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PREMIUM PROPERTY TAX 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Riebeling):  I have today received within the prescribed time a letter from the Leader of 
the Opposition in the following terms - 

That this House condemns the Government for its ill-conceived and divisive proposal to introduce a 
premium property tax on the family home. 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 
[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.40 pm]:  I move the motion. 

What can I say?  All I can say is dear me, what a complete shambles this has been.  This premium property tax 
was born out of a Premier who is a socialist.  He has a philosophical and ideological commitment to socialist 
policy.  His has an old-world socialist philosophy born of envy and spite and of depriving people of economic 
and personal freedoms, the right to work, to save, to have personal assets, to own a home and to be secure and 
protected in that ownership.  He is an old-world socialist, philosophically stuck in the past. 

In 1989 the Berlin wall came down.  It appears that this Premier missed that event.  The world changed when the 
wall came down.  Not only does he have an old-fashioned, socialist philosophy but he also gave the task of 
introducing this spiteful tax, born of jealousy, to his Treasurer, the bumbling and fumbling Eric the incompetent.  
That is what he is.  We therefore have a socialist Premier and an absolutely incompetent Treasurer.  Madam 
Deputy Speaker, I will take a bit of time because we have heard a lot about this issue in the month or so since the 
budget was introduced. 

Mr Ripper:  You can take 30 minutes; that is the rule. 

Mr BARNETT:  How arrogant the Treasurer is, but how incompetent and bumbling and fumbling he is.  
Members should look at Bill and Ben, the flowerpot men, laughing and sniggering.   

I shall refer to the history of this matter because it is important.  I notice that the backbench cleared off before we 
started this motion.  They did not wait to support the Premier and the Treasurer.  I shall refer to the time prior to 
the election.  On 31 January in a televised leaders’ debate, the now Premier said that he would not increase taxes 
and charges.  That was the great lie of the election campaign.  He repeated the lie.  It was not a mistake. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition has directly accused the Premier of lying, which is unparliamentary. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I ask the member to rephrase the comment and withdraw. 

Mr BARNETT:  I withdraw, Madam Deputy Speaker. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr BARNETT:  As I said, the Premier said that he would not increase taxes and charges, which was without 
doubt the great lie of the election campaign.  That statement was repeated on ABC Radio on 3 February.  The 
Premier, when asked a question about taxes, said that he had made it clear when he spoke earlier on the subject 
that he was planning for surpluses and would not increase taxes and charges.  The commitment to not increase 
taxes and charges was therefore used in the leaders’ debate to gain public support for the Labor Party and 
confirmed on radio a few days later.  What happened?  Clearly, this Premier deliberately misled the public of 
Western Australia during the election campaign. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr RIPPER:  It is unparliamentary to accuse a member of this House of deliberately misleading people. 

Mr DAY:  It is certainly unparliamentary to suggest that a member of this Chamber is lying or deliberately 
misleading members of this Parliament.  However, to argue that a Premier or any other member has been in the 
public arena in the past deliberately misleading people is not unparliamentary. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I concur with the Deputy Premier that it is unparliamentary to accuse a member of 
lying. 

Mr BARNETT:  I did not say that but, regardless, I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
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Mr BARNETT:  Therefore, what happened?  Is it acceptable to the Government to say that the statement appears 
to be a little off centre or not quite true?  Since the election, water rates have increased by 3.5 per cent; motor 
vehicle registration by five per cent; sewerage by 3.5 per cent; compulsory third party insurance by two per cent; 
drainage rates by 3.5 per cent; a building licence levy of $30 has been introduced; and the top rate of payroll tax 
has been increased from 5.56 per cent to six per cent.  The labour market definition was widened so that the 
payroll tax base extended to include grossed-up components of taxable fringe benefits and so-called employee-
like contractors.  Those payroll tax increases amount to $100 million in a full year.  These increases were from a 
Premier who said there would be no increases in taxes.  My case rests on those increases alone.  Apart from a 
premium property tax, the land tax scale was amended to new rates of 2.3 per cent and 2.5 per cent, adding 
around another $40 million a year to revenue.  This was from a Premier who told the public that there would be 
no increase in taxes. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, I am required to withdraw, which I do, but the public knows the truth.  Veracity from 
this Premier and this Treasurer was lacking.  I shall refer to the premium property tax. 

Dr Gallop:  It’s dead. 

Mr BARNETT:  Is the Treasurer still alive?  That is the question.  How long will the Treasurer live? 

Mr Ripper:  I am very well.  Thank you for your concern. 

Mr BARNETT:  I shall refer to this matter a little at a time.  A premium property tax was announced in the 
budget on 13 September but it had been leaked to the media before in typical Labor Party style.  It had been fed 
to the media to try to soften up the community.  When the rumours started - which were not rumours because 
they were leaked facts - that this tax would be applied, I made it clear on 11 September on behalf of the Liberal 
Party that we would oppose the tax and, if it were introduced, a future Liberal Government would repeal it.  My 
position, and the position of the Liberal Party, was absolutely black and white and laid down prior to the budget.  
We have not veered one iota from that position throughout this debate.  Our position was clear and unequivocal. 

The Government’s proposal was to apply a two per cent tax on land values above $1 million.  An impression was 
given that it was a well thought out tax.  The Treasurer talked specifically about 901 affected properties, which 
gave an impression that the Government had thought through the tax.  However, in response to the Treasurer’s 
budget, I and members on the opposition side of the House raised a range of issues, the first being that it was 
unjust and un-Australian, and was against the basic principles of this country.  That basic principle is what 
people went to war for and it was ironic that the World War II generation were those most affected by this tax.  
People who came back to Australia after serving and fighting for this country and who bought land at low values 
in the late 1940s and early 1950s were the most significant group of people affected by this tax.  Where is the 
irony in that?  This tax was unjust, un-Australian and undeserving of consideration by this Parliament.  It will 
forever reflect on this Premier and this Treasurer.  The people will not forget this act and will always recall it for 
the spiteful, vengeful and malicious act that it was. 

I shall refer to the details.  The Opposition immediately raised questions about the tax, not only about its lack of 
justice but also about its threshold.  The Treasurer said that the threshold would be indexed so that it would not 
be affected.  He did not understand the obvious point made on day one that the consumer price index is growing 
at about three per cent and property values at about eight per cent to nine per cent.  He did not understand the 
most obvious and fundamental point.  The Premier in his public comments also did not understand that most 
fundamental point.  That was extraordinary!  As time went on, the issue unravelled.  The Government did not 
understand exemption levels.  It did not understand the criteria for exemption levels.  It then changed the tax, 
went on and created an absolute shambles.  

Let us look at the so-called Ripper blackflips.  Alston was dead right.  The budget came down on 13 September.  
On 27 September, about a week later, the Treasurer announced that the State Government would not back down 
on the premium property tax, but was open to suggestions about improving its fairness.  Less than a week after 
the carefully thought-out, researched budget, backflip No 1 occurred.  He said that he would be open to ideas.  
Backflip No 2 occurred on 2 October.  The Treasurer said that following public representations, he had decided 
to allow any asset-rich but income-poor people to defer paying the tax until the property was sold or transferred.  
He had no idea how he was going to do that.  We had to wait a full three days for backflip No 3 on 5 October.  
After lobbying from the Liberal Party and the no home tax action group and other people, the Treasurer 
announced that he would quell voter concern.  The federal election had been announced that day.  What a 
coincidence!  Backflip No 3 was under way literally within hours of the federal election being called.  The 
Treasurer then said that he would index the threshold to ensure that it was around the average rate of residential 
property rises.  Why did it take him three weeks to understand the bleeding obvious that was explained to him on 
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the day of the budget; in fact, it was explained to him immediately the budget was presented?  Three weeks later 
he was talking about indexing the threshold to property values, but he still had not thought that through, because 
property values do not move uniformly.  Property values in Cottesloe might move at one rate and those in Alfred 
Cove at a different rate.  The Treasurer had no idea how to do that.  Then came the greatest backflip of all.  
Backflip No 4 was the eleventh-hour decision to scrap the premium property tax, when he clearly was under 
pressure from his Labor federal colleagues and from the federal leader, Kim Beazley, if not directly then 
certainly through Stephen Smith and the like.   

Now the Treasurer coughs and splutters over there.  He has backflipped four times.  Alston got it right; the 
Treasurer landed on his back the last time.  Four backflips in a month!  What a deplorable, incompetent, inept 
performance by the Treasurer of this State!   

The final backflip is that the socialist Premier and his incompetent Treasurer would like us to believe that they 
have been out there listening.  We were in government for eight years.  How often did we have cabinet meetings 
on Wednesday nights?  I cannot remember too many.  Labor Party members had an emergency cabinet meeting 
on Wednesday night after the federal election was called; yet they are trying to suggest that it had nothing to do 
with the federal election.  Give us a break!  They should at least be honest about that!  They should at least admit 
that the federal party demanded that they drop this ridiculous proposal.  Why else would they have a late night 
cabinet meeting on Wednesday night?  They panicked on Monday in the cabinet meeting in Bunbury.  There was 
great division among Labor Party members around the cabinet table.  Their federal candidates were in absolute 
panic mode.  The Beazley camp and Stephen Smith were in panic mode, so the Premier and the Treasurer called 
a late-night cabinet meeting on a Wednesday night, dropped the tax and pretended that they were consulting and 
listening to the public.  What a cynical exercise that was!  The tax was rotten from the start.  The behaviour of 
the Labor Party and this incompetent Treasurer was even worse.  It was absolutely cynical, self-interest to ditch 
it for that one reason - the damage it was doing to federal Labor candidates.  That is what it is about.  The 
Premier cannot hold up his head in this House.  That was an absolutely scandalous exercise!  The Treasurer will 
forever be recognised as the bumbling, fumbling and incompetent Treasurer of this State.  It was an absolutely 
dreadful performance! 

Dr Gallop:  We are talking about something that will not happen. 

Mr BARNETT:  It will not happen now, but it was the centrepiece of the budget a month ago.   

One member of the Government in this House spoke some truth - the Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier, the 
member for Rockingham.  He was probably the only person on the government side who spoke the truth.  He 
stated in this House on 18 September that the premium property tax sets out in stark terms that ideological 
difference between the Labor Party and the Opposition.  However, the premium property tax clearly sets out the 
Government’s ideology; does it not?  It is about socialism, it is about envy, and it is about hating people who 
work and succeed.  It is spiteful and it sets out a philosophical difference.  The Liberal Party stands for the right 
of people to work, save and provide for themselves and their family and to have the Australian family home safe 
from attack by anyone, including a socialist Government like this one.  The member for Rockingham laid it out 
correctly.  There is a basic philosophical difference, and that is starkly in the minds of Western Australian voters 
and the community.   

All sorts of things were wrong with this tax.  The Treasurer spoke about deferring it.  

Dr Gallop:  What are you debating?  It has gone! 

Mr BARNETT:  We are talking about the Premier’s absolute incompetence, and we will keep talking about it for 
the next three years.  The Treasurer talked about deferring it.  There were many examples of people in hardship 
who had no prospect of meeting the criteria to defer it.  One elderly gentleman in my electorate was admitted to 
Bethesda Hospital over the stress.  Why was this stress and anguish inflicted upon so many elderly, decent, 
hardworking people in our community, many of whom had served in the Second World War?  Many younger 
people were striving, had worked hard and were fully committed to mortgages and school fees and whatever 
else.  Why did they have to endure this stress?  Because of an outdated, old-fashioned, socialist philosophy of a 
Premier and a totally - 

Dr Gallop:  Come on! 

Mr BARNETT:  The Premier should get up and say that he is not a socialist.  Is he a socialist? 

Dr Gallop:  Come on!  Get on with it!   
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Mr BARNETT:  Here is the Premier’s chance.  I have called him a socialist.  Does this not tell us something 
about the Labor Party?  It no longer stands up for the workers.  A left winger like this guy will not even stand up 
and say that he is a socialist.  I respect the old Labor members, like the Don Mays of this world, who stood up 
for the workers, but no-one on that side stands up for workers anymore.  The Premier will not even stand up and 
say that he is a socialist.  Members opposite are ashamed of themselves!  They are not advocates for workers and 
they are not socialists, so what are they?  What a motley bunch!  What an incompetent performance!   

Many members on this side want to speak, and I do not want to deny them that opportunity.  I will point out a 
couple of examples of the Treasurer’s incompetence.  Let us be positive.  The Treasurer worked hard to bring 
together this budget.  How many meetings did he have - 80 or 200 meetings?  A few questions were raised and I 
will provide some of the responses he made.  At one stage he said that for the most part the premium property 
tax would be less than a real estate agent’s commission of two per cent or 2.5 per cent.  However, real estate 
agents are paid only when the property is sold; it is not paid every year.  What a nonsensical comment that was!  
On another occasion he said that the annual increase in the land value of these blocks alone would more than 
cover the cost of the tax.  However, it is not a realised income; it is a notional income.  It is wealth realised only 
if the property is sold.  What an economically and financially illiterate response to genuine concerns!  At one 
stage he said that the tax would apply only to land, not to the family home.  What are people meant to do?  
Levitate their home into space, or take their home and put it on the block next door.  This is the level of response 
from the Treasurer of Western Australia to legitimate questions asked by people.  The principle of this tax was 
disgraceful.  It was unjust.  It was un-Australian.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  There is far too much discussion around the Chamber.  The Leader 
of the Opposition has the call.  

Mr BARNETT:  I said at the outset and immediately this tax was announced in the budget that it was unjust.  It 
was un-Australian.  It was born out of a tired, discredited, socialist philosophy promoted by the Premier.  It was 
his tax; it was his idea.  He promoted it.  He gave the job to his bumbling, fumbling Treasurer who proved to be 
absolutely incompetent.  The Treasurer announced this tax and then had to do four backflips before he finally 
abandoned it within about four weeks.  For the Treasurer to cynically abandon the tax in the light of a federal 
election campaign and to call an emergency cabinet meeting on a Wednesday night had nothing to do with 
caring about people or admitting he was wrong but was all about self-interest and the survival of the Labor Party.  
The Western Australian public - not just the people in my electorate but people throughout the State - has now 
seen the Labor Government in its true colours: old-fashioned and tired socialists, out of touch with modern 
Australia.  The Treasurer is smiling like a Cheshire cat.  He is an absolute blithering fool of a Treasurer.  He is 
totally discredited and is no longer taken seriously by anyone.   

DR CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [4.00 pm]:  I noted during question time that the Minister for Education took 
great delight in talking about the worm turning on Sunday night.  What we have seen from both the Premier and 
the Treasurer has been a classic weasel act.  

Mr Hyde:  For what?  For listening?   

Dr CONSTABLE:  Let me have my say.  The member for Perth has too much of a say in this place, and far too 
loudly.    

Mr Hyde interjected. 
Point of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  The member for Churchlands has requested some composure within this Chamber.  Madam 
Deputy Speaker, I draw your attention to the conduct of the member for Perth, who is effectively trying to 
intimidate the member for Churchlands.  
Mr Hyde:  If we are talking about intimidation, we have got the great defender here, have we not?   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I call the member for Perth to order.   

Dr CONSTABLE:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  

Mr Hyde:  Stirling Highway, Sunday morning.  Just you wait!   

Mr Barnett:  Is that a threat? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member for Perth, I have asked that courtesy be shown to the member for 
Churchlands, so I call the member to Perth to order for the second time.   

Debate Resumed 
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Dr CONSTABLE:  The first step in this great weasel act was the promise that was made during the election 
campaign.  I clearly remember the Premier saying that there would be no new taxes and no increases in taxes.  It 
was one of those “read my lips” performances from the Premier.   

Dr Gallop:  No, it was not.   

Dr CONSTABLE:  It was.  It was a real, “Trust me; we are not going to impose any new taxes.”  However, after 
the election, we had the softening-up process, with the fabrication of a black hole that had been left by the 
previous Government, which of course was not the case.  We then had the long-awaited budget; and it was a lot 
later than it probably should have been.  That budget announced a tax on people’s homes.  That proved the 
deeply-held belief of many people in the community that we cannot trust political promises; and I agree with the 
Leader of the Opposition that that is something that the voters of Western Australia will remember for a long 
time about this Government.  The premium property tax on people’s homes was to be in two parts. 

Dr Gallop:  Do you support the GST?   

Dr CONSTABLE:  Yes, I support the GST.  We also had the imposition of land tax on family homes owned by 
family companies and trusts.  The Treasurer has been very silent about what he will do about those poor people 
who will have to pay that tax on their homes.  This saga is an amazing example of the superficial approach that 
this Government is taking on too many issues and of how this Government does not think through issues before 
it goes to the public with them.  The Treasurer thought that he could get away with unfairly targeting 901 
families in this State.  However, he did not bank on the response from people who were not and might never be 
affected by this tax in its original form.  A great deal of anger was expressed in the community publicly, on 
talkback radio, and to my office and I suspect to every electorate office in this State, about how unfair it was to 
impose this tax on people’s homes.  This proposed tax on people’s homes was a broken promise that will never 
be forgotten.  It was a tax that was grossly unfair and was certainly based on envy.   

The final step in the weasel act in this amazing lack of judgment by the Labor Government was the federal 
election campaign.  I suspect that if it were not for the federal election campaign, the Government would still be 
proposing this tax on people’s homes.  It is because of a stroke of good luck rather than a stroke of good 
management that the tax has been removed.  If it were not for the impact of this proposed tax on marginal federal 
Labor seats, it would still be there.  I support this motion from the Leader of the Opposition.  

MS SUE WALKER (Nedlands) [4.04 pm]:  Madam Deputy Speaker - sorry, it is now the Acting Speaker -  
Mr Barnett:  It is hard to tell in the Labor Party! 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  I take that in the sense that the Leader of the Opposition meant it.  I do 
have a sense of humour sometimes.  
Ms SUE WALKER:  I support the Leader of the Opposition in his condemnation of the Government for its ill-
conceived and divisive proposal to introduce what can only be called the Gallop home tax, the Ripper death tax 
or the Gallop death tax.  It is clear that the whole debacle of this tax has raised serious questions in the Western 
Australian community about the competence, integrity and policy-making ability of the socialist Gallop 
Government. 

Dr Gallop:  Come on! 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I am not the only person who is saying this.  I am paraphrasing the editorial of The West 
Australian of 8 October, which states -  

The changes made on the run by WA Treasurer Eric Ripper to his home-tax idea reveal how badly 
flawed it has been from conception.   

They make it clear that Mr Ripper initially did not assess thoroughly what the effects of his tax proposal 
would be or how it would be received by West Australians.  Indeed, there is little evidence that he was 
concerned about whether the tax was just and in the public interest . . .  

However, the series of impromptu changes raises questions about the quality of the Government’s 
policy making and Budget planning and management processes.  It gives little cause for confidence that 
the Government would not, just as readily, change its mind again and increase the scope of the proposed 
tax.  

I note that today when the Leader of the Opposition asked the Premier whether he would reimpose this tax after 
the federal election, he was equivocal in his answer.  The editorial of The West Australian of 4 October states -  
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WA Treasurer Eric Ripper just doesn’t get it.  The central objection to his wretched home-tax proposal 
is that it is wrong in principle.   

Several members interjected. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I am raising what was said in The West Australian, because I do not just want to tell 
members what I think.  I want Hansard to record what the community thinks about this issue.  The editorial 
states also -  

Even people who are not directly affected by this proposal must now start to question this new 
Government’s integrity.  Even they must know now that this idea - which has the appearance of having 
been lifted from an outworn tract for juvenile socialists - could have been based only on several 
unwarranted assumptions.   

Many people in my electorate are very relieved that Western Australia is now rid of, hopefully forever, but 
perhaps temporarily, this appalling tax.  I, like the members for Churchlands and Cottesloe, have received many 
letters, e-mails and telephone calls about this appalling tax.  However, this Government intended to tough it out.  
I refer to my comments in Hansard of 20 September - a couple of weeks ago - when I read out letters from 
constituents who spoke about their outrage and concern about the unbearable financial strain that this proposed 
tax would place on the elderly - people in their seventies and eighties - who had bought houses years ago and had 
lived frugal lives and had now been thrown into emotional and financial turmoil.  When I read those letters about 
the plight of those people, straight from their heart, I deliberately wanted Hansard to record this Government’s 
response, and I again want Hansard to record this Government’s response to those constituents.   

Several members interjected. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I notice that most of the backbenchers, who were sniggering all the time that we were 
debating this tax, are not here.  They have disappeared.  They cannot front up.  In Hansard of 20 September, I 
said -  

I noticed that when the Leader of the Opposition spoke about the budget and the hardship it would impose on 
people on low incomes, the Treasurer and members opposite were sniggering most of the time.  I want that 
recorded in Hansard, because I think it shows something about the attitude of this Government to the people of 
Western Australia.  While government members were sniggering and we were trying to convey to them the 
hardship that this land tax would impose on people - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER ( Mr Andrews):  Order!  I call both sides of the House to order.  The voices are 
drowning out the member for Nedlands and I need to listen to her. 

Point of Order 

Mr McRAE:  The member for Nedlands has just asserted that a previous Hansard record of her speaking 
demonstrates that members might have been laughing at a particular matter under debate, when in fact the 
member knows that the laughter at the time was about the Leader of the Opposition and her presentation.  It had 
nothing to do with the subject under debate.  She is now misleading this House and misrepresenting members’ 
previous behaviour in this House. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  As it happens, Mr Acting Speaker, I am just about to move on to that point.  In Hansard on 
that same day -  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member for Nedlands, I need to rule on that point of order.  I find that there is no 
point of order.  The member for Nedlands was talking about the members on my right sniggering, which could 
have meant anything at that particular point. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms SUE WALKER:  I can answer the member for Riverton, because at page 4118 of Hansard on 20 September 
I was reading out the constituent’s letter, and I said -  

The government back benchers are sniggering, once again, over the jealousy tax. 

Mr McRae said - 

We are not sniggering; we are laughing at the inability of the member for Nedlands to tell the truth. 

Then I said - 
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Is the member for Riverton as thick as he looks?  Can he not see that I am reading from a letter from a 
constituent? 

That is what I was doing and those on the other side were sniggering. 

Mr Barnett:  They have gone quiet now. 

Ms SUE WALKER:  They have gone very quiet.  I also recorded in Hansard that my office had received 
numerous calls about this tax.  Among those sniggering was the Minister for Police, who said that she had 
received many calls offering congratulations. 

Finally, I referred to the attitude of the member for Perth in this Chamber.  At page 4120 of Hansard, when I was 
referring to the elderly people who would have to pay this tax, the Leader of the Opposition said - 

They are frightened. 

I said -  

Yes, they are frightened. 

Then the member for Perth said -  

They are greedy kids. 

That is the attitude.  That is the attitude of a Premier who said he would govern for all the people.  In fact, he 
isolated a section of the community.  This Government was going to tough this tax out.  The electorate and the 
people of Western Australia know the Government was going to tough this tax out.  Finally, when the decision 
was made to withdraw this proposal, an editorial stated - 

It would be reassuring to be able to believe that the Government’s decision to drop its home-tax plan 
was based on an acceptance that it was wrong in principle.  But the indications are that its motive was 
mainly political  

The article continues - 

For these reasons, West Australians have cause for applauding the scuttling of this bad tax idea.  But 
they have little cause for confidence that the Government acted for these reasons when it decided to 
abandon its tax proposal. 

It continues - 

. . .  until it ran headlong into the political reality of the damage this could cause to Labor’s WA 
aspirations in next month’s Federal election. 

It continues -  

For it was Mr Ripper who spoke of a group of rich and powerful people who wanted to avoid paying 
tax.  He said the rich and powerful in this country had always ganged up to avoid paying tax and that 
was what was happening here.   

I stood to support the Leader of the Opposition in this matter.  The Government and the Premier demonstrate 
their duplicity by saying they govern for all the people, and then isolate a small section.  I think the people of 
Western Australia should show a bit of disquiet today about the response by the Premier to the question by the 
Leader of the Opposition.  In fact, the Premier could not tell us that a Gallop home tax or a Gallop death tax 
would not be reintroduced. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [4.16 pm]:  The question we ought to be asking today is why are we 
debating this motion?  What does this tell us about the political judgment of the Leader of the Opposition?  The 
tax is dead, it is gone, it is finished, and we are still debating it. 

I remember when I was a youngster and I used to tune in and listen to the test matches in the late 1950s and early 
1960s.  It was fantastic.  I actually remember listening to the 1961 tied test on ABC radio - the excitement of it 
all!  After I listened to the play for the session, I would go into the back garden, set up the stumps and do the 
bowling bit - Graham McKenzie, Neil Hawke and all the Australian fast bowlers.  Then I would tie the ball on a 
string and do the batting bit, but it was never the same as listening to the real thing minutes earlier.  That is 
happening here today.  The real thing has finished, the real thing happened last week.  The matter was 
determined; the Government acted; it dropped the matter.   

If we are to debate taxation matters and division in the community, we should look at only one issue; that is, the 
goods and services tax.  That is an existing tax that is impacting on people now.  I find the insensitivity of 
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members opposite - I include the Independent members - extraordinary in relation to the impact of the GST on 
small business.  Many small businesses have gone bankrupt and have lost everything because of the GST.  They 
have had to close down their businesses.  Many of those businesspeople used their family homes as security 
against their business; they have had to sell their homes and move on.  Those opposite have no sense that this 
represents a problem.  Those people lost everything.  We should be debating that issue today. 

First, there is a lack of political judgment by the Leader of the Opposition and his team, and I am sure we shall 
talk about that matter a lot more.  On the issue of division, let us consider the record of the previous 
Government.  Let us remember how it tried to use the most disadvantaged people in our community - indigenous 
Western Australians - as political pawns in its battle against the Labor Opposition at that time.  The previous 
Government used the most disadvantaged people in our community, who had been denied their proper land 
rights since 1788, as political pawns, and it now talks to us about division in the community!  Its performance on 
division is there for all to see.  What is this Government’s position on the issue?  The background to our tax 
measures in the budget was there for all to see.  The Barnett budget black hole is real.  The fact that those 
opposite deny the deficits that we inherited and the deficits that we were facing, indicates their failure to face up 
to reality. 

The second thing that members opposite deny is the pressure they have placed upon ordinary families and small 
businesses because of the GST and the accumulated indirect tax measures they took when they were in 
government.  They can continue to deny that all they like, but all that confirms is their inability to govern this 
State in a fair and reasonable way for the people of Western Australia.  There is a black hole and we are honest 
about it, and as a result of that black hole I could not deliver on a promise I made in the election campaign.  That 
is about as honest as one can get in politics.  I could not deliver on a commitment I made, because the budget 
figures were different from those in the forward estimates. 

This Government will continue to look after ordinary working families and small businesses.  We thought that 
this measure was a fair and reasonable way to gather revenue for the State of Western Australia, and to ease 
some of the pressures on ordinary working families and small businesses.  That is why we introduced this tax.  It 
was not part of some grand ideological plan of the Labor Government.  It was designed for budget reasons. 

Mr Barnett:  Is anyone in the Labor Party a socialist? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the members on my left to order.  The Premier has the call.   

Dr GALLOP:  I repeat that the Labor Government got it wrong.  It considered the matter and determined that it 
got it wrong.  The Government got it wrong and abandoned the tax.  The Government listened to the community 
and its concerns. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call those on my left to order.  There will obviously be interjections during this 
debate, but when they are so multi-layered, they lose their impact totally. 

Dr GALLOP:  The Government listened to the community, reassessed the situation and abandoned the tax.  It is 
as simple as that.  Those opposite are so caught up in their cynicism and inadequacies that they think otherwise.  
Let them think that.  I know the way in which this matter was handled on our side and the consultations we had 
throughout the community.  I know the considerations we brought to bear on this issue.  As a result of those, the 
Government abandoned the tax.  It is as simple as that. 

That takes me back to where I started.  The Government has withdrawn the tax and decided that it will cut down 
on public expenditure in certain areas. 

Mr Barnett:  In the bush.  That is your first choice - belt the bush again. 

Dr GALLOP:  No, we will not belt the bush.  I ask the Leader of the Opposition how we are belting the bush? 

Mr Barron-Sullivan:  By taking away $5 million. 

Dr GALLOP:  No, we are not.  We were planning to spend $25 million this year and $15 million next year.  We 
will spend $20 million this year and $20 million next year.  That is what those opposite call bashing the bush. 

The Government made the right decision for the right reasons.  The Opposition has now been deprived of an 
issue about which to complain.  It is a bit desperate, so it wants to debate in this Parliament something that is 
dead.  That is not a reflection on the Government but on the Opposition.  That is a reflection of the fact that the 
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Government has taken away from those opposite a matter that they thought was an issue.  Therefore, they are 
trying to keep the debate going in this Parliament. 

Mr Barnett:  This motion is about the incompetence of your Treasurer.  You haven’t yet said one word to defend 
him. 

Dr GALLOP:  I will say it now.  At last we have a Treasurer in this Parliament who is concerned about, and 
committed to surpluses in, our budget.  He has my full support for what he is doing as Treasurer. 

MR BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.23 pm]:  I will make a couple of 
points.  The first is about small business and the tax imposition that the Premier and the Treasurer have initiated 
in this budget.  It has been interesting to listen to the Premier, because he has talked only about the premium 
property tax.  Members will notice that he has avoided talking about the notion of a tax on family homes.  
Today, the Leader of the Opposition asked whether the Premier would rule out ever introducing a tax on family 
homes.  The Premier was careful in what he said.  He said that the premium property tax is dead.  He did not say 
that the Government would not tax family homes.  Therefore, he has left it open until later, after the election, to 
whack a tax on the family home.  However, members, guess what?  He is already going to do that.  On 1 July 
2002, the Premier and the Treasurer will bring in a tax on family homes in this State.  In the Premier’s budget 
speech, he admitted that the Government will scrap provisions that allow companies and trusts to qualify for 
principal place-of-residence exemptions from land tax. 

Mr Ripper:  Are they family homes or company homes? 

Mr BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the Treasurer does not realise that many small business people have their family 
homes in the name of a trust or in a company structure arrangement, and that this is a commonplace practice, I 
suggest he does not know a thing about the small business community.  The fact is that the term “principal place 
of residence” means someone’s home.  That is where small business people and their families live.  On 1 July 
2002, the Treasurer, Mr Eric Ripper, will impose a tax on all those small business people who have their homes 
under these arrangements.  There will be a tax on family homes.  That tax will raise $10.7 million in a year 
compared with $8.8 million that would have been raised under the premium property tax.  It is a bigger tax.  It 
will affect more householders and more families than even the premium property tax would have affected. 

I make another point to which the Leader of the Opposition alluded a moment ago.  When the Treasurer and the 
Premier have to wriggle out of this, whom will they bash to get the money to fund their escape out of the 
premium property tax bungle?  Of course, it is the people in the bush, the country.  The Labor Party firmly 
promised $25 million for its regional investment fund this year.  Guess what?  It is ripping $5 million out of that.  
It is an easy way to scramble out of the premium property tax mess it has made and to pass on 40 per cent of the 
burden to the regional areas.  That says a lot about the Government’s priorities, considering it was left with a 
$221 million operating surplus.  The Treasurer has boasted about a $51 million operating surplus this year, but 
he is taking $5 million from the country, and on 1 July 2002 he will tax family homes. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [4.26 pm]:  I am interested to know what happens in the Opposition’s 
strategy group meetings when it works out its program for the week ahead.  I find it difficult to understand why a 
moribund Opposition wants to debate last week’s news.  Why does it want to debate a dead tax?  This tax is a 
dead dog.  However, the Opposition is in the pet cemetery disinterring the bones.  Carping Colin and desperate 
Dan are looking for every last scrap of political capital they can get out of a tax that is a dead dog.  How many 
times do we have to say that this tax is dead?  Of course, the Opposition has little to run with in this State.  
Therefore, even when the Government adopts a position of which the Opposition approves, it still wants to wring 
the last desperate drop of political capital out of that position. 

Everyone knows that taxes are not popular measures.  I have some interesting quotes on this from politicians 
over the years.  I refer to a quote from a century ago by Mr Robert Lowe, who in 1870 said - 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer is a man whose duties make him more or less of a taxing machine.  He 
is entrusted with a certain amount of misery which it is his duty to distribute as fairly as he can. 

That highlights clearly the important political fact, which is that while taxes are necessary to fund the services 
the community needs, on the other hand, no tax is popular.  No-one likes to be taxed.  If one person is not taxed, 
someone else is likely to carry the burden.  The problem is that there is misery in the community as a result of 
another tax, which is not dead but very much alive, and that is the goods and services tax.  It was not unremarked 
on in my office that a number of people who wrote to me about the premium property tax wrote that they were 
being battered by the goods and services tax and they did not want another tax on top of it.  The Opposition has 
been loud when talking about taxes on the family home.  I will give the Opposition a tax on the family home - 
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the GST.  It is a tax on every new house, every renovation, every piece of furniture, every new appliance, every 
electricity bill and every gas bill.  That tax on the family home has been strongly supported by the Leader of the 
Opposition on numerous occasions in this House.  He said on 29 March 2000 in this House -  

. . . the GST and the shift from direct to indirect taxation will have a net positive effect on this country’s 
economy. 

The Leader of the Opposition thought that a tax on every new house, every renovation, every piece of furniture, 
every appliance and every utility bill, bar water, would have a net positive effect on this country’s economy.  
Since he said that, growth has been cut by more than half from the estimate in the last budget of the previous 
Treasurer, Hon Richard Court.   

The GST might not be an issue that some members of the Opposition would like us to debate, but it is extremely 
relevant to the motion before us today.  The Leader of the Opposition does not want to listen to the argument.  
He is happy to hand out abuse and allege that people have laughed at other matters when they have laughed at 
him.  When the argument against him is put up, he does not want to hear about his responsibility for the GST.  
His support of the GST has made financial circumstances for this Government that much more difficult.  Why 
does this State have a difficult budgetary situation?  The first reason is the Barnett budget blow-out.  We have 
talked about that.  I want to draw attention today to another way in which the Leader of the Opposition’s policies 
have severely affected the State’s finances.   

Mr Barnett:  You are a fool. 

Mr RIPPER:  I know he likes to call people fools and arrogantly likes to pretend that he is the only person with 
any financial competence in the House, but the truth of the matter is that he sat on the previous Government’s 
standing committee on the budget.  He was there when the previous Government did not put into the pre-election 
financial statements all the matters that I have dealt with that constitute the Barnett budget blow-out.  Just as 
importantly, he supported the GST. 

Let us examine what the GST has done to the State’s finances.  If the Leader of the Opposition would like to sit 
and listen, he might understand some of the financial circumstances we are confronting.  The Leader of the 
Opposition has no interest in policy questions.  He was a “policy wonk”, but now he is simply a political 
opportunist who will not take responsibility for the damage he has inflicted on this State.   

Let us examine embedded wholesale sales tax.  What a scam Peter Costello pulled on this State, aided and 
abetted by the Leader of the Opposition.  It is costing the State this year $53.4 million that cannot be spent by 
agencies.  They cannot use that money because Peter Costello assumed that every agency would be able to buy 
goods and services cheaper because of the GST.  What an absurd assumption that the GST would make goods 
and services cheaper for Western Australian government agencies and, therefore, Peter Costello could take 
$53.4 million from this State.  Naturally, that money has had to come off agency budgets.  What happens when 
the Department of Education tries to get something cheaper because of the GST?  The supplier tells the 
department, “No way.”  What happens when the Department of Health tries to get something cheaper because of 
the GST?  The supplier tells the department, “No way.”  That scam of Peter Costello’s, supported by the Leader 
of the Opposition, will cost this State $235.5 million over four years.  That money will not be available to the 
state budget to meet important community needs and services.   

The second scam is the growth dividend.  What a remarkable concept!  We were told the State’s economy would 
grow faster because of the GST.  Because the State’s economy would grow faster, the State would get extra 
money and, therefore, the Commonwealth would take that extra money from the State before the State got it.  
What happened?  The State’s economy did not grow faster.  The State’s economy was forecast to grow at four 
per cent but it grew at 1.75 per cent.  There was no extra growth as a result of the GST; quite the contrary, the 
GST sandbagged the economy.  Did the Commonwealth give the State some compensation because of less 
growth as a result of the GST?  No, it still took the growth dividend.  The growth dividend this financial year is 
$11.5 million.  Over four years that is $71.8 million.  Those two measures over four years will take $307 million 
from the state budget.  The Leader of the Opposition wonders why the State has a difficult budgetary situation.  
It is because, in the first place, his Government exercised absolutely no financial discipline and, in the second 
place, his Government supported a set of arrangements with the federal Government for so-called tax reform, 
which have cost the State $307 million over four years.   

The Labor Party had no intention of increasing taxes.  That was its statement before the election, and one which I 
made.  When we came into office we found a legacy of lazy financial management, indiscipline and disloyalty 
from senior government ministers to the former Treasurer.  I pity Hon Richard Court because he had a difficult 
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time managing the people opposite.  That difficult time was well described by the Under Treasurer in a 
memorandum to the Treasurer of 23 June 1998, when he wrote -  

I have expressed my concern to you on a number of occasions about the disturbing trend of Cabinet and 
individual Ministers to embark upon expenditure proposals out of context with the budget.  This trend 
manifests itself in the following ways:  

. Individual Ministers and Cabinet Sub-Committees proposing and endorsing proposals which 
are not consistent with agreed and promulgated government policy.  Current examples are the 
wage outcomes agreed for teachers and police, and being negotiated for nurses. 

We know who was one of those senior ministers who were disloyal to the Treasurer, lazy and undisciplined in 
their financial management.  It is the Leader of the Opposition when he was Minister for Education.  He was 
pinned by the Under Treasurer for negotiating wage outcomes for teachers that were outside government policy.  
No wonder the previous Government delivered four budget deficits in a row.  The Leader of the Opposition 
dares to talk about incompetence and poor financial management.  He sat on a budget committee which 
delivered four deficits in a row.  The previous Government adopted an ostrich-like approach to financial 
management.  It knew that costs would be incurred but did not put those matters into the forward estimates.  It 
agreed to a crazy set of financial arrangements with the federal Government that will cost the State $307 million 
over four years. 

Had we not had those emerging budget pressures that came about as a result of the indiscipline of members 
opposite, there would have been no need for a package of tax measures.  Resorting to tax increases was a 
measure of last resort for the Government.  Our intention was to cut; and we cut and we cut!  We funded our 
election promises out of the cuts that we have made.  However, we could not provide for the Barnett budget 
blow-out by cutting expenditure.  We could not provide for that blow-out given the way in which our access to 
commonwealth funds was cut by the stupid agreements made by the previous Government with Peter Costello 
and John Howard.  The previous Government made those agreements for ideological reasons.  They are 
ideologically wedded to the goods and services tax.  They did not mind that they were selling out the State’s 
financial autonomy, and the amount of money which the State would receive, because they had an ideological 
commitment to the GST, with all its effects on ordinary working people and with all its tax benefits and large 
income tax cuts for high income earners.  Members opposite were wedded to the redistribution effects of the 
GST - the redistribution from the less well off to the well off.  That was the approach of members opposite, and 
because they were ideologically wedded to the GST they did not care about the effects on the State’s finances.  
We have had a few comments from the Opposition.   

Mr Barnett interjected.  

Mr RIPPER:  It would appear that the Leader of the Opposition is not content with delivering a speech on his 
feet; he would like to deliver another speech sitting in his seat.  If the Leader of the Opposition genuinely 
believes in debating policy, why does he not sit and listen to the arguments?  Why does he keep prattling on 
trying to ask questions of other people?  That is the seriousness with which he takes this debate.  If the Leader of 
the Opposition is prepared to stand up and talk about incompetence and financial management, he must listen to 
the answer and deal with it.  The Leader of the Opposition does not want to deal with the Barnett budget blow-
out or the GST.  If the Leader of the Opposition wants another debate on this issue he has three hours of private 
members’ time tomorrow.  He can move a motion.  The Government will allow him to give a late notice of 
motion, if that is what he wants, and we can use those three hours tomorrow to debate any topic of the Leader of 
the Opposition’s choice.   

Let us come back to a few of the other statements that have been made.  The Opposition seems concerned that 
the Government changed its position.  One of the most telling comments made to me was, “If only the previous 
Government had backflipped on the belltower.”  The Opposition will find that is a common sentiment in the 
community.  The Government listened to the community debate to assess whether the community thought what 
we had put up was fair and reasonable.  After extensive consultation with a wide variety of people, the 
Government came to the conclusion that the community did not think that what it had proposed was fair and 
reasonable.  We listened; we changed our position.  What did the previous Government do?  It knew that the 
belltower was highly unpopular.  Every comment on talk-back radio and every letter to the editor told the 
previous Government that the belltower was unpopular.  However, the previous Government ploughed on 
arrogantly.  It said, “They’ll like it when it is built; when they get to see it they’ll like it.”  The previous 
Government arrogantly went ahead and would not listen to the community.   
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We saw the same with the gold royalty.  The previous Government told the electorate before the 1996 election 
that there would not be a gold royalty.   

Mr Barnett:  That is not true.  

Mr RIPPER:  That is exactly what the Deputy Premier, a member of the coalition Government and the then 
Leader of the National Party, told the people in Kalgoorlie.  The coalition Government then introduced a gold 
royalty.  Would it not have been great for the people of Kalgoorlie if the former Government had kept faith with 
its pre-election statement and had backflipped?  What about the AlintaGas privatisation, which was wildly 
unpopular?  It was not something that the former Government even dared to take to the people.  Would it not 
have been terrific if members opposite had listened to the people’s views on privatisation and backflipped on 
that?  However, it did not; it went arrogantly ahead.   

We have had some discussion about division.  This Government governs for the whole community.  We are not 
like the previous Government that disgracefully used race to divide people.  Members opposite used race on the 
question of native title to divide the community.  They played to One Nation.  They disgracefully sold out those 
who believe in a united community based on non-racial principles.  The former Government sold out the 
community when it discussed preference deals with One Nation.  Members opposite fomented division on 
industrial relations.  Who can forget the former member for Riverton and the aggressive way in which he 
promoted community division on industrial relations matters?  The Leader of the Opposition went so far as to 
call people who would not pay school fees bludgers.  The approach of the Leader of the Opposition was to divide 
people. 

Mr Barnett:  I did not.  

Mr RIPPER:  It is in Hansard.  The previous Government’s approach was to divide people. 

Points of Order 

Mr BARNETT:  I ask that the Deputy Premier withdraw that comment.  I know exactly what I said.  I said that 
Australians do not like bludgers.  I did not call people who do not pay school fees bludgers.  I made the comment 
that Australians do not like bludgers.  I ask the Deputy Premier to withdraw his remarks. 

Mr CARPENTER:  The exact remarks were - 

The principal can recover money from the parents who can well afford to pay but who choose not to.  
Where is the equity in that?  Australians do not like bludgers, and we will not have them in the school 
system.  

I rest my case.  The Deputy Premier is correct.  

The ACTING SPEAKER ( Mr Andrews):  I will seek some advice on this.  There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr RIPPER:  The Opposition is so desperate for issues that it cannot debate this week’s news, it wants to debate 
last week’s news.  Secondly, the Opposition simply will not accept responsibility for the disgraceful financial 
legacy that it left the incoming Government - the Barnett budget blow-out.  Thirdly, the Opposition negotiated a 
set of arrangements with the federal Government over the GST that constitute a sell-out of this State’s interests 
to the tune of $307 million over four years.  Fourthly, the Opposition dares to come into this House and talk 
about division when for eight years it supported the approach of the former member for Riverton and former 
Minister for Labour Relations, and the former Premier, on race and native title issues!  The Leader of the 
Opposition has played footsies with One Nation for selfish political gain and will not accept that it is his 
responsibility to promote community cohesion.  That is the sort of credibility of this Opposition.   

Members opposite plead away, because they cannot stand to hear the truth about their own record; they will not 
accept the responsibility that they ought for the disgraceful situation in which they left the State.   

Mr Barnett:  Are you telling lies to this Parliament right now? 

Mr RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition has been caught out again trying for the third time today to abuse 
parliamentary procedure by getting into the debate a word that he knows he is not allowed to get in.  When he 
was Minister for Education why did he not put into the forward estimates the $17 million required to fund 
increased risk cover premiums for vandalism in schools?  He knew that was a cost that would have to be paid by 
the next Government and he did not put it in the figures. 
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MR BOARD (Murdoch) [4.50 pm]:  Unfortunately, I have only a couple of minutes and would dearly love to 
put a few more thoughts on the record.  However, in the two minutes that I have it is important that we recognise 
today the intent of this Government.  We as an Opposition are delighted that the Government has backflipped on 
the premium property tax.  However, the intent of the Government and the fact that it chose to penalise certain 
people in our community must be put on record.  Members should ask themselves why the Government would 
risk for $10 million a year its commitment to the Western Australian community that it would not increase taxes, 
knowing that it had a $221 million surplus.  Has the Government asked itself that question? 

Mr Ripper:  Barnett’s budget blow-out. 

Mr BOARD:  No, I shall tell the Treasurer what it was about.  It was about showing the people in the Western 
Australian community - which the Government totally misjudged - that now that Labor is back in town it would 
show Labor voters that somehow it would penalise those who had been successful in their lives.  It would 
penalise those people who for some reason had achieved something in their lives.  The Government thought it 
could mobilise those forces and it got it wrong.  What it did was un-Australian and that is the reason it dropped 
the tax.  It was a tax of envy and it was about dividing people in our community.  The Government got it wrong 
because all the people in its heartland turned against it.  Labor candidates came to the Government and said, 
“You got it wrong, Treasurer.”  Those people in the Government’s heartland admire people who have achieved 
something in their lives.  We admire people who have done something and achieved something and the 
Government has no right to take it away from them.  This was a tax of envy.  The Government has been exposed 
and the Western Australian community will not forget. 

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [4.52 pm]:  I associate myself with the remarks made, in particular those made by 
the Leader of the Opposition.  This issue, as members could well be aware, was something that made its mark in 
my electorate, not only in South Perth proper but also in parts of Como and Salter Point.  The issue brought 
about a re-statement of the adage of the politics of envy.  I ask the House to dwell for a moment on the fact that 
this is the second time in as many months that the notion of the politics of envy has come to the fore.  I was 
accused by members of the Government for sticking up for people in South Perth and Como on the issue of the 
railway being redirected through South Perth and Como because I was defending so-called well-heeled people 
who could afford to live in riverside suburbs.  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Andrews), that again came strangely from 
a minister who lives in a suburb - that is, Mt Lawley - which to all intents and purposes is a mirror image of the 
suburbs that I represent and on behalf of whom I was speaking at the time.  I am simply putting on record in this 
place that the politics of division and envy, which have come through sharply on those two issues, will be the 
Achilles heel of this Government.  Twice in as many months it is indicative of the potential underlying cause of 
the loss of the middle ground to this Government.  I for one dislike it.  The politics of envy and division are the 
politics of hatred.  I support the motion. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 16 October 2001] 

 p4340b-4351a 
Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Eric Ripper; Deputy Speaker; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Ms Sue Walker; Acting 

Speaker; Mr Tony McRae; Dr Geoff Gallop; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Alan Carpenter; Mr Mike Board; Mr 
Pendal 

 [14] 

Ayes (20) 

Mr Barnett 
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr Edwards Mr Marshall Mr Sweetman 
Mr Board Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Masters Mr Trenorden 
Dr Constable Mr House Mr Omodei Ms Sue Walker 
Mr Day Mr Johnson Mr Pendal Dr Woollard 
Mrs Edwardes Mr McNee  Mr Bradshaw (Teller) 

Noes (28) 

Mr Bowler Ms Guise Mr McGowan Ms Radisich 
Mr Brown Mr Hyde Ms McHale Mr Ripper 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kobelke Mr McRae Mrs Roberts 
Mr Dean Mr Kucera Ms Martin Mr Templeman 
Mr D’Orazio Mr Logan Mr Murray Mr Watson 
Dr Edwards Ms MacTiernan Mr O’Gorman Mr Whitely 
Dr Gallop Mr McGinty Mr Quigley Ms Quirk (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr Waldron Mr Hill 
 Mr Ainsworth Mr Marlborough 

Question thus negatived.  
 


