If I hear a dissenting voice, I will be 
required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There being a dissenting voice, the house will divide. 

Division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (16) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

Noes (34) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.K. Waldron 
Dr E. Constable Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M. McGowan Mr D.T. Redman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts  

            

Pair 

 Mr T.R. Sprigg Mr J.R. Quigley 

Absolute majority not achieved; question thus negatived. 
 


