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PREMIER’S OFFICE — RELOCATION COST 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [2.52 pm] — without notice: I move — 

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

That the Premier be condemned for misleading the people and Parliament of Western Australia 
in relation to the full cost of his new office at Hale House. 

I am going to explain to the house why this matter is urgent, and I am going to explain to the house what 
evidence the opposition has that the Premier has misled this house and has misled the people of Western 
Australia on this issue. After I do so, I will seek an indication from the Leader of the House whether the 
government is agreeable to a suspension of standing orders along matter of public interest rules. Perhaps he 
could give me that indication or let me know whether he wants me to expand the arguments. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will be responding to your motion. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So that is a no. The reason this is urgent is that the Premier has on a number of occasions 
advised the people of Western Australia that the total cost of his new palatial office over the road from this 
building would be $17 million. He has done that on a number of occasions, including via a press release dated 
24 February 2011, a few weeks ago, and via a short ministerial statement of the same day. He indicated that the 
total cost would be $17 million. I will quote from his short ministerial statement in this Parliament — 

The construction, site costs and most of the fit-out for the redevelopment of Hale House are estimated at 
$17 million plus planning, design, and other fees.  

That is what he told us on 24 February 2011. Naturally he advised the house of this information and he would 
have been keen to ensure that the costs advised to the public were kept as low as possible, because a palatial new 
office complex over the road from this building is a sensitive issue. He went out there and said, “That is going to 
be the cost for the taxpayer of Western Australia to fork out in relation to this matter.” 

What have we found in the meantime? We found out a range of things. First of all we found out from none other 
than the Under Treasurer of Western Australia—one of the most senior and best public servants in the state—
when giving evidence on oath before a parliamentary committee on Monday that the total cost was actually 
$25.5 million. That is an $8.5 million difference in cost—$8.5 million additional. We found out not only via 
evidence before a public hearing of the Public Accounts Committee on Monday; we also found out via 
documents that were delivered to us by the Premier’s office. The Premier’s office provided us with this 
information! We got the information via both the Premier’s office and the Under Treasurer that there is an 
$8.5 million additional fee to establish the new Premier’s palace over the road from this building. 

In question time today the Premier indicated to the house it was $17 million. There might be a couple of bits at 
the edges. He said that is all it was. He was not aware of any of the finer details—maybe there will be some 
blinds and maybe some window coverings and so forth. That is all there would be: $17 million. We know from 
the evidence of the Under Treasurer and from the documentary evidence given to us that that is not the case. 

The Premier then indicated to the house—get this, members—that he was going to have all the old furniture 
from the building that he is currently in. All the old furniture from his current building would be delivered to the 
new offices. I have a copy here of the tender documents for his new offices. The Leader of the House will like 
this. The tender documents put out to public tenderers in Western Australia show that the cost set aside in 
addition to the $17 million just for furniture for the Premier’s new office is $1 million. The Premier told us 
earlier that he was just going to retain furniture from his existing office. Here are the tender documents that the 
government of Western Australia, through Building Management and Works, has put out to all the tenderers — 

A separate furniture, fittings and equipment … budget is still being defined but … the amount of 
$1 000 000 should be allowed for manufacture/fabrication and/or procurement … 

That is, manufacture and fabrication and procurement of furniture. That is the Premier’s document. The Premier 
told us not more than an hour ago that he was just getting the furniture up from the existing buildings and the 
prisoners were going to make a table, yet his own tender documents indicate his furniture will cost $1 million. 
He makes it up as he goes along. He then indicates he will get value for money and be very careful in how it is 
provided. The tender documents also say — 

… areas accessed/used by guests, visitors and ministers should be finished to a very high standard of 
interior design and treatments, befitting the stature of premises for the head of government of Western 
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Australia. Other back-of-house areas for administration and support staff and that are not readily 
accessed by visitors and the general public may be finished to a more modest standard. 

But the pièce de résistance — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member has now had five minutes to speak to the motion, which is to suspend 
standing orders. He said that is what he was going to do. He has moved on to the substantive motion. I suggest 
he either comes back to the motion or sit and let somebody else have a word. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will wind up very shortly and I will explain to the house why it is urgent this matter be 
debated. The Premier needs to explain things like this: his tender documents indicate he is going to have a safe 
room; it will be $30 000. I looked up “safe room”. A safe room is defined as a panic room. He is going to have a 
panic room in his new office. Mr Speaker, I will tell you who should be panicking: it is the taxpayers of Western 
Australia who should be panicking. It is not the Premier who should be panicking; it is all the rest of us who 
have to pay for it who should be panicking about his folly.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: What I think is a good suggestion is that we would be very happy to accept a late notice of 
motion for this to be debated at four o’clock under private members’ business. The member for Rockingham 
could then talk as long as he liked, and as many members opposite who want to talk could do likewise.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier has misled this house —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: If it is important, bring it on in private members’ time.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The motion is to debate whether the Premier has misled this house and the people of 
Western Australia. That is the most serious allegation that can be made in this house. It is a matter that needs to 
be debated as soon as possible. When we catch the Premier giving untrue information to this Parliament and to 
the public about the cost of offices, which is a very sensitive issue to the public of Western Australia, it deserves 
to be debated straightaway by this house. The public would be very interested to know that the Premier has gone 
out and told the public one figure for his new palatial office when the truth of the matter is that it is a much 
higher figure. The Premier even invited us twice, in question time, to bring this matter on for debate so we could 
discuss all these issues and what alternatives there might be. I have a few ideas on what alternatives might be out 
there. I would like to take the Premier up on his invitation as to what alternatives there might be to that grand 
palatial plan of his for his own grandiosity and pomposity that he is setting up over the road. That castle over the 
road is unnecessary and the Premier needs to —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What is the alternative?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Excellent—I will explain the alternative to the Premier.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: A tent! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier has just moved the Department of Training and Workforce Development out 
of the Department of Education; that is, out of a government-owned building into a leased building in the 
Optima Centre in Osborne Park. A range of government offices currently occupy floors of Dumas House. The 
top couple of floors of Dumas House are certainly more than good enough for the Premier of Western Australia 
and a cabinet room. And, he could get a new table! The Premier could quite easily have put his office in with all 
the other ministers, perhaps where it should be. Public servants could have moved out of Dumas House into the 
Optima Centre and left the Department of Training and Workforce Development where it was, and problem 
solved—easy to fix. Dumas House has 14 floors. This government has 17 ministers; they only take up half a 
floor each. Do the maths—there are a whole heap of floors left in that building; a whole heap of floors that the 
Premier’s office could have gone into and had a great view over the river and Kings Park. That is entirely 
appropriate for the Premier of Western Australia. The Premier is no better than his ministers. That would have 
worked a treat.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.02 pm]: I support the motion to suspend standing 
orders. This is not a complicated matter but it is a very important matter. It is about the credibility and honesty of 
the Premier of this state. It is about taxpayers’ dollars. It is not about where the office of the Premier should be. It 
is not about accommodation options. It is not the sort of debate that the Premier would divert us towards. I warn 
members of this house that that is what the Premier will try to do. He will try to lay false trails. He will try to 
divert us. He will try to distract us by asking us to debate issues of accommodation rather than the issue of credit 
and honesty about the use of taxpayers’ dollars, which is at the heart of this. This does not need to be a long 
debate but it is an urgent debate. There is a pretty clear issue here: the Premier went out and said, “I’m having a 
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new office and it is costing $17 million.” We now find it will cost 50 per cent more than that; it will cost 
$25.5 million! Why do we know that? That is what the Premier has to answer. That is why we need a debate.  

We have this document called “Government Office Accommodation Reforms” presented by Timothy Marney, 
Under Treasurer, dated 21 March 2011. This was the basis of the Under Treasurer’s presentation to the Public 
Accounts Committee on Monday. I have to tell the house that, remarkably, the document was delivered to my 
office by a staff member of the Premier’s office! A staff member of the Premier’s office delivered this document 
as the backup for what we already knew from a public hearing before the Public Accounts Committee. It is an 
official presentation by Timothy Marney, the Under Treasurer. It is very interesting; I think that is why we need 
a debate. Page 28 of the document bears the heading “Benefits of the Hale House site”. The first benefit listed is 
“Refurbishment of this heritage building to a ‘stately’ condition allows for long-term use”.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Words I have never, and would never, use.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is used in the presentation of the Under Treasurer: “Refurbishment of this heritage building 
to a ‘stately’ condition allows for long-term use”. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not my words, ever. Leader of the Opposition, if you took the time to read my press release 
when we announced Hale House, and took the time to read my brief ministerial statement, I think you would sit 
down.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I will read the Premier’s press release — 

“It’s estimated the construction and site costs for this project will cost $17million and bring the building 
up to the same standard of the adjacent Constitutional Centre and the Old Observatory. 

The Premier said in his ministerial statement — 

The construction, site costs and most of the fit-out for the redevelopment of Hale House are estimated at 
$17 million plus planning, design, and other fees. 

Clearly the Premier did not want us to understand that the cost was going to be 50 per cent more, at 
$25.5 million. This is a motion as to why we need this debate. This is an issue about spin versus reality. The 
Premier is increasingly engaging in spin. He says black is white. He expects that people will respect his authority 
and walk away and not question his comments because he is the Premier and he has the air of authority; that is, 
“He said this is the case; therefore it must be the case.” He is increasingly misusing the prestige and power of his 
position to hide the real truth about what he is doing. This house needs to have a debate on this issue because this 
is a basic matter of accountability. We are the principal accountability agency for the Premier and his ministerial 
colleagues in this house. That is why we need to have the debate. What could be more important and more 
requiring of an urgent debate than something that goes to the basic credit and honesty of the government when it 
communicates to this house and to the public of Western Australia how it will use taxpayers’ money? The whole 
basis of executive accountability to this house is the question of this house giving approval to and scrutinising 
the use of public finances. That is the basis. If we are talking about credit and honesty and public finances, we 
are talking about the central relationship between the executive and this house of Parliament. That is why we 
need an urgent debate. We do not need to debate what will be in the office or what the opposition’s alternative is, 
or anything like that; that is a debate for another time. The debate we need today is the basic debate about 
whether the Premier tells the truth when talking to the people of Western Australia and whether the Premier tells 
the truth when talking to members of this house about a topic that he would be sensitive about—the exact total 
amount of taxpayers’ dollars to be spent on his new office. Clearly, he knew that the cost would be 
$25.5 million. He sits on the budget committee of cabinet. I am sure the budget committee of cabinet would have 
considered the whole works program. I am sure that the documents would have come past the Premier in his 
capacity as a member of that committee and in his capacity as a member of cabinet. I know the Department of 
Treasury and Finance—it is not going to make up on an ad hoc basis an $8.5 million figure for fit-out. That will 
be the figure. The Under Treasurer does not appear before a parliamentary committee, controlled by the 
opposition, and make up a figure! The Premier is having us on if he denies the truth of what is in this document 
and what the Under Treasurer presented to the Public Accounts Committee.  

We could talk at length on another occasion about office accommodation and alternatives and so on. If we are to 
talk about that, I would say to the government: give us all the information. Give us the options and give us the 
financial analysis so we can look at what choices the government actually had before it. We might be able to say 
what option we would have chosen had we had that information before us. The government has refused on many 
occasions to give us that sort of financial analysis and financial information. The Premier expects the opposition, 
with a staff of 14, to develop the same level of plan as the government produces on the basis of the information 
that comes from the Department of Treasury and Finance. I repeat: we will have that debate at a later stage; I am 
very happy to have that debate, particularly if we are given the basic information. If we are to properly hold the 
executive to account in this place on financial matters, the issue of credit, credibility and honesty in the provision 
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of information to this place is absolutely essential. That is why we need to have the debate. It does not need to be 
a long debate, but we need to have the debate because this place cannot do its job of holding the executive 
accountable if we cannot trust the information that the executive gives to us. We cannot do our job as members 
of Parliament if we cannot trust that information.  

I would have thought at question time when the Premier was confronted with this information that he might have 
got up and coughed up that he did not mention the extra $8.5 million of fit-out; instead, the Premier tried to 
pretend to this house that it will all be done for $17 million. Then a little bit later on, when pressed, he seemed to 
say that it might cost a little bit more. We ought to have this debate, and the Premier ought to come clean and say 
exactly what it will cost. If the government’s own Department of Treasury and Finance is putting aside 
$25.5 million, surely that is the cost? In fact, the worry that the taxpayers would have is that when the bills come 
in it will be $30 million or $35 million! It has not exactly been the case in the entire history of the government of 
Western Australia since responsible government that many projects have come in under the budget specified by 
the Department of Treasury and Finance. The Premier is promising something that is right out of character with 
the entire history of the state! The Premier is going to bring in the project for two-thirds of the amount allocated 
by the Department of Treasury and Finance. That is not credible. He has not told the truth! This house has to 
have a debate on this motion so that we can hold the Premier to account for a basic requirement of his job—to 
tell the truth about public finances to this house and to tell the truth about public finances to the people of 
Western Australia.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.15 pm]: The Leader of the House advised the opposition that 
we were prepared to allow it to give a late notice of motion and to debate this at four o’clock in private 
members’ time, if that was its most important issue. That offer was made, and it has been declined by the 
opposition. The opposition is not genuine. It can debate this matter for as long as it wants, and that offer stands. 
If the opposition really wants to debate this issue, as the Leader of the House said, we are willing to allow it to 
bring it on as its business at four o’clock—45 minutes away—if that is what the opposition wants to do. Do 
members opposite want to do that?  

Mr M. McGowan: Bring it on now!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We know members opposite are not serious.  

Mr M. McGowan: You used to bring on suspensions all the time and we accepted them.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Rockingham has had his say; we have listened to him! 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I would like to hear what the Premier is saying, and I am sure that other members in this place 
would as well.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition thinks this is the most important issue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You don’t defer a debate on the Premier’s honesty. You do not do that! The Premier’s honesty, 
you have to debate straightaway.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If this was the most important issue for the opposition, it could bring it on at four o’clock. 
The government has agreed to do that, and the opposition can debate it for as long as it wants then. That is its 
choice. I assume members opposite are now saying that they do not want to do that. Therefore, we do not agree 
to suspend standing orders. If the opposition does not want to use the three-quarters of an hour in private 
members’ time for this matter, we will resume government business.  

I will take this opportunity to comment on a few of the things raised. I remind members opposite of the media 
statement put out in my name on 24 February 2011. The fourth-last paragraph reads — 

“It’s estimated the construction and site costs for this project will cost $17million and bring the building 
up to the same standard of the adjacent Constitutional Centre and the Old Observatory.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: What you say to every journalist is always ask what the Premier has left out!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, listen to me! I am not interested in you, my friend. I am not interested in you at all. 
Again, if I need to, for anyone who — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Journalists beware!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition says “Journalists beware!” If anyone cares to listen—I think 
that journalists might—it says very clearly that it is the estimated construction and site costs. That is what I said. 
In the brief ministerial statement made in Parliament on the same day, 24 February, the relevant paragraph 
reads —  
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The construction, site costs and most of the fit-out for the redevelopment of Hale House are estimated at 
$17 million plus planning, design, and other fees.  

I could not be clearer. Subsequent to that statement I was approached by one of my staff members asking my 
view about the existing furnishings in our office. I said that as far as I could see most of them would go over and 
become part of the Premier’s office. Members should bear in mind that Hale House is a two-storey building; the 
Premier’s office will be the top storey only. If you like, it is half the building—the bottom storey will be the 
cabinet room and will include staff and cabinet services. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, what is the point? 

Mr P.C. Tinley: Accountability! What is the point, eh? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Willagee talks about accountability! 

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

The member for Rockingham has a motion in front of this house and he has had the opportunity to speak to it. 
The Leader of the Opposition had a chance to speak. I think the same opportunity should be given to the Premier 
to speak to this motion. That is what he is endeavouring to do. I want to hear the Premier speaking to it. I do not 
want to hear other people shouting.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Both my press release and the statement I made to Parliament are absolutely valid, and the 
figure is still $17 million. It is a heritage building. People are unsure what condition they will find parts of the 
building to be in when they start to refurbish it. No-one knows, but the best estimate at the time was $17 million; 
that is still the estimate. I have just read the Under Treasurer’s statement. I have to say, I had not seen that 
document until now. I had no input into it and neither did my staff. Until the building is restored, the condition is 
unknown and so-called contingencies and fees are probably, in the main, notional payments to other government 
departments. I do not know the final result of that. We do not know the final earthworks, the final design, the 
final internal layout or the final furnishings. All we know is that the cost of refurbishing this building is 
estimated at $17 million and that that will include most of the fit-out for it. It will be done, not to a stately 
standard, but, as I have said quite clearly in my statement, it will be done to the standard of the Constitutional 
Centre; that is, it will be restored to a proper heritage standard. That is it.  

Members opposite have not made a case for suspending standing orders. They have not even taken the time to 
read my press release and the ministerial statement. Members opposite have come in and tried to suggest that I 
lied about the cost of refurbishment. No; it is $17 million, and even the documents presented by the Under 
Treasurer show construction and refurbishment to be $17 million. What is the opposition’s point? As to the final 
cost of the whole project and what is costed to other departments because there is heritage work and planning 
work to be and whatever access works that need to be done—who knows?—but, as I said at the time, the cost of 
refurbishing Hale House is estimated at $17 million. That is it! The alternative, as I said in question time, would 
be to lease two floors of accommodation comparable with the current Premier’s office, which would probably 
have a value of around $2 million a year. It is better that the state actually owns buildings in which it is 
accommodated, and it seems pretty sensible to me that we should have a decent Premier’s office and a decent 
cabinet room.  

Can I just say, because the opposition have called it the “palace thing” and all of that dramatic — 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have a point of order, Mr Speaker. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The member has lost enthusiasm for the debate!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the House took a point of order on me that we should be debating whether 
the suspension is urgent. The Premier is debating whether we should suspend the standing orders. He is breaking 
the rule that he attempted to enforce upon members of this side of the house. I would love to debate the issue. I 
have so much more material to talk about that members opposite should be worried. The Premier should adhere 
to the standing orders in relation to that matter. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I wish the leader of opposition business had a similar view. The statements that I made are 
accurate and I stand by them, both the media release and the statement that I made in this house. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You are just repeating your error. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 23 March 2011] 

 p1944b-1950a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Colin Barnett 

 [6] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They are accurate and even this Treasury document proves them to be accurate. The 
opposition carries on about the palace and everything else but the economics of doing of this are very strongly in 
favour of it being in the state’s financial interest to build a permanent office on government-owned land. The 
case is overwhelming. Another point is that the government of the day had no choice. The lease was being 
concluded. 

Mr M. McGowan: No, it wasn’t. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The building is to be refurbished. We do not have the current office beyond July 2012. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order! I do not know whether the Premier has any further comments to make, but interjections 
from members on both sides of the house are not helping the process. I understand that some members want to 
engage in the debate. Has the Premier concluded his remarks? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not yet. The lease on Governor Stirling Tower expires in July 2012. There was some 
discussion about whether the lease could have been extended. I suppose that it could have been, but only at a 
very high price. That was not in the state’s interest. That option was carefully looked at and I took the advice of 
Treasury on that. The final comment I will make is a personal one. When I walked into my office this morning, it 
was a misty morning and I had a beautiful panoramic view of the Swan River. Members opposite would have 
seen it. It is probably one of the best views in Perth. Does the opposition think that I want to give that up? No. I 
would much rather stay where I am and keep that magnificent view of the Swan River than move into Hale 
House, but the move to Hale House is the best decision for the state, and is that why we are doing it. 

Question to be Put 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [3.21 pm]: I move — 

That the question be now put. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: That is appalling! I had the call. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No you didn’t. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: They are closing down the debate. The government has no right to do this. You are a 
fraud! You are a fraud! What are you going to do, Minister for Education? Are you going to close us down and 
gag this debate and then support the gag, which you always used to rally against? What are you going to do? It’s 
outrageous! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! I formally call you to order for the first time. I am going to put the 
question to the house. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Why don’t you have the guts to let us have the debate, Premier? Why don’t you have the 
guts to have a debate? It’s pathetic. You are a fraud, Premier! You are a fraud! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is an interesting comment. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You are. You’re gutless. You won’t even debate the matter. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: I ask the member for Mandurah to withdraw those remarks. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I withdraw. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member to order for the second time. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The Auditor General took you to task for not releasing information and you are now closing the 
debate. There is a pattern. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Perth to order for the first time today. I will put the question to 
the house. As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders it will need an absolute majority to 
succeed. The question is that the motion be put. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think we are deciding on the gag motion moved by the Leader of the House. 

Debate Resumed 

The SPEAKER: Sorry, members. The question is that the motion be now put. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 23 March 2011] 

 p1944b-1950a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Colin Barnett 

 [7] 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (30) 

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

Noes (26) 

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

            

Pair 

 Dr K.D. Hames Mr J.R. Quigley 

Question thus passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

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

Noes (31) 

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

            

Pair 

 Mr J.R. Quigley Dr K.D. Hames 

Question thus negatived. 
 


