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MEMBER FOR VASSE — ENTITLEMENTS CLAIM 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [10.08 am] — without notice: I move —  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith and that the debate times for a matter of public interest apply —  

That this house —  

(1) expresses its grave concern that the Treasurer has made personal claims for taxpayers’ 
funds to which he was not entitled; 

(2) notes that the Ministerial Code of Conduct states — 

Being a Minister of the Crown demands the highest standards of probity, 
accountability, honesty, integrity and diligence in the exercise of their public 
duties and functions. They must ensure that their conduct does not bring 
discredit upon the Government or the State. 

(3) requests that the Premier make a statement and determination as to whether there has 
been a breach of the Ministerial Code of Conduct by the Treasurer and what action 
the Premier intends to take in response to this apparent breach; and 

(4) requests that the Auditor General immediately investigate all travel claims made by 
the member for Vasse. 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need an absolute 
majority to succeed. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have consulted with the government. I seek its assurance again across the house, 
considering that I spoke not to the Leader of the House but to the Deputy Premier, that the government is 
agreeable to this matter proceeding on the basis of the matter of public interest rules. If that is the case, I am 
happy to resume my seat, provided the Leader of the House indicates that that is the case. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [10.12 am]: Mr Speaker, the government is prepared 
to allow the debate to continue on the basis of an MPI; that is, 30 minutes for each side of the house, and five 
minutes to an Independent member should an Independent member so choose to take up that time. I think there 
may well be some interesting comments from our side of the house, as well as some interesting comments from 
the other side of the house. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: He’s threatening now! That’s going to be your defence! But we won’t be deterred!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Not at all, no. I think it will be a very interesting debate. That is why we are prepared to 
agree to the motion to suspend standing orders to allow the motion to be moved and debated along the lines of an 
MPI. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [10.13 am]: I move — 

That this house —  

(1) expresses its grave concern that the Treasurer has made personal claims for taxpayers’ funds to 
which he was not entitled; 

(2) notes that the Ministerial Code of Conduct states — 

Being a Minister of the Crown demands the highest standards of probity, 
accountability, honesty, integrity and diligence in the exercise of their public duties 
and functions. They must ensure that their conduct does not bring discredit upon the 
Government or the State. 

(3) requests that the Premier make a statement and determination as to whether there has been a 
breach of the Ministerial Code of Conduct by the Treasurer and what action the Premier 
intends to take in response to this apparent breach; and 

(4) requests that the Auditor General immediately investigate all travel claims made by the 
member for Vasse. 
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The facts of this matter are clear cut. The Treasurer of this state, the member for Vasse, who holds the highest 
financial position in Western Australia, a position that requires the utmost standards of probity and good conduct 
with regard to not only the financial affairs of this state, but also his own financial affairs, has claimed an 
allowance to which he is not entitled. The Treasurer has admitted that he claimed a travel allowance that he is 
not entitled to claim. What is more, the Treasurer of this state has admitted that not only did he claim this 
allowance, but also he signed the application form which was submitted and through which he received this 
payment for a travel allowance to which he is not entitled. The motion that the opposition has moved is very 
clear. Firstly, we are not, via this motion, condemning the Treasurer; we are expressing our grave concern. I 
think all members would agree that we should express our grave concern about members of Parliament, 
particularly ministers, and particularly the Treasurer, claiming an allowance to which they are not entitled. 
Secondly, we have quoted the relevant provision of the Ministerial Code of Conduct. Thirdly, we have called on 
the Premier to make a statement about this matter. Fourthly, we have asked the Auditor General to investigate 
this matter. 

I would have thought that this is a motion that the government should agree to. This is a reasonable proposition 
that we are putting to the government. This is a test for this Premier and this government on whether they are 
prepared to uphold high standards in public life. This Premier and this government can either pass this test by 
voting in support of this motion that this matter be considered in this way, or they can vote against it. If they vote 
against it, the evidence will then be there for all the people of Western Australian to see that the Ministerial Code 
of Conduct does not matter; it does not matter that ministers claim allowances to which they are not entitled; and 
the Auditor General has no role in investigating these matters and so on. This is a test for the Premier and the 
government on whether these strictures that apply under the Westminster system of government should apply to 
the Treasurer and other government members, or whether some different version should apply to government 
members when they apply for allowances and when they deal with public money. 

The Treasurer and member for Vasse lives in Shenton Park. That matter came to light some months ago in the 
lead-up to the last state election when the Treasurer was Leader of the Opposition. The Treasurer represents the 
electorate of Vasse and the regional city of Busselton. The Treasurer claims nearly $30 000 a year in tax-free 
allowance for that arrangement. Over the course of the Treasurer and member for Vasse’s five-year 
parliamentary career, he has claimed an amount approaching $150 000 for that arrangement, tax free. That 
means that on 60 separate monthly occasions, the Treasurer and member for Vasse has submitted an application, 
which he personally signed, seeking these payments.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Treasurer can have his say in a minute. One of those monthly applications has come 
to light. When that application was examined, it was found that the Treasurer had made a claim for an allowance 
to which he was not entitled. That was in one of the 60 applications that has come to public attention. In the 
other 59 applications that the Treasurer has put in, seeking more than $100 000 in tax-free allowances—from 
state taxpayers’ money—we do not know what the Treasurer has claimed. We know absolutely nothing about 
how much he has claimed, and what is appropriate and what is not, in all those other applications.  

People have gone to jail for falsely claiming allowances to which they are not entitled. Politicians have gone to 
jail for falsely claiming allowances to which they are not entitled. I will get into that in a moment.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Former Premiers have gone to jail. Two former Premiers, one Liberal and one Labor, have 
gone to jail for various issues. One Liberal politician went to jail for stealing.  

Mr C.C. Porter: Who? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Ray O’Connor. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: That former Premier went to jail for stealing. The facts stand on their own. He did. Ray 
O’Connor, the Premier from 1981 to 1983, went to jail for stealing. Mr Brian Burke went to jail on two 
occasions. The first was for making a false claim. That false claim stood. He was jailed for that particular 
offence. He was also jailed for another offence, but he was subsequently acquitted on appeal. The offence for 
which he went to jail was for claiming an allowance to which he was not entitled. That is exactly what the 
Treasurer has done in this application form.  
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It is clear that if the Treasurer were a public servant, or if he were working for an organisation outside the 
Liberal Party, he would suffer a grave penalty for making an application for an allowance to which he is not 
entitled, but which he signed off on. If the Treasurer were a public servant, there would be a demand for an 
inquiry, and I expect he would be sacked. If the Treasurer were a public servant in Western Australia, he would 
be sacked for making a false claim for an allowance to which he was not entitled. 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order! If the member for Warnbro and the member for Riverton want to have a conversation 
with each other about what is going on in here, I suggest that they do it privately and move out of this particular 
area. That is a warning. It is not a call. It is just a warning. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the Treasurer were a public servant, he would be sacked. The Treasurer has done a lot of 
things in his political career for which he should be sacked. But this one is clear cut. If he were a public servant, 
he would be sacked for what he has done.  

There is a Ministerial Code of Conduct—admittedly, it has been removed from the government’s website, but, as 
I understand, it still exists. The Ministerial Code of Conduct is dated August 2006, and I will read the opening 
paragraph to members — 

Ministers have significant discretionary power and make decisions that can greatly affect individuals 
and the community. Consequently, it is necessary to set higher standards of conduct for them than for 
other categories of elected office holders. 

Being a Minister of the Crown demands the highest standards of probity, accountability, honesty, 
integrity and diligence in the exercise of their public duties and functions. 

This minister has failed that test. This is the Ministerial Code of Conduct and it should apply to a government 
that professes to have high standards. I will read what the Premier himself said on 21 October 2003. The then 
member for Cottesloe, Leader of the Opposition, said this — 

Accountability is a basic building block or foundation of our Westminster system of government. 
Indeed, it is primarily the responsibility of this Parliament to ensure that Governments—that is, both 
ministers and public servants—are accountable, that public funds are used with propriety and that the 
public is fully informed on issues. 

This motion calls for exactly that, and the opposition is calling for exactly that: for the government to deal with 
public funds with propriety, inform the public of what is being done and uphold high standards of public life in 
Western Australia. If the Premier does not support this motion, he will have failed the test he set. He will have 
failed to adhere to the Ministerial Code of Conduct that still applies to ministers in Western Australia. The 
Premier will have failed the people of Western Australia in relation to the standards of office that they expect 
from their elected representatives.  

There have been ministers before who have undertaken the same sort of actions as this Treasurer, and I will 
name three of them: David Jull, Peter McGauran and John Sharp. They were three ministers in the Howard 
government who, in 1997-98, were caught out rorting their travel expenses in the same way as the Treasurer has, 
and every single one of them was sacked by former Prime Minister John Howard. Mr Howard was not noted as 
someone of particularly high ministerial standards. He was not noted as someone who was completely addicted 
to propriety in the dealings of his ministers, but in those three cases he sacked those ministers for rorting their 
travel expenses. Now we have the test: will the Barnett government adhere to the same standards as John 
Howard applied in 1997 in sacking ministers who behave improperly and who claim public money to which they 
are not entitled? Will the Barnett government adhere to the same standards as John Howard applied? It is a very 
important test of the Premier to see whether he holds the same standards that John Howard exercised back in 
1997. 

I have heard and read what the Treasurer said about how he will deal with this matter. He has been caught out 
taking public money to which he was not entitled, and how will he deal with it? I will read what he said 
yesterday about how he will deal with this issue — 

I have asked my staff in my Perth office and my Busselton office to conduct a full audit of the claims 
we have made. 

In effect, he is going to audit his own months upon months, years upon years of travel claims to ensure that they 
are all squeaky clean. Someone who has confessed to having taken money to which he is not entitled has said, 
“It’s okay; I will audit myself and I will make sure that it’s all okay. I will even get my staff to participate”. The 
staff are the same people who depend upon him for their jobs. He will get them to audit what he has done and get 
them to determine whether everything he has done is all okay. 
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Self-auditing is not an option. For the Treasurer to say that he will give himself a clean bill of health is not an 
option. That is why this motion, with which the government should agree, suggests to the house that the Auditor 
General should audit every single one of the 60 travel claims made by the member for Vasse over his five years 
in this house. The Auditor General should audit all the Treasurer’s travel claims, because he cannot be trusted. 
The Treasurer’s behaviour has shown that he cannot be trusted. That is what we are suggesting to the house, and 
it will be, again, another test for the Premier. Does the Premier think it is okay that the fox who is in charge of 
the henhouse audits himself, or does he think it is more appropriate that an external body audits a person who is 
a self-confessed rorter of his travel expenses? 

This is the same Treasurer who regularly beats his chest about some of the public expenditure that goes on in 
Western Australia. This is the same Treasurer who goes out there like a big hard man and denies people who 
were abused in state care as young children their proper compensation. This is the same person who goes out 
there and says to the poorest workers in our society—cleaners, gardeners, teachers’ aides—that they can have a 
far smaller percentage pay increase than other public sector workers receive. This is the same person who says to 
those people who live in my electorate and who have those jobs that do not pay a lot of money, “We’re going to 
push you down; you’re not going to have a decent pay rise”. That same person is not only taking all that money, 
but also rorting his own travel expenses. This is the guy we are dealing with—a rorter of travel expenses sitting 
before us as Treasurer. He signs the forms and takes money to which he is not entitled. That is what he does.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Treasurer is a bloke who should be dealt with by the Criminal Code of Western 
Australia. If he reads it, he will find that there are offences to which he could very well be subject. The Treasurer 
is the sort of guy who, when his conduct comes to light, could very well have infringed provisions of the 
Criminal Code.  

As we know, the Treasurer has a history of behaviour in public life that is nothing short of the most disgraceful 
history of any member of Parliament in the history of this state. He is the bloke who, when it came to light that 
he undid a woman’s bra strap in the workplace, was promoted by the Premier — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The motion before the house is very clear: it is in relation to an expense claim that — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It’s about the conduct of the Treasurer — 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, it is not. The member is not in the chair; Mr Speaker is in the chair.  

The motion before the house is very clear: it is in relation to an alleged misuse of the entitlement to an expense 
claim for an overnight stay, as I understand it. It has nothing to do with the sorts of comments that the member 
for Rockingham is making at the moment, which, quite frankly, are disgraceful.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If he wants to move a motion about that, he is entitled to, but it does not relate to this 
particular motion. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham, please return to the podium. I advise you that you have a motion 
before this place containing the specifics that you have outlined to us, and that is what I want to hear you refer 
to. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I was merely drawing to the attention of the house that this person has form, that he has 
done other things in his public life that he should be ashamed of and that this is another brick in that wall of 
conduct that is unbecoming of a member of Parliament. The Treasurer has the biggest and best wall in Western 
Australia of that sort of conduct, and this is another example of that conduct.  

I will bring my remarks to a close by saying that I am sure the Premier will get up and say that it was all an 
administrative oversight and the Treasurer did not mean it. He will say that it is okay to take money to which 
someone is not entitled. What message does that send to the public servants of Western Australia? What message 
does that send to the children sitting in the gallery here today? Is it a message that it is okay to take money to 
which someone is not entitled? What message will that send? The Premier will rise and say that it was an 
administrative oversight, and then the Treasurer will stand and say the same thing. Perhaps the Premier will 
launch an attack on all the things that happened in the former government, and the issues surrounding the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. I remind the house that the main people who were the focus of that inquiry 
on this side of the house are now out of our sight. The main people who were the focus of those inquiries on the 
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other side are still there. The Treasurer was the subject of an inquiry by the Corruption and Crime Commission 
about meetings with Noel Crichton-Browne, at which he discussed the evidence he was going to present to the 
CCC. Other members opposite were subject to significant inquiries by the CCC. One of the members of the 
government was described by the Premier on 27 February 2007 in this way — 

He is as crooked as they come! He is as bad as Burke; he is as bad as Grill. 

He was referring to none other than my friend the member for Kalgoorlie. The member for Kalgoorlie being a 
decent man, the fact that the Premier described him as a crook was highly offensive to him. When the Premier 
talks about what happened in our term of government, he should remember that a person he described as a crook 
is now sitting on his side of the house as part of his government. Others who were subject to significant inquiries 
at that time are now members of the government, one of whom is my friend, and one of whom is not. I will leave 
it at that, but when the Premier tries to mount that sort of defence, it will not work. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [10.31 am]: It is extraordinary that we have had to 
move this motion to suspend standing orders, then debate the substantive motion, because we have not heard a 
personal explanation from — 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: There are people in this place who would like to hear the debate, member for Collie-Preston. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I will begin again. It is extraordinary that we have had to put this motion before the 
Parliament because we have not heard a personal explanation from the Treasurer, the member for Vasse. It is 
extraordinary that we have not had a statement from the Premier. That is what accountability to the Parliament 
means. The government should not wait for the opposition to move a motion, or sit there and wonder whether the 
opposition will do something. The Treasurer should accept his accountability and responsibility and begin the 
day, at the earliest possible opportunity, with a statement to the house explaining himself. If the Treasurer does 
not do it, the Premier should, but we have not seen that from this government. That is contrary to promises Colin 
Barnett made when he became leader of the Liberal Party. I quote from an article in PerthNow, headed “Colin 
Barnett vows to campaign on integrity” — 

LIBERAL leader Colin Barnett today vowed to campaign on a platform of governing with honesty and 
integrity … 

That is what he said the moment he became leader of the Liberal Party. That is a solemn promise he made to the 
people of Western Australia. He then went on and put it in more detail. He said — 

“I say to the people of Western Australia, if you want to be proud of this state and the government, and 
a government that sets an example in integrity and honesty then vote for the Liberal Party. 

That is a solemn promise that the Premier gave the people of Western Australia. Now a circumstance has arisen 
in which a very senior minister—the Treasurer—has submitted a false travel claim. He has claimed moneys from 
the taxpayer to which he is not entitled. What is the defence? The defence is a lame excuse that might as well be 
“the dog ate my homework”. He is saying that it was an administrative oversight. Someone else in public life or 
politics in Western Australia used that excuse. He paid Queen’s Counsel a lot of money to run that excuse and he 
went to jail for false travel claims. It is a jailable offence and it is a sackable offence. Anyone who wants to 
know where it is a sackable offence should look at what the Department of Health did to those nurses who 
submitted false claims to the salary office. Those nurses were sacked. Are we to have one rule for the Treasurer 
and another rule for nurses in the Department of Health? 

I know what the defence lines of the government will be. The first defence line will be that it is all too hard; let 
us have a general review of everyone’s allowances and everyone’s behaviour. The second thing the government 
will do is to muddy the waters and attack others. We know that that is what the Premier will do. He will grab a 
bucket of mud and throw some over at this side in an attempt to distract attention from his senior minister who 
has made this false travel claim. If it is all too hard, and we need a general review because the allowances are 
unclear and so on, why is this the first case of this nature that has occurred for some considerable time? It is not 
as if we have seen a spate of allegations of false travel claims. This is the first case that I can remember 
occurring for some considerable time in public life. Let us come back to the issue; let us not be distracted by the 
government defence, which will be administrative oversight, attack others, and let us have a general review. 

Let us come back to the specifics of the issue. This is a specific case in which someone has made a false travel 
claim. A senior member of this house, and a senior member of the government in a very responsible financial 
position, who would be expected by virtue of his position to have more regard for financial propriety than 
anyone else, has submitted a false travel claim. It is a sackable offence, and as my colleague the member for 
Rockingham has said, the man involved has form. We had a reminder of that in the cafes of Bunbury last night, 
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when someone said to one of our members “Is he in trouble again?” That is the cafe wisdom in Bunbury. They 
know that he has form, and they know that it is a sackable offence in politics, as it is a sackable offence in the 
Department of Health.  

We have a broken promise from the government to behave with honesty and integrity, and it will be another 
broken promise if the Premier does not act on this issue. The Premier’s credibility is at stake here and members 
opposite should think about that. If he does not take action on this basic issue of accountability, he will reveal 
himself as a man who is all talk and no action. Members should support this responsible and moderate motion. It 
is the least that the house can do to pursue this matter of a false claim—taking taxpayers’ money when there is 
no right or justification for taking that money. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [10.38 am]: I will make a couple of comments about the 
circumstances in which we find ourselves today. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: In which you find yourself. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Circumstances in which the house finds itself, and in which I find myself personally. We 
are talking about allowances that are available to country members of Parliament under part 5 of the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal determination. As country members would be aware, for a couple of years—not for five 
years as the member for Rockingham has asserted—it has been the practice that country members fill in a 
monthly claim form. On that claim form the member details the claimable nights spent in Perth, and that money 
is reimbursed.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Reimbursed? What—your mortgage is reimbursed? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My apologies—the allowance is paid. Under part 5 of the SAT determination, that 
allowance is made available to me as a country member of Parliament, as it is to every country member in this 
place. It is also the case, as the member pointed out, that in my expense claim for the month of July, there was 
one night—15 July—that I claimed for when I was not in Perth; I was in Busselton. That is wrong, and it was 
drawn to my attention yesterday. I immediately investigated the claim that it was proven to be wrong. I 
immediately informed the Premier. I made a series of public statements to that effect, and I did not hide from 
that fact.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Have you written out the cheque yet? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Not yet; I am working through that process, but that money will be repaid. Yesterday I 
used the term “an administrative oversight”. It was an administrative oversight. It is not part of an ongoing 
pattern, as the member for Rockingham would have us believe. It was an administrative oversight. Yesterday, I 
had someone go to my Busselton office, and my ministerial staff in Perth worked through my claims. To the best 
of my knowledge, that was the only date for which an erroneous claim was made. The member for Rockingham 
has made a valid point. In the short time available to me yesterday, I conducted an internal review to ensure that 
the other claims that I had made were accurate. I will repay to Parliament the $240 that was claimed under that 
administrative oversight. Internally in my office, new processes will be put in place to ensure that this sort of 
thing does not happen again. It is also my view—I will talk to the Speaker and the Clerk afterwards—that my 
office will make available my diary records, in complete, to the finance department of Parliament, which is 
responsible for the administration of this claim. I expect that it will, with the full cooperation of my staff — 

Mr M. McGowan: There should be a public audit. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My friend, if there is to be a public audit, I suggest that there will be a public audit of all 
country members’ claims. I am very happy to participate in a public audit; in fact, it may well need to be 
extended. I will let the Premier discuss that particular issue. I am just outlining to the house my responses to the 
discovery of that administrative oversight. Yesterday, the member for Rockingham indicated in his comments to 
the media that he was going to refer this matter to the Corruption and Crime Commission and to the police. Go 
for it. I have absolutely nothing to hide in this matter. 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No; I said in the member’s comments to the media. I try to keep my conversations with 
the member to a polite minimum, as I know he does with me. That is just the way it works sometimes in this 
place. Notwithstanding that, the member’s public comments were that he would refer the matter to the police and 
to the CCC and to who knows what other bodies of international law. 

Mr M. McGowan: You’re playing it down. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not playing it down. 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am very happy for that level of scrutiny to be applied. My view is that this was an 
administrative oversight—an error. Notwithstanding that, it is not acceptable to make those sorts of errors. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Are you going to say sorry? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Of course I am sorry. I have expressed my sorrow to the Premier. I am very happy to 
express it to the house. It is not acceptable. I more than anyone—perhaps with the exception of the now Leader 
of the Opposition—understand the need for absolute scrutiny or probity of the spending of public funds, 
especially when funds are tight. Of course I am sorry. Of course I am putting in place a range of actions to make 
sure that this does not happen again.  

I will not talk for much longer. I do not need to repeat the points I have made. However, I think it is important 
that we understand what section 5 of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determination gives country 
members. It gives them access to an allowance for a capped maximum of 120 nights for Perth-related 
accommodation in any one year. It is my experience that I have more than 120 nights of claimable time—I think 
that is the experience of a lot of country MPs—but I can claim only 120 nights. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: When you spend more than half the year at home in Shenton Park? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My home in Shenton Park is just around the corner from the member for Pilbara’s home 
in Shenton Park. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: It’s just around the corner from the member for Wagin’s home. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes, and just around the corner from the member for Wagin’s home. It is a long-term 
practice. Yes, there has been some public scrutiny of MPs’ access to these allowances. I have been the face of 
country members of Parliament in that scrutiny, and I accept that. Notwithstanding that, 120 nights is the capped 
maximum number of nights. I cannot alter that. In my claims in the last financial year, I did not make any claims 
for the months of May and June, and I think I claimed four or six nights for the month of April because my 
allowable nights had expired. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am not going to do that; I can tell the member for Albany that right now. I am having 
enough trouble at the moment! 

That is my view of it. I am not using this as an excuse for the error that I made. The point I am trying to make to 
the house is that I could not, and I would not, have increased my aggregate claim over the 120 nights. 
Effectively, the mistake, had it not been uncovered, may have altered the timing of those payments, but it 
certainly would not have altered the absolute amount. 

The member for Rockingham raised a variety of issues and used a range of inflammatory language in describing 
the error that was made. There was no intent on my behalf. The Attorney General had a brief discussion with me 
this morning about the importance of intent, and there was absolutely no intent by me to access funding for 
nights that was not appropriate. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We didn’t see any of this moderation when you were in opposition, did we? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is the political process, member. I am happy to be part of it. I am happy to sit over 
here and she can take her best shot. I am simply outlining to the house the circumstance that I find myself in. 
Yesterday when this was brought to light, I investigated it, I informed the Premier and I put in place processes to, 
firstly, review the current status and, secondly, to make improvements for the future. As I have said, it is my 
intent, following discussions with the Clerk and no doubt the Speaker, to have this matter examined in more 
detail by the finance department of Parliament. In my view, that is a fair and adequate response to a situation that 
is not acceptable, but that was brought about by a genuine administrative oversight. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [10.46 am]: I take this matter very seriously. What has happened 
was a serious mistake. It was not intended. There was no intent by the Treasurer to make a claim for something 
he was not entitled to. He spoke to me at length yesterday about the issue. He has apologised. He has made it 
clear that it was an innocent, though inexcusable, mistake that occurred administratively within his electorate 
office. He signed the form and he accepts full responsibility for that. I accept his explanation, I accept his 
apology and I accept the fact that he has taken responsibility. Having said that, I still regard this as a serious 
issue. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Has he breached the code? 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am speaking. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr J.N. Hyde interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Perth! There was an opportunity to speak to this motion earlier and you did not do 
so. I formally call you for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is appropriate that this issue be raised in Parliament, and I accept that. But, once again, 
the member for Rockingham, instead of simply raising a serious issue and one that should be raised publicly, has 
diminished his case, as it were, by going right over the top. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For example, in his comments he talked about a false travel claim. It was an incorrect 
travel claim. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Was it accurate or not? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Before members opposite all interject and make fools of themselves, they should listen. In 
his media release, the member for Rockingham said, “Submitting a fraudulent travel claim has been a sackable 
and jailable offence for politicians, public servants and business executives.” Does the member deny that he used 
the word “fraudulent”? He claimed that it was a fraudulent act. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am trying to treat this matter as seriously as it deserves to be treated. We are hearing 
constant heckling and carrying on about an issue that I am treating seriously. In his use of the word “fraudulent”, 
the member is clearly trying to imply something that is not the case. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Armadale! Member for Armadale! Members to my left, it is my 
impression that those to my right listened to the member for Rockingham, particularly the Treasurer, who sat in 
absolute silence and listened. I am talking about the Treasurer, members, who sat and listened in absolute silence 
to the case you made for the motion, as is your right. I would ask that the matter, as the member for Rockingham 
suggested, be treated with seriousness. It is a serious charge, and the Premier is responding to that. I would like 
to hear the Premier’s response. I do not want to hear continual interjections from either my right or my left. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I said, this was a serious mistake. I do not excuse it in any way. The Treasurer has 
apologised. He has taken measures to correct it and to refund the money if the money was paid. Indeed, he has 
accepted full responsibility. I accept and respect his account. Had I had any suspicion at all that this claim was 
made in an attempt to gain money to which the Treasurer was not entitled—in other words, had there in any 
sense been an attempt to fraudulently gain a taxpayer-funded allowance—he would not be Treasurer at this 
moment. That is the standard. There are a number of issues, and this is an example of a mistake that happened—
inexcusable but it happened—in an electorate office. Do not blame the staff; the Treasurer signed the document 
and he accepts responsibility. But all members of Parliament work in an environment where every single thing 
we do and say is publicly accountable. We are all in that position, we all understand it and we all accept it. 
However, we operate not only in the full glare of public accountability, as we should, but also as members of 
Parliament, and this is our job, in a very complex administrative environment—extremely complex. As opposed 
to the opposition suggestion, I am not going to stand here now and work my way through the opposition 
members and mistakes that have happened on their side. I am not going to do that. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: But I will draw some attention to the range of issues that can affect members of Parliament 
and where they can come undone quite innocently through an error, an omission or through simply being busy 
and doing their job. That is not an excuse but it is an observation of the reality. 

The imprest account system is in many respects antiquated. I am not happy with the imprest system. I see the 
applications come through and I have signed off on them. I am not impressed by many of them, but I am not 
going to make an example of any single member, as indeed the former Premier Geoff Gallop did on one 
occasion for a political purpose. I will not do that. I flag that the imprest system will be dramatically reformed. I 
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hope members opposite support me in that. It is a good thing that members travel, but I do not know that it is 
such a good thing that they take their spouses with them and spend large amounts of money on that. I do not 
think it is a good thing that they necessarily go on trips of particularly limited value. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: That has nothing to do with the motion. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Accommodation allowances and travel allowances, exactly to do with this motion, are 
another issue. There is an issue of country members, some of whom own properties in Perth—most do on both 
sides of the house, and have for decades. This is nothing new. The system needs to be clearer. I accept the 
principle that country members of Parliament are entitled to some allowance for the fact they must spend time in 
Parliament, and as a minister, in the city. Is anyone suggesting—I do not think they are—that there should be no 
allowance, no travel or accommodation component? It is complicated because members of Parliament typically 
own a property, if they are country members, in the city. Some do not have houses in their electorate. That is a 
further complication that can get members into trouble. One can go on to vehicles. We used to have a situation in 
which vehicles, which are necessary for members to do their job in their electorate, were standard models. The 
Parliament House parking area now looks like a display area for all sorts of different vehicles of different make, 
model and expense. Again, perhaps that is a good idea—I do not know—but it is another area in which errors 
can be made on maintenance, on vehicle choice, on expenses and on paying extra allowances to have a superior 
vehicle. 

Term of government was an issue that arose earlier this year. That is another situation. There is the employment 
of relatives in ministerial offices or as electorate staff and people jumping from being public servants to term-of-
government employees and vice versa if they can do it. That has been another issue. Former members of 
Parliament, including former Premiers, are another area that I consider unsatisfactory. I happen to think that the 
use of resources of electorate officers, and in some senses the restrictions on the use of electorate officers, are too 
limited. The issue of members resigning midterm to pursue other careers is another issue. What rule should apply 
to that? We can go on and on. The point I make is that the complex sets of arrangements that govern the pay and 
conditions of members of Parliament, the complex array of allowances for accommodation, for travel and for 
electorate duties are, frankly, so complex that I doubt any single member here fully understands them; therefore, 
there will be errors and omissions. I doubt that there is a member here who has not, at some stage, inadvertently 
got something wrong, or new members who, at some stage in their career, will not get something wrong. Be a bit 
careful before jumping in and judging, because I could start at one end of this group opposite me and work my 
way through. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have a situation in which members of Parliament are married to each other, so where 
do we go there on telephone allowances, vehicle allowances, imprest travel and partners’ travel? I am not 
making a judgement. Every member is elected in their own right. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: But again we get into the area — 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Mr Speaker, there is only one member of this house who happens to be married to another 
member of Parliament. I think the Premier has made an innuendo, an allegation, against that person of doing 
something improper. Since it is easy to identify that person, the Premier should be asked to withdraw. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Armadale! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Premier has not mentioned any misconduct, any misunderstandings or any incorrect 
claiming of allowances by any member of this house. He has simply stated that there are some members who are 
married to each other. If there is something wrong in that, there is something very wrong. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, Leader of the House. Members, there is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr P. Papalia: There is only one Treasurer. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The point I make, and I do not cast any aspersions over anyone — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If I wanted to, I assure members that I could, but I am not doing it today. I will save that 
for another day; do not worry.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The point I make is that the sets of rules, the different bodies involved—some come under 
Parliament, some under the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and some under the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal—and all sorts of different conditions make it overly complex. I will do—I hope you will support me, 
Mr Speaker—a comprehensive review of all conditions of salary, entitlements, staffing, term-of-government 
employees and electorate offices right across the board. It will not be a witch-hunt and it will not take years. 
Robert Cock, SC, will assist me as special counsel to the Premier on that task, and that is what we will do. 

Mr M. McGowan: Will you vote for the motion? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Will I vote for the motion, Mr Speaker!  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Rockingham! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Rockingham is not a person I regard as having high character or 
credibility, because when a member opposite gets into a bit of trouble on issues like this, the member for 
Rockingham is the one who scurries over to me and asks me to please not raise it. He is the one who does it. I am 
too nice a person and I do not. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will talk about something that is related to me so that I cannot offend anyone else. There 
were accusations about some dreadful action that I allegedly took relating to The Cliffe property in Peppermint 
Grove made by, I can only assume, a completely unbalanced former fan or friend of The Triffids. Only two 
people in Western Australia took them seriously: Brett Christian, the editor of The Post newspaper, and the 
member for Rockingham. No-one else in Western Australia took the claims seriously. Because of the member 
for Rockingham, the matter went off to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, and resources were 
used and time was wasted so that it could be legitimately dealt with. The member for Rockingham has form. He 
is the person who cries wolf once too often. 

I return to this motion. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: How much does the member for Darling Range spend? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Armadale is a candidate for a federal seat. Can the member for Armadale 
stand here in front of the public, hand on Bible and say she has never used any resources of her electorate office 
to help her campaign for Canning? Of course she cannot! 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Mr Speaker, standing orders prevent a member making a reflection on another member. 
You should request the Premier to withdraw that allegation against the member for Armadale. It is against the 
standing orders to do that. 

The SPEAKER: I do not know that there is a point of order, because I do not know that an allegation has been 
made. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Exactly! As the member for Armadale has said, it is a grey area. That is the point I make. 

I am going to conclude my comments. Let me again stress the point that I started with: this is a serious issue. I 
am not in any way dismissing it. I accept the explanation and apology of the Treasurer. 

Mr P.B. Watson: I know what you were like in opposition. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 21 October 2009] 

 p8381b-8393a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Rob Johnson; Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Bill 

Johnston; Mr Christian Porter; Mr Ben Wyatt 

 [11] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have no different view now than that I had in opposition. If I were to come across a 
situation in which anyone in this Liberal-National government misused or abused any entitlement, they would 
apologise and resign. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [11.02 am]: I want to make a brief contribution with 
some words of caution and also to speak about podiatry for a short time. Yesterday the member for Rockingham 
put out a media statement, the fourth paragraph of which reads — 

“Submitting a fraudulent travel claim has been a sackable and jailable offence for politicians, public 
servants and business executives. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Is that an incorrect statement? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is completely correct. What was interesting, listening very intently to the member for 
Rockingham, was that he never once accused the Treasurer of submitting a fraudulent travel claim. I do not 
recall him ever using the words “fraudulent travel claim”. I listened very carefully. He said that the Treasurer 
submitted a false travel claim. I think that the Treasurer has acknowledged that the travel claim was false—it was 
incorrect in a material particular. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I do not know that what you are saying is advancing this particular 
motion for anybody. I formally call you for the first time. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Rockingham spoke at length about the consequences of submitting a false 
travel claim. He made several assertions when speaking to the house today. The first was that a public servant 
could be sacked for submitting a false travel claim. The second was made as he held up the Criminal Code and 
asserted that submitting a false travel claim was somehow or other an offence under the Criminal Code, although 
he did not quite acknowledge what that offence was. The offence that could conceivably be proven for 
submitting a travel claim that was false in material particular would be fraud. There was some mention made of 
the former Premier of this state, Brian Burke. It is my understanding that Brian Burke was charged with one or 
multiple counts of fraud to a total of $17 000 in relation to his travel expenses, and the claim of fraud was 
proven. Outside the house yesterday the member for Rockingham was talking in the language of a fraudulent 
travel claim, and inside the house about a false travel claim. The distinction is a very important one. What is 
interesting, and perhaps even ironic, about that is that — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: What is interesting and ironic about that is that it is usually the case, as a matter of 
parliamentary procedure, that the hyperbolic slander occurs in the house and the temperate stuff occurs outside. 
However, we had the hyperbolic slander outside. The member for Rockingham has calmed down a little today 
and he is talking about precisely what we are dealing with, which is a travel claim that is in error or is incorrect. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: How can we establish that a false claim is fraudulent without having an inquiry?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am about to come to that. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: If we do not have an inquiry, are we just relying on you? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I will come to that right now. This is all about podiatry. The leading case in the jurisdiction 
about fraud and what constitutes fraud is case law involving Markarian, a podiatrist. He had a range of clients, 
and he also had a gambling problem. He convinced some small lenders and a range of clients to loan him money. 
He did so on the basis of a number of false statements.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Get to the principle. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am going to get to the principle. The thing is that one cannot understand the principle 
without the facts. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We want to know how we can know there was no fraud. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Armadale has had an opportunity in this place on many occasions to rise to 
her feet and present information. I ask you to stop interjecting on the Attorney General, and I formally call you 
for the first time. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Markarian borrowed $165 000 from a range of his clients, including small business 
people, and $438 000 from his patients. He did that by telling them false stories: it was for operations, and so 
forth and so on. The money was gambled away and he was found guilty by a jury at trial. The case was appealed. 
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The legal point on appeal was whether he had an intent to defraud. An amount of $430 000 was taken from his 
podiatry clients, and the question was: did he have an intent to defraud? What was found was he did not have an 
intent to defraud because he honestly—perhaps unreasonably—believed that he would pay the money back to his 
clients. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I do not know. The point is that the member for Vasse, in having one $240 claim that is in 
error, is not even in the ballpark. He is not even in the car driving to the ballpark! This decision reads — 

In my opinion this criticism has been made good. It was emphasised … that an intent to defraud is not 
to be equated with carelessness; 

Clearly, in this instance, the Treasurer has been careless. If we take it to the step that the member for 
Rockingham asserts, could any civil servant be sacked for being in error for a $240 travel claim? Would we sack 
a nurse in this state? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You have! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is absolutely incorrect. If the member for Rockingham attempted to take that through 
the public sector management disciplinary process for a $240 genuine mistake, he would be laughed out of that 
process. This is the point. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I do not want to hear you talking across the chamber. I am not quite sure 
who you are talking to. I am not going to call you. I am giving you a very good indication that I do not want to 
hear you talking across the chamber when someone is on his feet delivering comments on this motion. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: What is your threshold for acceptable fraud, then, if it is not $240? Is it $500 or $1 000? How 
much? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Perth! The member for Perth obviously wants to be called and I will give him the 
honour of formally calling him for the second time. I suggest that the member for Perth has the capacity in this 
place to make points in a far more effective manner than he has just done. I ask you to stop interjecting and I ask 
the Attorney General to continue.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am proposing that we engage in some caution in considering this situation and with the 
descriptions that we apply to it. I refer particularly to the description that it is fraud, because that is very, very 
serious. I will give members this example: has there ever been an occasion, even a single occasion, in which any 
member in this house has made a claim to the quantum of $240 for a travel or an accommodation allowance for 
being in Perth and, as things transpired, the member did not actually end up spending the night in Perth? For 
instance—I have never made such a claim—it seems to me that often these claims are drafted by staff on the 
basis of diaries. A diary might indicate that a member had come to Perth on a Sunday night for a committee 
meeting on a Monday and had stayed overnight. A claim might be drafted on that basis. As it transpires, 
somebody got sick—his wife got ill—and the member did not come to Perth. If that happens, it is a genuine 
mistake. Not having made one of those claims, I can say that it could easily happen to any member. The idea that 
that is fraudulent is incorrect. The idea that it is a sackable offence is also quite wrong.  

Amendment to Motion 

Mr C.C. PORTER: That is why I move — 

To delete all words after “house” and substitute — 

(1) notes that the Treasurer has made an incorrect claim to which he was not entitled; 

(2) notes that the Ministerial Code of Conduct states — 

Being a Minister of the Crown demands the highest standards of probity, 
accountability, honesty, integrity and diligence in the exercise of their public 
duties and functions. They must ensure that their conduct does not bring 
discredit upon the Government or the State.  

(3) requests that the Premier make a statement and determination as to whether there has 
been a breach of the Ministerial Code of Conduct by the Treasurer and what action 
the Premier intends to take in response to this apparent breach. 
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MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [11.12 am]: I thank the Attorney General for that lesson in criminal law. It 
took me back to law school; it was very, very good. However, the point has been missed. The opposition will 
oppose this amendment because it removes one of the key elements of the motion put by the opposition; that is, 
requesting the Auditor General to immediately investigate all travel claims made by the member for Vasse. It is 
not as though the Treasurer uncovered his mistake, declared his mistake and repaid the money. This motion is 
the result of information uncovered through the freedom of information process by the member for Rockingham 
about money that the Treasurer claimed he was not entitled to. It is not a minor issue, or an issue that we can 
simply ignore by allowing the Treasurer to go about conducting his own investigation into his own dirty laundry. 

Mr Speaker, the point has been made by the Premier that the criminal standard is what we are looking at. We 
have been talking about intent. Unfortunately, the standards for members of Parliament are considerably higher 
than the criminal standard outlined in the Criminal Code. At the beginning of the Ministerial Code of Conduct 
2006 that binds the Treasurer, it states — 

The need for the development of such a code was highlighted in the 1992 Royal Commission into 
Commercial Activities of Government which stated that: 

Criminal Law provides no more than the base level below which officials must not fall. It does 
not address the standards to which they should aspire, even if these, to some degree, always 
remain an ideal or counsel of perfection … 

The opposition’s argument that the Ministerial Code of Conduct has been breached by the Treasurer is premised 
on the fact that the criminal standard is the base level. Members of Parliament, ministers of the Crown in 
particular, have a high standard to which they must aspire. It is not acceptable for the Treasurer to come into this 
place and say, “It was a mistake; I didn’t mean to do it.” The Premier came into this house and warned the 
opposition to be careful before it jumped in and judged. Again, as the member for Rockingham pointed out, on 
27 February 2007 the due process for the case against the member for Kalgoorlie had yet to be completed, but 
the now Premier, as the member for Cottesloe, came into the house and said that the member for Kalgoorlie was 
as crooked as they come. If the member jumped in and judged, and now, sitting on that side of the house, intends 
to apply a very different standard to members on his side, then his words will condemn him. 

The Treasurer made the point that it was an administrative oversight and not an ongoing pattern. I will be 
interested to see whether the Minister for Police will apply the same standard to people suffering mental health 
problems who strike public officers—not an ongoing pattern, just an administrative oversight. All we ask is that 
the government applies its rhetoric on mandatory sentencing to its own standards. That is all we ask.  

We note that the Premier has complained time and again that the opposition seeks through the FOI process 
diaries of ministers of the Crown. We also note that the Attorney General is yet to provide his diary. This 
demonstrates the reason we seek this information. I repeat that the Treasurer did not come into this place, declare 
that he made a mistake and repay the money to which he was not entitled; it was information that the member for 
Rockingham found through the FOI process. I bring that to the attention of the house because it is the 
fundamental reason behind the FOI process. 

The Treasurer said that he is very happy for this level of scrutiny to be applied with reference to the police and 
the Corruption and Crime Commission. Therefore, it is incredible that the Attorney General has attempted, 
through his amendment, to remove from the motion that the Auditor General conduct the review. Obviously he 
has not spoken to the Treasurer. The Treasurer is quite happy for some form of significant scrutiny to take place, 
yet the Attorney General certainly is not.  

The Treasurer’s comment is the most absurd comment I have heard: “Well, I would’ve been entitled to that 
money anyway; I can take it now. I would have done it at some point or other—give me the money now.” It is 
simply not acceptable. The Premier made the point that there was no intent. Intent is irrelevant. The Treasurer 
has a significant staff. This is the first time in a significant period that such an administrative error has taken 
place. It is not something that happens regularly. It is not suggesting that there is a problem with the process. The 
Treasurer claimed money to which he was not entitled. Intent, as pointed out by the Commission on 
Government, is not a relevant consideration. The Premier and the Attorney General can carry on about fraud and 
intent, but the fact of the matter is that whether there was intent is not relevant. That premise completely 
underlines the Ministerial Code of Conduct. The criminal standard is the base standard. If this is the standard that 
the Premier will apply to his ministers, in the future we will be debating other problems in this house. We are not 
in this place to convict a person and send that person to jail; we are here simply to apply the standard to which all 
ministers are bound, as outlined by the Commission on Government, and this is the standard to which the 
opposition will hold the government to account. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 21 October 2009] 

 p8381b-8393a 
Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Rob Johnson; Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Bill 

Johnston; Mr Christian Porter; Mr Ben Wyatt 

 [14] 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (28) 

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

Noes (23) 

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

 

            

Pairs 

 Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr P.T. Miles Mrs C.A. Martin 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 
 


