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MINISTER FOR POLICE; EMERGENCY SERVICES; ROAD SAFETY —  
NO-CONFIDENCE 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): I have received the following letter from the Leader of the 
Opposition — 

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today, Tuesday June 9, 2009. 

“That this House has no confidence in the Minister for Police, Emergency Services and Road Safety.” 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER: I will allow the matter to proceed.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.04 pm]: I move — 

That this house has no confidence in the Minister for Police; Emergency Services; and Road Safety. 

This matter has been brewing for some time. It is a result of the minister’s peculiar and particular style in 
opposition and in government. This minister talked big while in opposition, and led the public to believe that he 
is a strong law and order fanatic. In government he has absolutely failed to deliver. I am pleased that the 
Treasurer has returned to the chamber, because I thought I might begin with an example that would be 
particularly pertinent to him. The minister’s colleagues know what he is like. They know the difference between 
his rhetoric and the reality. I believe in gathering votes one by one, and I thought I might gather the Treasurer’s 
vote for this matter of public interest by reminding him of the statement made on 27 March 2006 by the Minister 
for Police, who was then an opposition shadow minister. He said of the Treasurer — 

His cowardly and gutless disloyalty will be the start of his demise and I think you will find the shining 
star of Troy Buswell will diminish over the coming months. 

Let me tell you, if he is the future of the Liberal Party then God help the Liberal Party. 

I had hoped that by putting forward that quote, I might generate at least one person crossing the floor—that is, 
the Treasurer. Come and vote with us, Treasurer. This is the Treasurer’s chance for vengeance over that 
particular remark. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Is this a serious critique of the minister’s performance on the job? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Absolutely. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: All those comments you’ve made in the past you might live to regret. I’ve got a few. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The point of making that observation was very simple: the minister’s colleagues know the 
language he uses and they know the impressions he creates. They know how he operates. That is why they 
should join us. The Minister for Police is a passionate person. He is certainly passionate about hanging and 
flogging. He is reported in The Sunday Times in October 2006 as saying that the pendulum has swung too far in 
favour of offenders and that nowadays we are too soft on criminals. He said that serious offenders should be 
given a lethal injection or die in the electric chair. The paper went on to quote him saying that we would do it to 
a dog or wild animal that had gone feral and killed, so why not murderers. In October 2005, when he was the 
opposition’s police spokesperson, he made a similar statement that murderers and terrorists should be executed 
or flogged by victims’ families. He has this form of making outrageous comments, including that Western 
Australia should copy Singapore and flog serious criminals while murderers should be executed. I could go over 
the record, month after month and year after year, and look at the sorts of comments that he made in opposition. 
I know that there is one comment that the Treasurer would presumably agree with. The Minister for Police is 
reported as saying about the exploitation of women —  

I think it’s a bit narrow-minded to start saying that we shouldn’t be exploiting women. Look, it’s going 
to happen anyway and if we’re going to have a pageant, let’s have it in Western Australia, rather than 
some other country. 

I know that the Treasurer, in view of his record, would be sympathetic to that comment. That is the type of thing 
that the Minister for Police has said over and again. The problem he now faces is that everyone knows what he 
said in opposition and everyone knows what he said earlier on in the life of the government. The minister is now 
confronting the reality that accountability is not a 24-hour phenomenon. When members are in government, 
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people look at their statements and examine whether they have been able to deliver. Quite patently, the 
minister’s rhetoric far outstrips the reality of his performance. If the minister is struggling to understand why 
journalists have been so hard on him, that is the reason: the reality of his performance does not match his rhetoric 
either in opposition or in government. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I know the reason. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The minister knows why they have been hard on him, does he? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What is the minister’s reason why they have been so hard on him? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will explain it when I get up, my friend. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is it a conspiracy? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You carry on; this is your speech. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The minister will tell us why he thinks the journalists have been hard on him. 

When the minister was in opposition, he came up with some extraordinary statements. Again I will quote what 
he said in 2006. That was a glorious year for the minister. It was a goldmine for us in looking up his statements. 
The headline of one article suggests that the minister supports taking DNA samples of felons’ families. He 
said — 

I see no problem with it whatsoever and the only people who would object to the police taking DNA 
samples would normally be people who are guilty.  

One shouldn’t use it as a blanket assumption, but certainly there are many cases where it’s not just one 
member of a family that commits a criminal act and if it can assist police then I would completely 
support it. 

The minister supports execution and flogging—including by the victims’ families—he supports taking the DNA 
of the relatives of criminals and he supports exploitation of women. He supports — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The minister said “I think it is a bit narrow-minded to start saying we shouldn’t be exploiting 
women.” Did the minister say that? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Layla Tusak, the producer of that show, apologised to me afterwards for not using the whole 
of my sentence; she used a tiny bit of it and took it out of context. She actually apologised to me. She had the 
decency to apologise! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think the minister’s defence is going to be that the journalist got it wrong. I have given 
enough examples to indicate the type of rhetoric that the minister engaged in. Let us look at what has happened 
on his watch. The Secret Harbour police station—axed. There was money in the forward estimates for that police 
station, but it is gone. There was money in the forward estimates for the Carnarvon police and justice complex—
axed. There is only $10 million for a new police station in the southern suburbs. The minister has really failed to 
deliver. He has given no funding — 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The minister has not been supported by the Treasurer. He has not been able to persuade the 
Treasurer and I can understand why. The Treasurer has his own memories of the sorts of remarks the minister 
made about the Treasurer—no doubt he made even stronger and worse remarks to his colleagues in private. 
Perhaps he did things in the party room that the Treasurer remembers. Accordingly, the Minister for Police’s 
clout with the Treasurer, when it comes to the budget process, is just not there, which is revealed in the outcomes 
of the budget process. What the Treasurer has done to the minister’s promise of 500 extra police officers is to 
make 150 of them auxiliary officers. The minister is so hopeless that he cannot explain to the house what an 
auxiliary officer is. He knows that he cannot even appoint those auxiliary officers until he changes the 
legislation, which will be an interesting debate of itself in this house. This minister is being done over by the 
Treasurer, he is being done over by his colleagues—no wonder given what he has said—and he cannot explain 
himself in this place when he is asked, for example, how the hoon laws will save the amount of money that the 
Treasurer has said in the budget papers will be saved. He cannot answer! I would have thought, given that this 
matter had been debated in estimates, that the minister would have been well prepared and well briefed to answer 
on this issue. Yet he came in to question time and could not answer, and said that he would provide the 
information later. We expect that from the Minister for Water. We have grown to expect that from the Minister 
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for Education. But we do not expect it from every minister in this government. We certainly do not expect it 
from someone who is senior enough to be designated by the Premier to be the Leader of the House. The police 
portfolio is a senior portfolio. The position of Leader of the House is a senior position. The minister’s buffoonery 
and Uncle Arthur “she’ll be right” approach—a joke here and a joke there; do not worry about the detail—is not 
satisfactory. That approach is why the journalists are going for the minister. That approach is why we have 
moved this motion of no confidence. The minister is not demonstrating the intellectual capacity, the substance or 
the leadership required to manage this portfolio. He is simply relying on the sound bite—the 24-second grab. He 
is not putting his shoulder to the wheel. He is not making the effort. The minister does not have the capacity to 
deliver as he should.  

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Does the member for Murray-Wellington support the Minister for Police and think he has 
done a good job?  

Mr M.J. Cowper: Is that the best you have got on that side? Is that all you have got on that side? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Does the member think the minister is doing a good job? The member for Murray-
Wellington was not even capable of getting into a very weak cabinet!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Murray-Wellington is outside the cabinet. Looking at the cabinet, he should 
be ashamed that with his experience he is outside of the cabinet.  

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: He is even weaker than the minister and I do not think he should interject any longer.  

The minister needs to lift his game. The Premier should require the minister to lift his game. If that does not 
happen, the minister’s period in government will be a very uncomfortable and painful period for him, and the 
longer it goes on, the more he will be exposed for lack of delivery in comparison with the statements he has 
made both when in opposition and early on in the life of the Liberal-National government, obviously before the 
full reality of the way in which one must act and work in government to achieve outcomes had struck home. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Where were you when the election was called? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: On holidays. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Treasurer should talk about holidays! Let us have a look at the number of holidays the 
member for Vasse has taken since he assumed the role of Treasurer. I will not be distracted by the Treasurer 
who, in light of statements made previously by the Minister for Police, should support this matter of public 
interest. I do not think that the Treasurer has confidence in the Minister for Police; otherwise he would have 
funded some of his election promises, and he would have let him say something in public about the police 
enterprise bargaining agreement. The Treasurer obviously did not trust the minister to stand in front of 
journalists’ cameras and talk about the police EBA. He did not have confidence in the minister, so if I were the 
Treasurer, I would not interject so much; I would think about the evidence of my own behaviour and I would 
think about whether I should join the opposition on this matter. In fact, the opposition would come over to his 
side of the chamber to vote for this no-confidence motion, because both the Treasurer and the Premier have 
shown by their behaviour and by their cabinet decisions that they do not trust the Minister for Police on the issue 
of police wages. They do not trust him.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: What cabinet decision? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The cabinet decision described to the media by the Minister for Police as the reason he was 
not handling the EBA—that cabinet decision! Did the minister get that wrong also? Was there no cabinet 
decision? He said that a cabinet decision was made by which the Treasurer would handle the EBA, and the 
Minister for Police would not comment on it. Now the Treasurer says that there was no cabinet decision. What is 
the truth? The Minister for Police said that there had been a cabinet decision; I saw him saying it on television. I 
found it really hard to watch; I was cringing and saying, “I really can’t bear watching this!” During the 
interview, the Minister for Police said that a cabinet decision had been made which meant that he would not be 
handling the EBA. The Treasurer now asks, “What cabinet decision?” The Treasurer is full of it as well. Maybe 
we will have to examine his truthfulness before the house in the light of the minister’s comments.  

However, let us return to the Minister for Police. He is all talk and no action. He cannot deliver. He was full of 
rhetoric in opposition and cannot perform in government. The opposition has no confidence in the minister. 

Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Members, many of you have been in this place a lot longer than I, and many of you have been 
through many MPIs. Members realise that this particular MPI is of a very serious nature. If members on either 
side want to make some progress with this MPI, I suggest that there should be far fewer interjections. The MPI 
has been proposed by the Leader of the Opposition and it is very serious—far more serious than many of the 
MPIs that come into this place. I suggest that members on both sides of the house cease interjecting. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [3.18 pm]: I rise to talk to this motion because on countless occasions in this 
house over the past nine months, the opposition has asked the Minister for Police where the legislation is, when 
the review will be completed and what he is doing about various other matters. The only answers we receive are, 
“In the fullness of time,” or “Wait and see”. We are sick of waiting. Everything this minister does is half-baked 
and underdone. It is not entirely accurate to say that he is all talk and no action; rather, it is more the case that he 
will say anything and do nothing. In his time as Minister for Police, more than 100 media releases have been 
issued but only one piece of legislation has been introduced to this house and passed by the other place, and that 
was legislation drafted by the previous government.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: Hang on! Are you referring to the workers’ compensation bill? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Yes. In that time there have also been a number of damning reports about various 
government activities that the minister says either he is reviewing or indicate only technical flaws. For example, 
a report was tabled in this house some weeks ago from the State Emergency Management Committee, which 
showed that there were real problems in identifying hazard management agencies for a range of hazards, that 
local governments were under-prepared and that there were flaws in communications between agencies. The 
minister dismissed that report as indicating only minor technical flaws. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, I didn’t. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: If that was not enough, the report was also corroborated by the Auditor General. Equally, 
there was a statutory review of drug-driving laws, about which the minister said there were some challenges for 
police. Again he sent that off to a review. However, actions speak louder than words. In the budget estimates 
hearing this year the minister was unable to say whether any new drug bus would be purchased over the next 
three years. So, here we are: there is a statutory review and the minister says he is committed to it. If I had a 
dollar for every time the minister said he was committed to something, I would not need to work. He says he is 
committed to cracking down on drug-driving, yet he does not back it up by providing the necessary resources for 
that to be enforced across the state. 

Similarly, the statutory review of the Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Act indicated that there were 
problems with handling forensic samples and DNA evidence. That has gone off to a review. Similarly, a report 
was commissioned by the police last year concerning the relationship between the Director of Public 
Prosecutions, the WA Police and the conduct of prosecutions. Again no action by the minister. Early on in his 
time as minister, for example, he had identified to him a flaw in the Bush Fires Act, which meant that there was 
some doubt about whether people could be prosecuted under that act for arson on crown land. Again we have 
seen nothing on that in this Parliament. 

On many occasions I have listed a range of activities that the minister promised to undertake and has yet to 
deliver. He is reviewing the firearms licensing and registration processes and bringing in new laws for police 
search powers for knives in entertainment areas. There are discussions apparently proceeding on the transport by 
police of prisoners and, in particular, juveniles. We are waiting for that. We are waiting for hoon legislation and 
amendments to legislation that will be needed to make the savings published in this year’s budget. We are 
waiting for regulations for security guards and for the tow truck industry. We are still waiting for an ex gratia 
payment for Matt Butcher. Apparently the minister has to wait for a formal submission on that, instead of taking 
a proactive approach. We are still waiting for a report on the statewide review of police station security. The 
minister is still grappling with the problem of school crossing wardens. In fact he has tried to farm that off to 
both the Western Australian Local Government Association and to a private entity, as the minister quite rightly 
knows that is a very politically contentious issue. In the meantime the minister has intervened in one case for the 
member for Kingsley; therefore, effectively, the standard rules and criteria that apply to school crossings across 
the state do not apply in the member for Kingsley’s electorate. All of these matters are awaiting action. The 
minister also promised that Perth Fire Station would open imminently. He did so in December 2008 and we are 
still waiting for it to be opened. We are, therefore, still waiting for all of those things the minister promised. 

I hesitate to raise this matter—I know the minister has some strong views about road safety—but I must say that 
I am extremely disappointed at what has happened in the area of road safety. The Towards Zero road safety 
strategy was tabled in this place with great fanfare from the minister in March this year. We asked if there was 
any funding for the strategy and we were told, “Wait and see; wait and see”. Unfortunately, the budget revealed 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 9 June 2009] 

 p4672a-4684a 
Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Tom Stephens; Mr Mark 

McGowan; Dr Kim Hames 

 [5] 

that the Zero in Towards Zero stands for zero commitment and zero funding. It is extremely disappointing. The 
road toll in the country is increasing. We need to look very seriously at whether we have a one-dimensional road 
safety policy; that is, we are focusing solely on having more speed cameras and getting more revenue. That is 
very sad. It is a real indictment on the Minister for Police’s capacity to get the funds through Treasury to 
implement these very important policy changes and ultimately to save Western Australian lives. 

The community needs to be assured that whoever is at the helm knows what he or she is doing. The public needs 
confidence. The public needs a steady hand on the tiller. This minister has no strategic vision and no direction. 
When the going gets tough, he says that it is an operational matter and that he cannot intervene. This minister has 
had his chance. We have gone easy on him for nine months. He has had his opportunity. We know that it is not 
easy to be in government. His record says it all. Clearly, he will say anything when he is in opposition but when 
he is in government, he does nothing. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.25 pm]: A no-confidence motion is one of the most serious 
motions that can be either moved or passed in this house. It is a motion to say that a minister, for some reason, 
whatever that might be, is no longer competent to perform his duties. Usually it is moved if there has been some 
great negligence, dishonesty or inappropriate behaviour. Do members opposite, particularly new members, 
understand the motion that has been moved? 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: Stop lecturing. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not believe Labor Party members understand what this motion is about. This is a 
motion to say that the Minister for Police should either stand down or be sacked. That is the nature of a motion 
of no confidence. If the opposition is to move such a serious motion, the motion must have some substance and 
the opposition must be able to make a case for it. The opposition’s motion has no substance and it has made no 
case. The Leader of the Opposition’s comments were absolutely inept. To go through scuttlebutt, Hansard and 
comments from interviews was the most ragbag load of ineptitude—I could use other words. If the best the 
opposition can do is reminisce about debates and comments that have been made by other people and by the 
minister over the past three or four years, does the opposition seriously think that that is grounds for the minister 
to either resign or be dismissed? The opposition did not even start the debate on a motion of no confidence. The 
opposition did not get off the starting line. It made no progress at all. If the opposition wanted to have a go at the 
minister, or anyone else, it might well have moved a motion and discussed some of the issues. However, for the 
opposition to move a motion of no confidence, it must give a substantive reason why the minister should either 
be dismissed or resign. The opposition did not give a single reason why that should happen, because there is no 
reason. At least the member for Girrawheen discussed some of the issues in the police portfolio. The Leader of 
the Opposition made no attempt to do that. Clearly he did no work or research and made no effort. The 
opposition has moved the wrong motion and it has done so without any conviction, facts or research. It was 
inept. 

Why is the opposition having a crack at the Minister for Police? The Minister for Police has tough views on law 
and order. He is not the best friend of criminals in this state. He has a strong view. I will give members an 
example. A key issue during the election campaign was the policy put forward by the Liberal Party and led by 
the Minister for Police. That policy was that a clear message would be sent to the community that anyone who 
assaults a police officer and causes bodily harm and is found guilty in court will go to jail. Assault, bodily harm, 
a guilty verdict and jail. That was a clear issue, and one for which this government has a mandate, and for which 
the people of Western Australia voted. What happened when the Minister for Police brought that legislation 
before Parliament? What did we find? The Labor Party tried to dilute it. It would not support it. It talked about 
amending it and rejecting it in the upper house. That is what this motion is about. The opposition cannot cop that 
the Minister for Police is prepared and has the guts and courage to take on the criminals. He has the courage to 
stand up for police and against those people who would assault police. That is something the opposition said it 
would support during the election campaign, but when it came to the crunch in this Parliament, it did not support 
the police. The opposition failed to do that.  

What has the Minister for Police been doing over the past eight months? Over these past eight months of good 
government, the Minister for Police is now well on the way to recruiting an additional 500 police officers. Yes, 
members opposite criticised his action because 150 of those police officers will be auxiliary officers—special 
constables if members like. Why not have levels of promotion within the police service? Why not have a means 
of opening up careers in the police service to people who might not necessary get through the immediate 
standards or have difficulty in meeting either the physical tests or academic programs of the WA Police 
Academy? Why not allow men and women of varying ages, levels of fitness and training and previous 
qualifications to take up lower levels of duties, so that they can become police officers and by proving 
themselves be promoted? Why not do that? It is an innovative and good policy.  
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The Minister for Police has reinstated the rural crime squad, which is something that Labor got rid of. He has 
already done that. The Minister for Police has reinstated the graffiti taskforce. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite hate it. The Minister for Police has been so busy. He has reinstated the 
rural crime squad and the graffiti taskforce, which was also closed by Labor, and we wonder why there is graffiti 
all over Perth!  

The Minister for Police has already rolled out the closed-circuit TV program. That was an election commitment, 
and already it has been rolled out in electorates across the state, including Labor electorates. Labor closed six 
police stations in country areas, and the Minister for Police will reopen three of them—Cranbrook, Wickepin and 
Dumbleyung—to support local members and local communities in those areas.  

How many times have we heard about the police helicopter? This Minister for Police has got $24 million 
through the budget for a long-overdue police helicopter, because the current helicopter is in parts at Jandakot or 
wherever. We will actually have a helicopter that flies, which is something that did not occur to Labor.  

The metropolitan radio network covering 80 per cent of Western Australians is another thing that has been 
neglected by Labor but is now underway. The police complex in Northbridge is something the previous 
government talked about, but this police minister will build it. We will see not a virtual police station, but a real 
one with real police officers, real doors and real lockups. It will be novel for members opposite.  

What does the Minister for Police have in front of him to deal with prostitution, drugs and hoons and to outlaw 
motorcycle gangs? The Minister for Police is so busy that a case can be made for promoting him. He is very 
outstanding and has done a wonderful job. He is headed for the top.  

This is a nonsense motion. If a motion of no confidence is moved, the member moving it must provide the facts 
and the arguments and believe in the motion. It was clear that the Leader of the Opposition trivialised the whole 
issue and had no substantive case. He had no case and there is no case. I have absolute and full confidence in the 
Minister for Police.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [3.34 pm]: This is a very serious motion. I was never 
subjected to a motion of no confidence in the previous Liberal-National government; therefore, I take this motion 
very seriously. I cannot help wonder exactly what I have done to deserve this motion of no confidence.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will go through the list of things that I have done. I keep reminding myself that this has 
come from a media conference last Thursday.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: When did I give my budget speech?  

The SPEAKER: The member for Girrawheen.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: This motion emanated from a media conference last Thursday at the Convention Centre 
where I launched the graffiti forum, the graffiti taskforce and other things. I was fully aware that the media 
would ask me questions about the enterprise bargaining agreement between the government and the WA Police 
Union of Workers. I said ad nauseam for a week or two that it was not appropriate for me to comment on those 
negotiations because, quite clearly, it was a decision by the government that in future, including this particular 
instance, the Minister for Commerce and Treasurer would be the minister responsible for negotiating with the 
union in relation to enterprise bargaining agreements. It would have been inappropriate for me to get involved or 
to make public comments. I did not want to jeopardise the negotiations in any way. As the Treasurer said—I 
appreciate the comments that he and Mike Dean have made publicly—I actually was involved in the background 
but I did not want to jeopardise the negotiations by making public comments.  

The Commissioner of Police, Mike Dean and I, as members would probably guess, have met and talked very 
regularly, particularly over the past couple of weeks or so. I have spoken with the Treasurer on many occasions 
over the past couple of weeks in relation to the negotiations. I believe all in all that what we saw was a good 
outcome, but it was not appropriate for me to talk about the negotiations last Thursday. That is number one. 

What have I done wrong? I did not talk to the media. I simply said that I was not able to talk to journalists 
because of the situation. I explained to them in detail. In fact, that day they were sent copies by email to ensure 
they fully understood that it was not appropriate for me to make comment on what had been agreed by 
government in relation to the pay negotiations. That is what I have done wrong. I am obviously guilty of 
something there. Take me to the Corruption and Crime Commission! I must have committed corruption, if 
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members are going to say I have done something wrong because I would not talk to the media about something 
that I should not talk to the media about.  

What else did I do wrong? What else have I been criticised for? I had a blank spot and could not remember a 
telephone number. Can anybody in this house put their hand up and say they have always remembered telephone 
numbers? I do not think so. I suddenly got one of those blank spots—it happens to all of us—and I could not 
remember the telephone number for Crime Stoppers. Tell me: is the opposition going to report that to the CCC? 
No, I do not think it will, because it knows how nonsensical it is.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Did the minister not go out to announce the telephone number? Was that not the purpose of the 
press conference?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No. I am not going to take interjections from the member opposite. We have the Leader of 
the Opposition here saying that I should go as a minister. Let me tell you, sunshine, I will be a minister a lot 
longer than you will be Leader of the Opposition—a lot longer. The Leader of the Opposition will be gone fairly 
soon. He has people all around him who have their knives out. He will be gone. I was a bit astounded at the way 
the Leader of the Opposition commented in the media last night. I thought it was a bit disgraceful. He has got to 
watch the blokes both sides of him, I would suggest, but particularly the bloke next to him —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: They are good men.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He is well known for designer footwear because that is all we see normally! That is what 
the member for Rockingham is well known for. The Leader of the Opposition has a very good man there—a boy 
doing a man’s job!  

Mr M. McGowan: Do you still think it is okay to have sex with animals? That is what he said in this house. If 
he has a go at me, I will have a go at him.  

The SPEAKER: Members, I have been on my feet before during this matter of public interest to suggest to all 
of you, on both sides, that this is a very serious motion. Some of you do know it; some of you would appear not 
to know it. I would like to hear the rest of the minister’s speech. I would prefer, prefer, prefer to hear it without 
interjection.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Last Thursday, I could not believe why a particular journalist attacked me so severely. It 
was a personal attack against me. I could see quite obviously that he had stuff on his mobile phone from some 
time ago that he was referring to. I know where he got it from, but I wonder why he wanted to bring these other 
issues up when we were basically talking about the graffiti forum. Obviously, what the media wanted to talk to 
me about was the negotiations between the government and the police union. I have always said to the media 
that I will turn up not just for the good news but for the bad news as well, unlike the member for Girrawheen 
when she was the Minister for Corrective Services. People used to say, “Who is she? Who is the minister?” 
because all she ever did was do a runner! She did a runner every time there was bad news! And members 
opposite wonder why I had so much to say when we were in opposition! 

I had to stop and wonder why this particular journalist had made a personal attack on me, because he did; there is 
no question about that. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So what do you think the reason is? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I thought long and hard about it, and somebody told me today that one of Labor’s failed 
candidates in the last election now works as the producer of news in that television station. Is that not 
interesting? A failed Labor hack — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The dream team! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The absolute dream team! He could not make it in politics, and now he is producing the 
news for that TV station.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Members opposite can call me cynical, but maybe there is some sort of connection 
between that and this personal attack by one particular journalist, because it was the only station that ran what I 
thought was a very, very biased personal attack on me.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Sky news had a good laugh at your expense as well! 

Ms M.M. Quirk: How’s your French accent? 

The SPEAKER: Order, members!  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I do not look for compliments and I often get criticised in the media. I accept that; it goes 
with the job. When I first came into this place I was told never to criticise the media because they have the last 
word. I accept that. I accept that, and that is why I take it on the chin every time. But when I get one particular 
journalist who makes a very personal attack against me, I take it very seriously and wonder why. I could not 
work out the rationale of showing me being unable to answer questions about the pay negotiations and me 
forgetting the telephone number. Then what do they do? They show me at police headquarters, giving a press 
conference, and all the microphones falling off the lectern—that was attributed to me! I never touched the 
microphones, but they showed that as being some sort of incompetent behaviour by me. I am standing there, they 
have literally got microphones all over this lectern, and they started falling off the lectern; I would have been 
criticised if I had let them drop to the ground, but I did not; I tried to grab them.  

A member interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Do not start on me, member, because I will come at the member one of these days; I 
promise I will!  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Have you banned this journalist? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I have not! I am not like the Leader of the Opposition’s mob that used to ban 
journalists! 

Mr M. McGowan: You just ran away from him!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I did not run away from him at all. 

Mr M. McGowan: Yes, you did! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I did not! 

Mr M. McGowan: You can’t run any more; is that the problem? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Do not be stupid! The member should put his sneakers back on and then we will know 
where he is! 

The former government spent eight years blaming the media; I am not blaming the media. They can print and 
show whatever they like about me, I would just like it to be fair.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: And you’ll still talk to them? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will always talk to them. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: And you’ll always answer their questions? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will always answer their questions, yes—as long as they are relevant for me to answer. 
The former government is showing an enormous amount of hypocrisy after the way it used to ban journalists.  

I will return to the issue of the motion of no confidence. When the police moved a motion of no confidence 
against a former Minister for Police in the previous government, it was the first time it had happened.  

A member interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The police officers did, yes! Have I got the support of police officers? Yes, I certainly 
have. Over the past few days I have received emails, text messages and phone calls from police officers across 
the whole range of seniority.  

Mr M. McGowan: They’ve got your mobile number? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have received messages from very senior officers—sergeants, inspectors and even higher 
than that—down to the ordinary constable, but I will not elaborate further. They have contacted me because they 
are disgusted with the way that I have been portrayed. They know that I support them 100 per cent, and they 
support me 100 per cent. I have received some really wonderful text messages and I have had some tremendous 
telephone conversations in which police have said they support me, as well as emails. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: You’re like Shane Warne! Show us your texts! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If police officers had said they did not have any confidence in me, I would take it 
seriously, but not when members opposite—a bunch of losers—try to move a motion of no confidence!  

A member interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Nothing I have done is illegal!  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It’s the issue of doing nothing!  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Leader of the Opposition has already heard what I have been doing. I have been 
working very hard and getting lots of things done, my friend. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: One bill. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: There will be a lot more coming in; I promise the Leader of the Opposition. They are 
almost ready. The Leader of the Opposition knows that it takes time. They will be coming in. 

I am very, very disappointed. I must say that when a motion of no confidence is moved against a minister, it is 
normally because, as the Premier said, that person has done something wrong. The Leader of the Opposition 
would know all about that. How many of Labor’s ministers hit the deck for forgetting a phone number? None. 
What about for forgetting the name of something? I got the word wrong. I said “Juniper” instead of “Jupiter”. I 
got that wrong. I am not perfect; I know that. I sometimes make mistakes. I am human. But I do not break the 
law. I have never driven a car at 98 kilometres an hour in an area where the speed limit is 60 kilometres an hour, 
have I, minister—or previous minister? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: I have no idea. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Has the member? I can assure her that I have not. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We’ve only got your word for it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am glad to say that I have a completely blank driver’s licence in relation to demerit 
points. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Can I ask you a question? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I am not taking questions. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: No, you’ve raised a question. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am not taking questions; I am not taking questions. As the Leader of the Opposition said, 
he wants to go over the history of things that I have said and things that I have done. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: To compare the rhetoric with the reality. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am going to do the same thing. I will indeed. Was one of the Leader of the Opposition’s 
colleagues over there ever done for drink-driving? That is a very serious offence as far as I am concerned. The 
Leader of the Opposition knows that and I know that. It is a very serious offence. How many of the Leader of the 
Opposition’s previous colleagues left this place because of the problems that they had with the Corruption and 
Crime Commission? How many? Let us go through — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Why does the member not be quiet? He just rambles on. Nobody understands what he 
says. Let us go through them. It was the senior police who moved a motion of no confidence in the previous 
police minister—something that I would take very seriously. However, let us look at Labor’s failed ministers, 
because we are comparing history and today. We are comparing standards, I think, my friend. However, the 
Leader of the Opposition would not know much about that. We will go into detail one day about his sorts of 
standards; okay. I would be very happy to. I must say that I do not enjoy bringing up information about former 
ministers, even though they are Labor ones; I really do not. However, a motion of no confidence has been moved 
against me for stupid things such as forgetting a phone number, aided and abetted by one particular journalist, 
who obviously has something in his mind. I am sure that he will gun for me even more now. He is up in the 
gallery now. I can see him up there. He will be gunning for me, I am sure, but that is up to him; that is his 
prerogative. The Leader of the Opposition knows who it is; the Leader of the Opposition has talked to him many 
times. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You think he has a political bias, do you? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What does the Leader of the Opposition think? I think he has a personal bias; that is for 
sure. Is he aided and abetted by the Leader of the Opposition and his mob, and the producer—Labor’s failed 
candidate? It will be interesting to ask, will it not? If I were part of the management at that channel, I would not 
want such an overtly political person producing the news, because it would give me a serious concern. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He is not a producer.  
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Let us go through the records of some of the former failed ministers in the Leader of the Opposition’s 
government. The Leader of the Opposition never made it to Premier. My friend could never make it to Premier. I 
used to say “my friend”. I will call the Leader of the Opposition “sunshine” now. I think that is more appropriate, 
because I do not think he is my friend any more. The comments that he made today were not even in good taste, 
in my view. I would expect that from other people, but I did not expect it from the Leader of the Opposition; I 
really, really did not. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Welcome to government. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I accept that. I always say that politics is not for the faint-hearted, and it is not; it is not for 
the faint-hearted. 

Mr M. McGowan: Get on with your speech. You’re so sanctimonious. It’s not appropriate.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: This is the previous education minister who could not even get a deal organised with the 
teachers. We had to do that. The member for Rockingham was also a minister for tourism. He would hide behind 
the curtains in the Premier’s office rather than talk to people in the tourism industry because he had no guts to do 
so. He should be ashamed of himself. He comes into this place all cocky but he does not know how to do his job 
as manager of opposition business. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: He’s got you rattled. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, he has not got me rattled. I wonder why the opposition has this bloke doing this job. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Because he is extremely competent. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He is not very popular. When is the member for Armadale either going to move across the 
frontbench or go off to Canberra? I do not know whether our preference would be for her to move to Canberra or 
stay here. Whatever happens, the member for Rockingham will not be manager of opposition business for long.  

Point of Order 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS: Mr Speaker, you have told the house what a serious motion this is. The minister is not 
responding to the motion; he is digressing all over the place. I ask you, Mr Speaker, to draw his attention to the 
seriousness of the motion and the requirement to at least respond.  

The SPEAKER: Minister, I was under the impression that you were aware of the seriousness of the motion. As 
the member has said, I have reminded this house on two occasions that I can remember of the seriousness of the 
motion. I am sure that you will continue in that vein.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will be very brief because I know that one of my colleagues wants to say a few words.  

Under the previous government, one of the former police ministers, John D’Orazio, the rising star of the former 
Premier, was named as the godfather in the CCC hearings, he failed to pay his employees superannuation, and he 
lost his licence while police minister et cetera. They are things that a minister is sacked for—not for forgetting a 
phone number, for trying to catch microphones and for being honest. I have already outlined what I have done so 
far. There will be a lot more.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I do not think the member for Armadale is up to the job. That is why we would love to see 
her go to Canberra. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: I’d love to have a debate with you sometime on some issues.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would love to. 

This is the problem that we have. When we look at the members opposite, we see a number of former ministers 
who, when they were in government, were involved in matters that went before the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. When we look over to this side of the house, we see that I am being castigated and have had a 
dreadful motion moved against me because I forgot a phone number. That is basically it.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: It’s all because of the communist journalists—“We’re going to get them!” 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have a lot of respect for most of the journalists. I have got to know many of them over 
the years. I do not expect them to give me an easy time, particularly in government, and I accept that. All I ask 
for is a fair and balanced form of questioning and reporting, not a personal vendetta against me.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [3.54 pm]: I am happy to contribute to this motion on behalf of the 
opposition. I have no trouble with that at all. We moved this motion to reflect on what we have observed in this 
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chamber for many years about the performance of the member for Hillarys in this place. The great thing is that 
we are actually seeing some justice now. Members of the media have picked up what we have observed over a 
decade and a half in this chamber; that is, that the member for Hillarys has absolutely no substance to him. He 
has no substance and he has no capacity to answer the questions that a minister is required to answer in this place 
as a member of Parliament. Ministers are required to come into this place and answer questions about matters 
within their control or within their portfolio. That is the job of ministers in this place. That is what a member of 
Parliament does.  

The Minister for Police regularly comes into this house with no idea about his portfolio. We saw it in question 
time. He has absolutely no idea about the matters contained within his portfolio and no capacity to expand or 
explain the government’s agenda, the things he wants to do or the program that the government is going to carry 
forward. What has happened is that the minister has been exposed. I suppose that means that through some 
karmic justice the universe has finally exposed what members on this side of the chamber have seen the Minister 
for Police do on many, many occasions.  

The Minister for Police gets paid approximately $220 000 a year as a minister in the Liberal-National 
government. What has been the minister’s contribution to the important issues within his portfolio? When the 
minister is asked which police stations will remain open and which will be closed he says, “Absolutely nothing 
to do with me; I cannot answer that!” When the government closes Ballajura Police Station in the electorate of 
the member for West Swan, the minister does not front! The minister sent out a police officer to do his dirty 
work, even though the Premier promised that that police station would remain open! In answer to the first 
question that the minister was asked, he replied “Nothing to do with me!” That is according to the minister!  

What does the minister say when it comes to the police pay negotiations? “Nothing to do with me; I am only the 
Minister for Police!” The minister has 5 000 police officers requiring to be paid, but the minister says that he 
cannot talk about that. The police portfolio can sometimes get a bit tough, especially in the area of pay 
negotiations. It gets a bit tough! I know that. But the Minister for Police has to go out and say what he thinks — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You did not go out! You were behind the curtains!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: — as I did on many, many occasions. This minister did not have the gumption, the 
courage or the capacity to explain his position. This minister stood mute before the television cameras. This 
minister was an embarrassment on national television when he answered those questions.  

What has the minister achieved in progressing legislation through this house, which is the minister’s other very 
important role in this house? This minister has dealt with one piece of legislation in nine months in the police 
portfolio. In the previous eight years as the shadow minister for police, this minister was prepared to talk tough 
and to hold forth with a range of views, which I will go over again in a moment, on a range of policy issues. 
However, as minister he has shown no capacity or ability to take legislation through this Parliament. The Premier 
has refused to allow the Minister for Police to deal with legislation and has handed it to other ministers because 
the Premier knows that this minister is not capable of carrying legislation through the house.  

I will give the house a couple of specific examples. When the now Minister for Police was in opposition, he 
regularly called on the former government to toughen up the hoon laws. However, in the nine to 10 months he 
has been in office, this minister has brought no legislation into this place to deal with hoons. We know the 
history of that particular issue. When the former government, the Labor government, introduced hoon laws into 
this place, the Liberal Party blocked that legislation in the upper house. It was the Labor government that came 
forward with the concept of hoon laws, and it was the Liberal Party that blocked those laws. This minister was 
going to toughen up the law to deal with hoons, but no legislation has come before this Parliament. The minister 
receives $220 000 a year, but he has introduced no legislation into this place to deal with hoons.  

The Minister for Police then came out with the idea of toughening up the Corruption and Crime Commission 
legislation so that the CCC could take on the outlaw motorcycle gangs. What do with we see? No legislation has 
come into this place on that! However, on Sunday we heard the minister’s announcement that the government is 
targeting WA outlaw motorcycle gangs: the phone-in-a-bikie campaign! The public has to ring a number, and I 
will not criticise the minister for forgetting the number! The public must ring a number! The minister announced 
that these groups have for years been fooling the public into believing that they are a social club or a group of 
innocent joy-riders out for a pleasant motorcycle ride, so what members of the public must do when they are 
walking down the street and a guy goes past on a motorcycle is to get out their mobile phones and call the police 
and say that they have seen someone on a motorcycle! The public have been asked to call a 1800 number and 
say, “A guy just went past me on a motorcycle!” Of course, the police will be out there immediately to deal with 
that person riding past! That motorcyclist might be a member of the Ulysses over-50 motorcycle group. He 
might be a member of the Vietnam Veterans Motorcycle Club, or he might be just someone out for a ride, for 
God’s sakes, and the police minister says that the police are going to get involved because someone is riding 
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around on a motorcycle. That is the government’s war on bikies! My goodness, what a thought bubble! Who 
came up with that ridiculous proposition? A moment ago we heard the Premier say — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I want the Premier to hear this. He said, “Look at what a great minister he is. He has 
toughened up on rural crime; the rural crime squad is out there.” I have the announcement here that was made 
yesterday by the Minister for Police. It is headed “Livestock crime inspectors back on the beat”. It reads —  

The State’s new Rural Crime Unit is operational … 

It sounds good, but members should listen to the following — 

… the unit comprised seven inspectors from the Department of Agriculture and Food’s Livestock 
Compliance Unit, …  

The livestock compliance unit is out there and its members are really cracking down! If they see someone going 
past on a motorcycle, they will be able to call in the police! This special group of livestock inspectors will be 
looking out for motorbikes in the country. This minister is dishing out really tough stuff!  

Then there was the time that the minister was in opposition when, on 27 June 2007, he was furious about the 
crisis in policing. His media release starts with, “Rob Johnson is furious … that there is a crisis in policing”. 
What does he do when he gets into office? He creates 150 positions but he does not know what the people are 
going to do. However, we know that they will be getting around in blue shirts and calling the hotline whenever 
someone rides past on a motorcycle. That is the crackdown on law and order from this minister. The amount of 
$220 000 is paid to a minister who will not speak on his portfolio, will not introduce the legislation he promised, 
will not deal with any of the important issues and will not intervene to keep open police stations which the 
Premier promised to keep open in the metropolitan area and which the minister promised to open in the member 
for Warnbro’s electorate. This minister will not deal with any of those issues. All he does is come up with short 
grabs, thought bubbles and stupid ideas that do not actually do anything to address law and order issues in 
Western Australia.  

The justice is that, finally, he has been exposed, and the only way he has dealt with it is by attacking the 
journalist. He is terrified of a journalist who takes him on. We have seen that on television and he has come into 
this Parliament and used parliamentary privilege to attack a journalist who was just doing his job and who does 
not have the capacity to respond to the minister’s defamatory remarks in this house. That is the courage of this 
minister, and it is weak, weak, weak.  

Several members interjected.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [4.03 pm]: Mr Speaker — 

The SPEAKER: Is there a point of order?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: His time is up, Mr Speaker; I was calling for your attention to speak.  

That was an absolutely pathetic attempt by members opposite to blacken the name of one of our good ministers 
on this side because, allegedly, he has not been doing his job properly. I want to address part of those 
accusations—namely, the police pay dispute and the minister’s refusal to make comments on it. As was stated 
earlier, a decision was made by cabinet that all the negotiations over pay disputes will now be managed through 
the Treasurer’s office. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why did the Treasurer say “What cabinet decision?”  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I can tell the Leader of the Opposition that when it comes to my portfolio — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: When I suggested there was a cabinet decision, the Treasurer denied that. 

The SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition has had ample opportunity to make his point. He had a 
chance to speak to this motion earlier. I formally call him to order for the first time. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: When it comes to my portfolios and when we get to the issue of the nurses’ pay dispute, I can 
tell members—if the honourable Mr Parry is listening, I hope he will give me a fair go when I get to the matter—
that I will not be answering Mr Parry’s questions. I will be working, as the Minister for Police did, behind the 
scenes and talking to the Treasurer about supporting my nurses on issues to do with their pay, but I will not be 
making public comment. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition can have a go at me all he likes, as I am sure he 
will because he is always trying to do that, but I will not be answering specific questions on the pay dispute. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: I will be getting involved, but I will not be making public comments about my nurses, and 
neither will any other minister. That was the action taken by our Minister for Police and he was 100 per cent 
correct in doing that.  

It was very interesting to look at the calibre of people the opposition had speaking on this motion. One would 
think that if the opposition had someone talking about the failure of the actions by the Minister for Police, it 
would have got someone who actually knew something about it—someone who perchance had been a police 
minister in the previous government. As I recall, the previous government had three police ministers; namely, the 
member for Midland, the absent member for Balcatta, and the former member for Ballajura, Hon John D’Orazio. 
Did they get up and say anything? Did they get up and criticise the minister saying, “You’ve been doing a rotten 
job”? No; none of them did because they know how to operate and they know the work that needs to be done 
behind the scenes. As a minister who has spent a significant period in this house, I know what work the minister 
is doing because I see it right through cabinet and through other roles that I have, such as Minister for Health, in 
working with the minister. Therefore, I know that he is doing that work and I know that he is working 
exceptionally hard. Why did none of the former ministers have a say? Why did they not get up and make some 
comment about it? The minister has already told us part of the reason; that is, the police moved a motion of no 
confidence in the former police minister, the member for Balcatta. Where was he when the previous 
government’s police pay dispute was on?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, where was he? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I refer to a question asked by Mr Omodei on 15 August 2006, which stated in part — 

(1) Why did the minister choose to travel to San Francisco to attend the FINA World Masters 
Championships in swimming rather than concentrate his energies on negotiating a fair pay and 
conditions package for Western Australia’s 5 000 police men and women? 

That is where the then police minister was; he was in San Francisco during the six months of the previous 
government’s police pay dispute. How long did it take us to do it? Two weeks. We had a rally on the front steps 
of Parliament on 15 August 2006 and another journalist, Mr Taylor, wrote a column in the next day’s paper 
saying — 

The only thing missing from yesterday’s police rally on the steps of Parliament House was … a 
government politician.  

A government politician! Not one member opposite would get out there and face up to the police rally. We have 
already heard of the former Minister for Tourism peeking out through the curtains; nobody was out there, and the 
former Premier said his appearance would have served no useful purpose. What about going and talking to the 
police who had been waiting for six months to try to get a deal with this Parliament working on the pay dispute? 
It is something we worked on for two weeks.  

The Minister for Police has been working exceptionally hard in his portfolio. Sure, he came into that job talking 
tough; in opposition he talked tough on a lot of issues to do with policing. I did not always agree with him. We 
have had a few issues on which I have disagreed about the lengths that he thought we should go to, but we 
supported him — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, some of your behaviour this afternoon on both sides has not been entertaining, and 
some of you continue to show disrespect to this place and also to members on their feet. I have been reasonably 
lenient in this process—it is generally my character—but I might change my mind about this process in the 
future. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (26) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  
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Noes (30) 

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

Question thus negatived. 
 


