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The passage of the Research Involving Embryos apfuitition of Human Cloning
Bill 2002 through the House of Representatives fisnterest for a number of
reasons. Its contentious nature led to the decisjothe major parties to allow a
conscience vote on the Bill. It was divided intathills and remains the only bill to
be treated in this way by the House of RepresemstiThese factors combined to
provide a lengthy debate and, to facilitate itsspge through the House and Main
Committee, several unusual procedural motions.

On 27 June 2002 Prime Minister John Howard MP thioed the Research
Involving Embryos and Prohibition of Human CloniBdl 2002 into the House of

Representatives and moved that the bill be reatansl time. The presentation of

a bill by a Prime Minister is an unusual occurrengmce 1996, Prime Minister

Howard has introduced only 7 bills, or 0.4% of fills initiated in the House of

Representatives in that time. Previous Prime Mingstvere also unlikely to present
legislation personall§.

* Department of the House of Representatives;ePppepared as part of ANZACATT
Course on Parliamentary Law, Practice and Procedure

! House of Representatives Votes and Proceedifg2002—04 (27.6.02) p.305.

Prime Minister Keating introduced 5 bills fromQi9to 1995. Prime Minister Hawke

introduced 5 bills from 1982 to 1991.
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The purposes of the Research Involving EmbryosRaodiibition of Human Cloning
Bill 2002 are to ban human cloning and other unpiatde practices associated with

reproductive technology, and to regulate researebiving human embryos.

In his second reading speech, Prime Minister Howartbunced that both Senators
and Members of the Liberal and National Partiesld/dne able to exercise a free
vote on the bill, because of the complex moral eihical issues involvetiThis is
also a rare occurrence in the House, usually redefor such bills that involve
moral and/or ethical dilemmas that do not necdgséollow party lines. In his
second reading speech, the Leader of the OpposttienHon. Simon Crean, MP
stated that the Australian Labor Party, whilst @éily supporting the bill, would
also allow a free vote for its Members.

Since 1980, there have only been six free VWidse Euthanasia Laws Amendment
Bill 1996 was one such debate, with Members of bdtiuses voting to pass
legislation preventing the Northern Territory fr@nacting its own pro-euthanasia
legislation’ Other ‘free’ debates have been concerned witressuch as the first
Irag war in 1991 and legislation dealing with tieéerendum on whether Australia
should become a repubﬁcFree votes can be difficult to identify, howevas
neither the Votes and Proceedings nor Hansardfamgigi identify free votes.

A major challenge for Parliamentary staff durindpates in which a conscience or
free vote has been allowed is the uncertainty eht&s/which are to follow the free

vote. Every contingency has to be allowed for, famendments (or the bill itself)

being passed or negatived to the use of disruptiveedural devices.

Under normal circumstances in the House, the wilthe Government prevails
because of their majority. Procedural scripts preghdy the Table Office and used
by Members and Ministers, to ensure that the copricedures and form of words
are followed, reflect this expectation. Governmearid opposition business
managers work together, usually outside of the Qfsainto ensure that the House
operates in a smooth and largely predictable maBRering debates which are
‘free’, the usual managers of business may be ersdme side, so any negotiations
may be done in the Chamber itself during debatdoarat the last minute. This

H.R. Deb. (27.6.02) p.4541.

Ibid.

H.R. Deb. (20.8.02) p.5242.

McKeown, D. and Lundie, R. Free votes in Austnaland some overseas Parliaments.
Current Issues Brief No. 1 2002—-03, Canberra, 2p07,.

Harris, 1.C. (ed.)House of Representatives Practice, 5th edn, 2005, p.280; McKeown
and Lundie, op. cit, p.3.

8 The third reading of the Constitutional Alterati(Establishment of the Republic) Bill
1999. VP 1998-2001 (9.8.99), pp.732-3.

Harris, op. cit, p.280.
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makes the preparation of simple, easy to folloncpdural scripts difficult, if not
impossible.

The minutes of the House, the Votes and Proceedirgprepared electronically,
along with an informal, more immediate version knoas the Votes Officer's
Minutes. Both of these documents are prepared waraxk of the day's events,
using the Notice Paper and the Daily Program (the)Bas a guide. Free debates
also add a degree of difficulty to their prepanatio

Because of the controversial nature of the Billstidembers wanted to speak on
the legislation and put their views on the pubécard. One hundred and six of the
150 Members spoke on the second reading debatehwdik a little over twenty-
three and one half hours to compl&tejaking it one of the longest second reading
debates (outside of the Budget debates) in reaeasl' The second reading debate
of the Workplace Relations Amendment (Work ChoicBd) 2005 also took
twenty-three and half hours to complete, with 78Mers taking part:

During the debate on the Bill, the chair alternatezicall between government and
opposition Members, rather than those in favouwpposed to the bill itself. This is
consistent with the principle applied during ottebates?

Another major challenge during a lengthy debatehis programing of other
government business. The programing of governmasinbss is coordinated by the
Parliamentary Liaison Officer of the Departmentted Prime Minister and Cabinet,
who liaises with both the Leader of the House dmsl Manager of Opposition
Business. The government’s legislative agendayavaits for one bill, especially if
it is a controversial one that will take up a Idttbe time of the House. It is in
circumstances such as these that the Main Comnaiti@es into its own.

Established on recommendation of the Procedure Giesmin 1994, the Main
Committee is essentially a second debating Chamisexd concurrently with the
main Chamber of the House of Representatives. Téia lommittee is designed to
be a more informal debating forum suited to nonteersial legislation, as it is

10 statistics courtesy of the Chamber Research @ffiepartment of the House of

Representatives, 8 October 2002.
' The second reading debate for the Euthanasia B#lvk996 took 13h 31m and 79
Members made contributions. The Budget debate ®sdhond reading of the year’s
main Appropriation Bills generally see about hdlfle Members participating over a
period of several weeks, for an average of 33 hours
Statistics courtesy of the Chamber Research ©fflepartment of the House of
Representatives, 7 December 2005. The debate maybe&n longer, with more
Members participating were it not for a guillotim®tion moved on 10 November 2005.
VP 2004-05 (10.11.05) p.763-765.

Harris, op cit, p.488.
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unable to host divisions and any unresolved questiast be referred back to the
House for a final decisiolf. However it has been used for controversial debates
such as the Euthanasia Laws Bill 1996. In suchairests, including the Research
Involving Embryos and Prohibition of Human CloniBjl, the House Standing
Orders have been suspended to allow debate toncentlespite such unresolved
guestions. Leader of the House Mr Abbott, whenrrafg the Bill to the Main
Committee, stated that ‘it is necessary that tisé oéthe debate take place [in the
Main Committee] if the government’s legislative gram is to continue’. He also
listed five bills on which the government requidibate to continue.

On 26 August, after just over eleven hours of delrathe House from 56 speakers,
Mr Abbott (Leader of the House), moved to suspdrdStanding Orders to enable
the bill to be referred to the Main Committee foetrest of the second reading
debate (but not including the summing up of theadelby the Prime Minister) and
for the debate to continue despite any unresoluedtipns. This last feature would,
if passed, prevent disruption of the debate by Menqlvishing to return the debate
to the main Chamber of the House, rather thanenpirceived lesser forum of the
Main Committee. The motion also set the quorumhef Main Committee as three
Members, regardless of party, as prescribed untderdig Order 184(b), and set
the speaking time for each Member at 20 mintftes.

Opposition Members vigorously opposed this motiarttee grounds that it was out
of order. The Deputy Speaker ruled that the motas in order and a motion of
dissent from the Deputy Speaker’s ruling follow@ebate of the dissent motion
was ‘gagged’ by Mr Abbot moving that the questi@nitnmmediately put. A division
was called and this motion passed along party lized the dissent from ruling was
subsequently put and negatived on division, agairparty lines. Likewise, the
motion to suspend standing orders was passed gany lines on division,
following another closure of question motit.

When the second reading debate resumed in the ®lamnmittee later that day,
several Members took points of order relating ® pinoceedings. Several motions
were moved, including a dissent from ruling andaiam of want of confidence in
the chair. These were all declared to be unresplbed in accordance with the
resolution passed by the House earlier that daydébate on the Bill continuéd.

Following the Bill's referral to the Main Committea further fifty Members spoke
on the second reading motion, for a total time dkeze sitting days of twelve and a
half hours. At approximately 6.45pm on WednesdayA2gust 2002 the debate

% Harris, op cit, p.349-350.

> H.R. Deb. (26.8.02) p.5637.

16 VP 2002-04 (26.8.02) pp.357—-362.

7 bid.

18 VP 2002-04 (26.8.02) p.367; H.R. Deb. (26.8.Q6Y6-5688.
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concluded in the Main Committee and the Bill wadbéoreturned to the House for
the summing up of the debdfe.

Between the referral of the Bill to the Main Comteit and its return back to the
House, fivebills were passed by the House, including thretmetills listed by Mr
Abbott?°

On 29 August, the Deputy Speaker reported that Men Committee had
considered the Bill and returned it with an unresdl question, ‘That further
proceedings be conducted in the House'. The Spe¢h&armade a statement to the
House, saying that in the past such questionsarput to the House as it makes no
sense for the House to determine the questionyrteef proceedings are about to be
conducted in the House anyway. As a result, thesglved question was not put
before the Housg.

The conscience of Members affected the form oBifigtself. Many Members felt
that the original bill contained two separate issuand that while there was
widespread support for the prohibition of humamalg, some Members could not
support the proposed framework for the researcblving human embryos. By the
time the second reading debate of the Bill got wwdg on 20 August, Mr Bruce
Billson (Liberal-Dunkley), indicated that, despsigpporting the Bill in its entirety,
he would be prepared to move a motion to divideaitiginal Bill into two separate
bills, reflecting these two iSSUés.

On Thursday 29 August, shortly before the Bill waported back from the Main
Committee, Mr Abbott moved to suspend standingsess$ional orders to allow Mr
Billson to move his motion on notice relating te thossible division of the Bill.

After some debate, the motion was passed on theesdwithout the need for a
formal division and counting of vote$).

The Speaker then made a statement relating tcsslue iof splitting a bill. On two
occasions, the Senate returned bills to the Houskeraquested that the House
consider a request to divide them. The House hasidered the division of its bills
by the Senate undesirable, however the Speakeddfat there was no constraint
on a House in which the bill originated considerihg division of a bilf*

As Mr Billson stated in his speech when movinguspend standing and sessional
orders to allow a vote to split the Bill:

19 VP 2002-04 (26.8.02) p.367; (27.8.02) p.374;§ZR) p.386.

20 VP 2002-04 (26.8.02) p.362; (27.8.02) p.372; (Z2Bpp.378-380.

%l H.R. Deb. (29.8.02) pp.6192-6193.

% H.R. Deb. (20.8.02) p. 5262.

2 VP 2002-04 (29.8.02), p.383; H.R. Deb. (29/8/02)6113-6115.

2 VP 2002-04 (29.8.02), p.383; H.R. Deb. (29/8/0B)Lt5; Harris, op cit, p.390.
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A conscience vote is diminished when a single i®#&xpected to reflect a
considered position on a cluster of issues. In ftaetundivided bill will produce a
compromised vote. Some colleagues will be forceddigh the issues of
conscience and vote in favour of the idea thatastrim keeping with their

conscience or vote against the idea that is masinstionablé®

Mr Billson then moved his motion to suspend stagdind sessional orders to allow
certain arrangements to apply to the future comatam of the Bill. This involved a
motion dividing the Bill into two discrete billsh¢ Prohibition of Human Cloning
Bill 2002 and the Research Involving Embryos Bl02. The motion set out how
the Bill was to be divided and, if agreed, each Wwis to be made accessible to
Members in its final form and agreed to. Proceesling each bill would then
continue separately, commencing with the motioretal the bills a second tirfiz.

Mr Billson, in closing the debate on his motiorgtetl that there were 5 viewpoints
surrounding the division of the Bill. The first wagolicy aspect, in that there was a
fear that by dividing the Bill there would be adasf coherence and meaning from
the original bill. This was replicated in the sedaoncern that the content of the
two bills would vary from the original. In both @ Mr Billson assured the House
that the ‘sum of the two parts’ did in fact equa tconsolidated bill, through the
duplication of some measures in both Hillsn fact, during the consideration in
detail stage of the Research Involving Embryos, Bittorney-General Williams, by
indulgence, made a statement regarding the reviewigions contained in the two
divided bills, which have been carried over in igeal form from the original bill.
The reason for the duplication of the clauses i Ibills was to ensure consistency
with the original bill?®

Other concerns about the division of the Bill rdisyy Members included whether
the process to be followed was in fact the best wwagpproach the issue, and that
an unsafe precedent would be set by dividing thie Dhe final issue, that of
motive, related to tactical issues involved in ding the bill, was dismissed by Mr
Billson, saying that any process that allowed acoumpromised conscience vote to
process should be valued. After five hours of debte House eventually decided
to suspend standing orders, to allow the motiosgiit the Bill to proceed, on
the voices. The House then resolved to split the Biter a division (Ayes 89,
Noes 43Y?

% H.R. Deb. (29.8.02) p.6116.

% VP 2002-04 (29.8.02) pp.383-4, 386.
%" H.R. Deb. (29.8.02) p.6191.

% H.R. Deb. (16.9.02) pp.6307-6308.
29 VP 2002-04 (29.8.02) p.387.
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Prime Minister Howard then summed up the secondimgadebate on the original
Bill and, following his speech, the Bill was dividl@s per the previously agreed to
motion.

Responsibility for the physical division of the Band preparation of the two
resulting Bills lay with the staff of the House Répresentatives Table Office. The
motion to divide the bill into two separate bilisedt out several of the clauses that
were to be included in each bill, however the mot@dso mentioned amendments
and clauses to be included, without specificallglépg out what they were to be.
With the help of the Office of Parliamentary Counséno drafted the original bill,
staff of the House Table Office were able to pigggether the two bills.

A rigorous checking process was followed to endhed the bills matched Mr
Billson’s motion and fulfilled the requirements titae content of the bills didn’t
substantially differ from the original bill.

The motion to divide the bill was termed in suckay that the versions of each bill
produced by the Table Office were to be agreed the same motion as the second
reading. The burden of checking the bills ultimatelsted with the Members of the
House, who were asked to agree to the Bills ‘asatoad in the form available to

Members™°

Following the division of the bills, the Prohibitiaf Human Cloning Bill 2002 was
read a second time on the voices. The consideretidetail stage was bypassed, by
leave, and the bill was read a third time on 29 us1g2002" It was then
transmitted to the Senate for its concurrence.

Free votes also have an impact on divisions. Thisidn sheets normally used by
tellers during divisions in the House groups gowsznt, opposition and
independent Members together. An example can bedf@ Appendix A.This
system serves the tellers well, as Members belgrigithe same party are likely to
vote together in a division and their names arg @akcate and mark on the sheet.

Special division sheets are used for free votegh wvall Members listed in
alphabetical order, ignoring the party to whichythmlong. An example of this
sheet is at Appendix B he Clerks at the Table must, however, be awareetifree
vote has been allowed to provide the appropriatsidn sheet to the tellers. They
will either be informed through statements madephsty leaders in the House or
informally, or by the appointed tellers at the tiofehe division.

The process of counting free vote divisions is mdificult than with normal,
party-based divisions. Tellers must be appointedheySpeaker at the start of a

30 VP 2002-04 (29.8.02) p.387; (16.9.02) p.394.
31 VP 2002-04 (29.8.02) p.387.
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division®* Normally these are the party whips, but it is jfaiesthat they will all be
voting on the same side, so other tellers may babe identified and appointed, at
the discretion of the Chair, after the bells hagerbrung and Members are seated
on either side of the Chamber.

The House divided on the motion to refer the Rilthe Main Committee, however
Members voted along party lines, so the usualrteleere appointetf. However,
for the division on the question to split the angji Bill into two, a free vote applied.
In this case, and in the free divisions on amendsnenthe Bill, the two tellers for
both the ayes and noes comprised a government rammg@osition member, but
only the tellers for the ayes were party whips.

On 25 September, after a suggestion from a MiniS€peaker Andrew indicated

that, for any divisions on the Bill, he would apmoadditional tellers as allowed

under the Standing Orders ‘to facilitate the codhihis occurred for the seven

divisions which followed that da¥j.However, this led to some complications with
the count, as the two pairs of tellers on the nilgj@ide used different methods of
counting their ‘half’ of the voting members. Asesult, these complications led to
lengthy divisions to identify discrepancies in ttwaunt.

The second reading of the Research Involving EntbBil was agreed to on 16
September and the consideration in detail debateremced later that d&y).

In considering the Research Involving Embryos Billdetail, the House chose to

consider the bill clause by clause, instead of ickemig it as a whole. The order for

the consideration of the bill in such a fashiospslt out in standing order 149; each
clause, followed by any schedules, then any posigha@uestions, then finally the

title. Each amendment (interestingly, all six wareved by backbench members of
the governing party) was dealt with separately ahdere negatived, on divisiof.

The total time spent on the consideration in dettdlge was a little over eight
hours®® Eighteen Members spoke during the debate, withtefzaking more than

32 standing Order 129(c).

% VP 2002-04 (26.8.02) pp.357—362.

3 VP 2002-04 (29.8.02) p. 387; (16.9.02) p.394;4DR) pp.439—442.

% H.R. Deb. (25.9.02) p.7182.

% VP 2002-04 (25.9.02) pp.449-454, 456.

37 VP 2002-04 (16.9.02) pp.394—395.

3 VP 2002-04 (16.9.02) p.395; (24.9.02) pp.438—422:9.02) pp.448-454, 455-456.

39 Statistics courtesy of the Chamber Research ©@fepartment of the House of
Representatives, 8 October 2002.
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one contribution. The House agreed to the thirddirep of the Bill on 25
Septembef?

Both bills were returned from the Senate with anmeewts — the Prohibition of
Human Cloning Bill 2002 on 14 November 26b@vith two amendments) and the
Research Involving Embryos Bill on 5 December Z6Q®&ith 14 amendments). In
both cases the House agreed to the amendment matle Benate, although after
some debat®& The amendments for the Research Involving EmbBjtbéncluding

a change to the short title of the Bill, becomihg tResearch Involving Human
Embryos Bill.

Once the final form of a bill is agreed upon bytbblouses, the Table Office then
has the job to prepare the version of the bill$ wikh be presented to the Governor-
General for Assent. These incorporated the amendmmeade by the Senate and
agreed to by the House.

Both bills were assented to by the Governor-Gerard9 December 2002.

The Research Involving Embryos and Prohibition afmtdn Cloning Bill 2002
provided various challenges for parliamentary staffl Members alike. These
mainly revolved around dealing with a conscienceand the splitting of the BiIll.
These challenges were met, with the aid of a felqueprocedures. Some of these
challenges may soon show their head again, witliéfate on the bill dealing with
abortion pill RU486. A

0 VP 2002-04 (25.9.02) p.456.
“1 VP 2002-04 (14.11.02) p. 567.
2 VP 2002-04 (5.12.05) p.615.
43 VP 2002-04 (11.12.02) p. 636.
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Appendix A - Standard ‘Ayes’ teller sheet
Date: .......... [ /2005 TellEr oo
Division NO:. ... TEller e AYES
The Speaker/ Deputy Speaker, M............cc.cccvennee , in the Chair
Bill / HEIM oot
QUESHION = TRAE ......voveeveies sttt
(MOVEE: M.ttt )
Mr Abbott Mrs Elson Jackie Kelly Mr Schultz
Mr Anderson Mr Entsch Mr Laming Mr Scott
Mr Andrews Mr Farmer Mrs Ley Mr Secker
Fran Bailey Mr Fawcett Mr Lindsay Mr Slipper
Mr Baird Mr M.D. Ferguson Mr Lloyd Mr A.D.H. Smith
Mr Baker Mr Forrest Mr Macfarlane Mr Somlyay
Mr Baldwin Ms Gambaro Mrs Markus Dr Southcott
Mr Barresi Mrs Gash Mrs May Dr Stone
Mr Bartlett Mr Georgiou Mr McArthur Mr C.P. Thompson
Mr Billson Mr B.W. Haase Mr McGauran Mr Ticehurst
Mrs B.K. Bishop Mr Hardgrave Mrs Moylan Mr Tollner
Ms J. Bishop Mr Hartsuyker Mr Nairn Mr Truss
Mr Broadbent Mr Henry Dr Nelson Mr Tuckey
Mr Brough Mr Hockey Mr Neville Mr Turnbull
Mr Cadman Mr Howard Ms Panopoulos Mr M.A.J. Vaile
Mr Causley Mrs Hull Mr Pearce Mrs D.S. Vale
Mr Ciobo Mr Hunt Mr Prosser Mr Vasta
Mr Cobb Dr Jensen Mr Pyne Mr Wakelin
Mr Costello Mr Johnson Mr Randall Dr Washer
Mr Downer Mr Jull Mr Richardson Mr Wood
Mrs Draper Mr Keenan Mr Robb
Mr Dutton Mrs D.M. Kelly Mr Ruddock
Mr Adams Mr Emerson Mr Jenkins Mr Ripoll
Mr Albanese Mr L.D.T. Ferguson Mr Kerr Ms Roxon
Mr Beazley Mr M. J. Ferguson Ms King Mr Rudd
Mr Bevis Mr Fitzgibbon Dr Lawrence Mr Sawford
Ms Bird Mr Garrett Ms Livermore Mr Sercombe
Mr Bowen Mr Georganas Ms Macklin Mr S.F. Smith
Ms A.E. Burke Ms George Mr McClelland Mr Snowdon
Mr A.S. Burke Mr Gibbons Mr McMullan Mr Swan
Mr Byrne Ms Gillard Mr Melham Mr Tanner
Ms Corcoran Ms Grierson Mr Murphy Mr K.J. Thomson
Mr Crean Mr Griffin Mr B P. O'Connor Ms Vamvakinou
Mr Danby Ms Hall Mr G.M. O'Connor Mr Wilkie
Mr Edwards Mr Hatton Ms Owens
Mrs Elliot Mr C.P. Hayes Ms Plibersek Mr Andren
Ms A.L. Ellis Ms Hoare Mr Price Mr Katter
Ms K.M. Ellis Mrs Irwin Mr Quick Mr Windsor
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Appendix B - Free vote ‘Ayes’ teller sheet
Date: .......... [ /2005 Teller. oo
Division No:. ......... TElEr e AYES,
The Speaker/ Deputy Speaker, M...........cccooiviiiiiiiiiieiiee, , in the Chair
L] 1 OSSN
QUESHON = TRAL.......oeeeeiiseete et
(MOVEE: ...ttt )
Mr Abbott Ms K. M. Ellis Mr Katter Mr Ripoll
Mr Adams Mrs Elson Mr Keenan Mr Robb
Mr Albanese Mr Emerson Mrs D. M. Kelly Ms Roxon
Mr Anderson Mr Entsch Jackie Kelly Mr Rudd
Mr Andren Mr Farmer Mr Kerr Mr Ruddock
Mr Andrews Mr Fawcett Ms King Mr Sawford
Fran Bailey Mr L.D.T. Ferguson Mr Laming Mr Schultz
Mr Baird Mr M.J. Ferguson Dr Lawrence Mr Scott
Mr Baker Mr M.D. Ferguson Mrs Ley Mr Secker
Mr Baldwin Mr Fitzgibbon Mr Lindsay Mr Sercombe
Mr Barresi Mr Forrest Ms Livermore Mr Slipper
Mr Bartlett Ms Gambaro Mr Lloyd Mr A.D.H. Smith
Mr Beazley Mr Garrett Mr Macfarlane Mr S.F. Smith
Mr Bevis Mrs Gash Ms Macklin Mr Snowdon
Mr Billson Mr Georganas Mrs Markus Mr Somlyay
Ms Bird Ms George Mrs May Dr Southcott
Mrs B.K. Bishop Mr Georgiou Mr McArthur Dr Stone
Ms J.I. Bishop Mr Gibbons Mr McClelland Mr Swan
Mr Bowen Ms Gillard Mr McGauran Mr Tanner
Mr Broadbent Ms Grierson Mr McMullan Mr C.P. Thompson
Mr Brough Mr Griffin Mr Melham Mr K.J. Thomson
Ms A.E. Burke Mr Haase Mrs Moylan Mr Ticehurst
Mr A.S. Burke Ms Hall Mr Murphy Mr Tollner
Mr Byrne Mr Hardgrave Mr Nairn Mr Truss
Mr Cadman Mr Hartsuyker Dr Nelson Mr Tuckey
Mr Causley Mr Hatton Mr Neville Mr Turnbull
Mr Ciobo Mr Hayes Mr B.P. O’Connor Mr M. AJ. Vaile
Mr Cobb Mr Henry Mr G.M. O’Connor Mrs D.S. Vale
Ms Corcoran Mr Hoare Ms Owens Ms Vamvakinou
Mr Costello Mr Hockey Ms Panopoulos Mr Vasta
Mr Crean Mr Howard Mr Pearce Mr Wakelin
Mr Danby Mrs Hull Ms Plibersek Dr Washer
Mr Downer Mr Hunt Mr Price Mr Wilkie
Mrs Draper Mrs Irwin Mr Prosser Mr Windsor
Mr Dutton Mr Jenkins Mr Pyne Mr Wood
Mr Edwards Dr Jensen Mr Quick
Mrs Elliot Mr Johnson Mr Randall
Ms A.L. Ellis Mr Jull Mr Richardson




