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MINISTERIAL STANDARDS — SHAREHOLDINGS 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed 
time of a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 

[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.13 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Premier and the Liberal–National government for continued low 
ministerial standards, in particular the Treasurer owning shares that create a real or perceived conflict of 
interest. 

This is a government that is racked and riddled with conflicts of interest; that is, ministers who cannot separate 
their private interests from their public duties. To be a minister in a government means they have to exercise the 
highest of standards and they cannot confuse their private financial interests with their public duties. Document 
after document and code after code emphasises that that should be the standard exercised by ministers and 
members of Parliament in the course of their duties. We have the Code of Conduct for Members of the 
Legislative Assembly and the Ministerial Code of Conduct that are very, very clear about these issues. They say 
that we cannot own shareholdings in which there is a conflict. I want to read out to members a section of the 
2008 Ministerial Code of Conduct. It states — 

Immediately after appointment and within 60 days, Ministers shall take action to divest themselves of 
shareholdings in any company and interests in partnerships and trusts, by virtue of which a conflict 
exists, or could reasonably be expected to exist, with their portfolio responsibilities. 

That is pretty clear, yet we have in this place no less than the Treasurer of Western Australia, currently two years 
into his role as a minister, who owns shares in a major insurer that undertakes business dealings with the 
government of Western Australia, owns shares in a mining company that undertakes activities in 
Western Australia and owns shares in a major telecommunications company that has major business dealings 
with the government of Western Australia. This is not just a backbench MP; this is the Treasurer of 
Western Australia who owns those shares in companies that have arrangements or do deals with the government 
of the state. That is a clear conflict of interest. There is no debate around that. It cannot be argued that Telstra 
does not do business with the state; it does. Hundreds of millions of dollars’ worth of Telstra business is done 
with the state of Western Australia every year. QBE Insurance, as we heard earlier, has incredibly tight financial 
arrangements with the state of Western Australia. We are known as a mining state, yet the Treasurer of 
Western Australia has interests in a mining company that operates in Western Australia. It is an extraordinary 
conflict of interest. It is one of the clearest I have ever seen. 

What are the defences? Last night I saw the Treasurer on television, defending the QBE shares that he owns. His 
first defence was that they pay good dividends. The second defence that I heard from the Premier today is that 
“Mike’s a good honest bloke”—the good bloke defence. Mike is a good bloke; therefore, there cannot be any 
conflict of interest. The first defence is that the shares pay good dividends and the second defence is that Mike is 
a good bloke. The reality is that there is no defence. The Treasurer should have divested himself of those shares 
within 60 days of becoming a minister, full stop. It is not as though he has not been warned. We saw the events 
surrounding the Minister for Transport; Finance as he then was. We saw the report prepared by Mr Peter Conran, 
the head of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. He said in his report and gave advice that ministers 
should be reminded of their obligations and responsibilities in respect of conflicts of interest beyond completion 
of the declaration of interests form. He gave advice that ministers should dispose of their shares if there was 
a potential or real conflict of interest. 

We saw the tsunami of attention around the transport minister at the time those issues came out last year. What 
have we seen in the interim? What have we seen in the past four to five months since those issues arose—since 
the Conran report came out telling ministers they should not be doing this? We saw this minister, this Treasurer, 
sit here continuing to hold his shares and worry about his dividends, as he said last night on the television. It is 
unacceptable. That is why this minister condones the Premier for the low standards. He tolerates it. Today the 
Premier said that he would prefer it if Minister Nahan sold the shares. Where is the leadership? Where is the 
action? Where is the direction towards the minister to get rid of these shares? I think this matter deserves 
a proper independent inquiry. We had an inquiry into the transport minister, though I would not call it 
particularly independent. Why is the Treasurer the favoured son yet the transport minister cops it in the neck? 
I think the clarity of the conflict of interest in relation to the Treasurer is far greater than that of the transport 
minister. I will explain why.  
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In the case of QBE Insurance, the Treasurer, in the course of his duties, met with a lobbying firm that includes 
a former Liberal Party member and head of the Government Media Office and a press secretary to a former 
Liberal Premier, and at the same time he owns shares in that insurance company. Today we learn that the 
government entered into an arrangement by which it underwrote QBE Insurance’s home indemnity insurance 
activities in Western Australia. Yesterday, the Treasurer said that there were no dealings between QBE and the 
government. Today, we learn that in the course of the Treasurer’s duties, he had been a party to QBE being 
underwritten by the state of Western Australia. That is a contingent financial commitment by the state of 
Western Australia, of which he is not only the Minister for Energy, but also the Treasurer. It is a complete and 
utter crystal-clear conflict of interest: the Treasurer should not be holding shares in QBE while he is doing deals 
with that company. If QBE has received a financial benefit as a consequence of those dealings, the Premier 
should not have any choice in the matter—Dr Nahan should not be sitting in this place as Treasurer, and the 
Premier should be in this place answering these questions. My first point is that we see a clear financial 
connection between the state and QBE Insurance—we are underwriting the company, for God’s sake, and the 
Treasurer owns shares in it! Yesterday Dr Nahan said there was no relationship between the state and QBE. 

Today the Treasurer said he did not announce anything about Telstra. However, I have a press release with the 
Treasurer’s smiling face on it in which he is announcing the expenditure of $45 million over four years in 
a communications project that provides support to Telstra in Western Australia. He made a direct decision on 
this. He misled the house during question time as well. Do members think that is the only arrangement between 
the state of Western Australia and Telstra? The state spends tens if not hundreds of millions of dollars through 
Telstra. It signs arrangements with Telstra every day of the week, yet the Treasurer holds shares in Telstra, 
a company with which the state is doing deals. 

The third issue relates to a mining company that the Treasurer said yesterday had no operations in 
Western Australia. Today, it turns out that it has an office in Nedlands, it employs staff in this state and it has 
a range of mining tenement applications in Western Australia. This company disposed of one mining tenement 
over the course of the last year during which time Dr Nahan was the Treasurer. It is a clear conflict of interest. 
The Treasurer should not own shares in mining companies that are doing deals in Western Australia. Dr Nahan is 
the Treasurer and Minister for Energy. How can he do that? He is responsible for royalty arrangements in 
Western Australia, yet he owns shares in mining companies that have activities in our state. It is a clear conflict 
of interest and it should not be happening under any circumstance. These are clear conflicts of interest that 
deserve a full and proper independent inquiry, because we need to know what has gone on. We already know 
from a simple internet search the extent of the dealings with these companies, but Parliament needs to know and 
the public has the right to know what other decisions the Treasurer has taken in relation to these companies. 
What decisions has the Treasurer made that may have benefited his shareholdings? There should be a full and 
proper independent inquiry into those matters, because Dr Nahan is the Treasurer of Western Australia; he is not 
a humble backbencher, a local councillor or a commentator who writes newspaper columns, which he 
subsequently disavows. This concerns the Treasurer of Western Australia and is a matter of the highest 
magnitude of propriety in Western Australia. That is why we need an inquiry into these issues. 

I made the decision not to buy or hold shares because it puts members of Parliament in this position. The 
Treasurer elected to do the opposite. He elected to follow the course in which he is now embroiled. It was the 
Treasurer’s decision, and the consequences must follow. Historically, those consequences have come to other 
ministers in this position. We need to see whether this Treasurer is a protected species or whether he suffers the 
same consequence as the former Minister for Finance. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.24 pm]: Yesterday I knew that we had a strong case against the Treasurer, 
but today that case is even stronger. In his performance today, the Treasurer showed that he has no concept of 
conflict of interest in his ministerial duties and no concept of the Ministerial Code of Conduct. Last week, we got 
an answer to a question about the Treasurer’s shareholdings. Members know that the Treasurer plays a pivotal 
role in the expenditure of taxpayers’ money throughout the state. As the Leader of the Opposition outlined, this 
is not some humble backbencher; this is a person who sits on the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee 
and in cabinet oversees expenditure for the entire state. To own shares while Treasurer is basically impractical 
and impossible to do without creating conflicts of interest. We have learned through our internet searches that 
the Treasurer has a conflict of interest and a perceived conflict of interest, but as the Leader of the Opposition 
outlined we have not yet had a full investigation. So, goodness knows how many decisions have been taken by 
cabinet and the EERC while he was present in relation to these four companies. We know only a little bit about 
this. Let us face it, an investigation was undertaken into the shareholdings of the Minister for Transport, so why 
not those of the Treasurer? What we have uncovered in our preliminary analysis is probably greater than that 
which was uncovered for the Minister for Transport, yet the government has refused to undertake a full inquiry. 

I will go through some of the key facts. I will start when Dr Nahan was appointed Minister for Finance 
in March 2013. Members should remember that he holds Telstra shares. As Minister for Finance, he oversaw 
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information and telecommunications for the entire government. When Minister Nalder became Minister for 
Finance, the director general of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet said that he sat down with the 
minister and asked him to divest his shares in Amcon and iiNet because of the potential conflict of interest with 
his portfolio responsibilities and his role as Minister for Finance. Did that happen with the Treasurer; and, if not, 
why not? Why did the Treasurer, who oversees ITC for the entire government sector, not divest himself of his 
Telstra shares? That is what was asked of the member for Alfred Cove, the former Minister for Finance. In 2013, 
Dr Nahan was the Minister for Finance with portfolio responsibility for ITC and he held shares in Telstra. He has 
never divested himself of these shares. This conflict of interest started back then! As I said, the Treasurer is 
responsible for decisions across government—every funding decision; every key decision involving taxpayers’ 
money or liabilities—and he sits there with insurance shares, mining shares and telecommunications shares. 
Today we hear that he did not exclude himself from decisions that involved taxpayers’ money going to those 
companies or agreements with those companies. 
I will go quickly through those companies. QBE is an insurance company and the Treasurer has responsibility 
for insurance in WA. He should not own shares in QBE Insurance. There will always be potential conflicts. 
Dr Nahan acknowledged that when he said that he was lobbied by QBE or its representatives about the 
privatisation of compulsory third party motor vehicle insurance. That is an acknowledgement that he owns 
shares in areas for which he has portfolio responsibility. That was not good enough for the Minister for 
Transport. The director general of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet found that the Minister for 
Transport should not hold shares that could create any potential conflict. The federal Treasury oversees 
insurance regulation throughout Australia. This Treasurer goes off to Treasurer’s conferences in Canberra to talk 
about national issues. The Treasurer cannot tell me that insurance issues have not arisen in intergovernmental 
discussions—of course they would have! 
Then we have the home indemnity issue, which is a also a key issue. The 2013 Economic Regulation Authority 
report into home indemnity states that, for QBE, the heads of agreement maintains that the government will 
underwrite the costs in excess of $10 million arising from the failure of a single builder. In return, the 
government receives a share of the premium income earned by QBE. Calliden, the other insurer in the market, is 
not party to a risk-sharing agreement with the government. The ERA called the agreement with QBE a risk-
sharing agreement. What happened? The agreement expired on 30 June. It was finally extended at the end of last 
year in the Treasurer’s own Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement 2014–15, which states — 

… the State, through the Department of Commerce, has extended the temporary arrangement with 
private insurers — 

QBE — 
to underwrite Home Indemnity Insurance (HII). The State wholly underwrites the provision of new HII 
policies — 

The midyear review goes on to state that this arrangement was extended until 31 October 2016. The Treasurer 
was party to an agreement with QBE in relation to home indemnity insurance. Again, that is another clear 
example. 
When the Treasurer was Minister for Finance, he announced a partnership with Telstra. The Treasurer cannot be 
a minister and hold shares in a company that makes deals with the government. He just cannot do that. That is 
a basic fundamental of what we understand it is to be a minister of the Crown. Ultimately, being a minister is 
a very, very good job. A lot of people want to be ministers. A minister has responsibilities. They cannot be 
shirked off by saying, “This company here pays good dividends.” The Treasurer just cannot do that and expect to 
get away with it. The opposition has gone through the facts. Yesterday, we went through the facts and said, “This 
is what we should be doing.” The government has a ministerial code and its ministers have to be held to account 
for it. The Treasurer cannot just laugh it off with a nervous laugh and say that it is muckraking. This is 
fundamental to how we run our democracy in this state and this nation. The Treasurer cannot laugh that off. 
The idea that the Treasurer thinks that he can oversee potential changes to gold royalties and think that it is okay 
to have shares in gold companies is beyond belief. Yesterday, he said that the companies have no operations in 
WA, but they are buying and selling tenements. From his answer today, it is obvious that the Treasurer knows 
a lot about what activities his little companies are doing on a day-to-day basis. The Treasurer just cannot do that. 
I believe that we had a very strong case yesterday and so we called for an investigation. We called for the same 
type of investigation, but more independent, as the investigation into the Minister for Transport. We got the 
history and the facts on the Minister for Transport. The director general sat down with the Minister for Transport 
and went through his obligations about what he should and should not hold, and the potential conflicts of interest 
in his portfolio areas. Members of cabinet who make decisions have to exclude themselves. Hon Bob Kucera 
was sacked for less, yet we cannot even get a full investigation about every decision that the Treasurer was 
responsible for in his portfolios. This is not just a minister; this is the Treasurer who makes decisions every day 
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on expenditure and underwriting agreements with taxpayers’ money. He should not hold shares because it is 
impossible for the Treasurer to not have conflicts when signing off on funding to all these companies. It is 
impossible not to have either an actual or perceived conflict of interest. The Ministerial Code of Conduct does 
not refer to an actual conflict of interest or corruption; it refers to a perceived and potential conflict of interest. 
Members can stand and say that the Treasurer is a good bloke and he did not mean to benefit from it or that he 
did not directly benefit, but we are not arguing that point; we are arguing that the Ministerial Code of Conduct 
highlights and makes rules about conflicts of interest. It is clear from the Treasurer’s performance today that he 
has failed that. At the very least, the WA public deserves an investigation. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [3.35 pm]: Just let me answer this. When I became a minister, 
I had a number of shareholdings. They were all declared in the members of Parliament pecuniary account. 
The shares are all in my self-managed superannuation fund. I sold all but four shareholdings, and declared it. 
There was no research done by the opposition; all they had to do was go to the Clerk and get a photocopy of that. 
I had shares in QBE, Telstra, ABM Resources and Medusa Mining. I have owned Medusa shares for a while. 
It is a Western Australian listed firm that has a single project in the Philippines. It is not eligible to pay royalties 
in Western Australia. What is the possible conflict of interest? If it was a firm that bought resources in 
Western Australia, I would have sold it. But I did not because it does not. Medusa has a single mine in the 
Philippines. 

ABM Resources is an exploration firm that is progressing. It has a mine facility—tenements—in the 
Northern Territory only. It is talking about entering into a deal to process that ore across the border in 
Western Australia. That happened recently. When it produces ore or gold, it will pay royalties to the 
Northern Territory. What is the conflict of interest? 
We have heard a lot about QBE. QBE actually does not pay a good dividend. I do not watch it much, but it does 
not—I do not know where that issue came from. I was approached by a lobbyist to talk about a range of issues, 
as we are. That was declared and that is how they knew about it. The lobbyist brought up the issue — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: They found out about it because we told them. They raised the issue of whether we were 
interested in selling compulsory third party insurance. We said no. Did that help or hurt QBE? I do not know. 
We said, “No, it is not for sale”, end of story. There were no other contacts. QBE used to be the insurer for home 
indemnity, but QBE pulled out of that. We, the state, insure that now. Through the Department of Commerce, 
QBE processes the forms and gets paid for it. The state wears the indemnity for home insurance. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Department of Commerce deals with that. Is there a conflict of interest? Good God, 
I cannot see it! The Department of Commerce hires QBE to collect the insurance and pays an amount on a per-
chit-collected basis. 
I own some shares in Telstra, and they are fully declared. It is one of Australia’s largest firms. The idea that I am 
able to or have impacted its profitability is absurd. I do get a Department of the Premier and Cabinet phone, 
which I think is a Telstra phone. Is that a conflict of interest? The opposition would say so. I use a phone from 
DPC — 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the second time. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In 2001, royalties for regions entered a deal to put towers out and Telstra got those contracts. 
I think they were managed by the Department of Commerce and royalties for regions. Did I have any input into 
that decision or did I make that decision? No. It was a decision made by others. Yes, it was put in the budget and 
that was renewed in 2014. Was there a conflict of interest, perceived or otherwise? Members opposite see 
a conflict of interest in everything that I do. But was there a conflict of interest? No. It was declared. I monitored 
whether there was a conflict of interest, perceived or otherwise. I would have dealt with it if there were. The gold 
firms are not eligible for royalties in Western Australia. QBE has no interactions. The Insurance Commission of 
WA is an insurance company. It is a monopoly provider of CTP insurance and risk cover for Western Australia. 
It has no competition; therefore, what is the conflict of interest? It does not have funds that it manages but it 
manages them through a third party. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: As I indicated in question time, the state faces a range of big issues here: the budget, the 
GST issue and electricity reform. I will sell all my shares. I will sell them. I cannot allow members opposite to 
throw muck and try to hide the real issues. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: By the way, they are issues into which members opposite have no input. Our GST return is 
going down by 38 per cent. What have they said? Nothing. We do not expect them to give us any ideas on how 
to fix it. We do not expect them to support us but I do expect them to go to their mates in Canberra in the 
Labor Party and ask them to support the state. Have they done that? 
Mr W.J. Johnston: You are in government in Canberra. 

Mr F.M. Logan: What about your mates? 

The SPEAKER: Members for Cannington and Cockburn! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the Liberal–Nationals are in government in Canberra, but it would help greatly if the 
Labor Party members in the Shorten opposition supported us. They have stated that they want to, but members 
opposite have made no effort to articulate the need on behalf of Western Australians to do it—none! 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Cockburn is going to end up having a rest! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Last week, members opposite tried to get this issue involved in the New South Wales 
election when they went out to the media and said that Mike Nahan is going to get some special preference deals 
from Joe Hockey. That was intended to get the issue involved in the New South Wales election and try to inhibit 
Joe Hockey from talking and dealing with it. That is what they are doing. However, there is no conflict of 
interest, perceived or otherwise. The shares will be sold shortly, and that is it. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.41 pm]: One of the problems that we all share in 
Western Australia is that this is a small pond. 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is. In fact, the state is probably run by a couple of hundred people. 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: However, if anyone owns shares—anyone—it would be possible to find some tenuous link 
or manufacture one and say, “If this and if that and if that”, and people could find some link. That is because 
Western Australia is a small community with a limited number of companies and a limited number of people. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not listening to the member for Bassendean. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the third time! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: First, the Treasurer has made the point that he will sell those shares. I think that is a good 
decision and, as I have said repeatedly — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: There is no standard. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Butler! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think there is a standard, and I have repeatedly said to ministers — 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Butler, I call you to order now for the third time! We have had a reasonable debate 
thus far. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The best course of action is for a member of cabinet to not own shares. However, the 
Treasurer came into Parliament relatively late in life. 
Mr P. Papalia: Are you about to say — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Warnbro! 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, it is pointless trying to debate here. The Treasurer came into Parliament late 
in life. I do not know the nature of his superannuation fund, but he has — 

Mr P. Papalia: It’s self-managed. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, we know that. However, he has declared his fund and the shares held under that fund. 
It has been available as public information and has been available through the cabinet process. As the Treasurer 
has said, his gold shares, or gold-related shares do not relate to gold mining in Western Australia. I also add that 
he does not have responsibility for royalties; that is the responsibility of the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 
and, to some extent, the Minister for State Development. It is not under the Treasury portfolio at all. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: With respect to QBE Insurance, the Western Australian government is no longer in the 
general insurance business. SGIO Insurance was privatised by the Liberal–National government in the 1990s. 
As the Treasurer has just said, we are not in any way considering selling the Insurance Commission of 
Western Australia. It is not unusual for people to raise that issue. I get asked almost every other day about the 
sale of the TAB and I have been asked about ICWA and about Lotterywest—that is not unusual. The Treasurer 
gave a direct answer: no, we are not considering that. There is no conflict there at all. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: With respect to Telstra, the opposition said that it was the responsibility of the Minister for 
Finance, and the now Treasurer was the Minister for Finance. But no, it is not; it is handled through the 
commerce portfolio, not finance. The agreements that the state reached with Telstra for the deployment of, 
I think 113 so far, mobile telephone towers around Western Australia was a responsibility of the Minister for 
Regional Development and the Minister for Commerce, not the Minister for Finance. The opposition got that 
wrong. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, I call you to order for the first time! If you want to speak, put your 
name down; there is still time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not believe that there has been a conflict of interest. However, as I said, in a small 
state and a small community as Western Australia is, the best advice for a minister is to not hold shares. 
The Treasurer has indicated he will sell those shares. Members opposite have not established a conflict, actual or 
perceived, and the selling of the shares will prevent that line. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition makes lots of accusations. The Leader of the Opposition 
should make the accusation of improper conduct if he can. He cannot and therefore he will not. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.48 pm]: First, I want to correct the Premier because I know that he 
will get up at the end of this debate and correct the record himself. He said that it was the Minister for 
Commerce’s responsibility in respect of the $45 million given to Telstra by the Treasurer, but here is the media 
release that I am holding up to show the Treasurer’s photograph on the media release. It is not a media release 
from the Minister for Commerce. When the government of Western Australia gave $45 million to Telstra, it was 
given to Telstra by the Treasurer. He did it. Do members know how I know that he did it? He told me that he did 
it. I accept that the Premier was mistaken and I am sure that he will correct the record. I want to read from 
Hansard of 13 October 2005. I quote — 

My duty was to inform the Premier that I faced a possible or perceived conflict of interest, given that 
Alinta might be a bidder for the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline. 

That quote is from Hon Bob Kucera. He went on — 

I have always been a man of honour, and I have always lived by the principles of honesty and integrity. 
As such, my personal integrity will not allow me to do anything other than admit that I was at fault. 
Integrity has always been the hallmark of my career. It also underpins my belief in the Westminster 
system and the values under which this government operates. As a result, I believe the only option 
available to me was to ask the Premier to accept my resignation as a minister of the Crown in 
Western Australia. 
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That is what the Labor standard is on perceived conflicts of interest. It is not an actual conflict of interest; it is 
a perceived conflict of interest. Here we have the Treasurer giving $45 million to a company he part owns, and 
somehow that is not a conflict of interest. I remind the Premier that it is his minister’s media release announcing 
that he had given $45 million to a company that he part owned. All that Bob Kucera did was own shares in 
a company that might bid—might bid—in the future for an asset that the government did not own, and he was 
prepared to resign because the matter had been dealt with in cabinet. That is the difference between this side of 
the chamber and that side of the chamber. Let us not forget that the Treasurer’s defence about ABM Resources is 
simply not true. We know that his QBE defence is not true. We know that his Telstra defence is not true. 
However, ABM Resources sold an operation in Western Australia in the last quarter of 2014 while he was 
Treasurer. The Premier says that he has nothing to do with royalty rates, except that of course the Department of 
Mines and Petroleum, the Department of State Development and the Department of Treasury are currently 
reviewing royalty rates. That is how little the Treasurer has to do with royalty rates. His department is currently 
up to its neck in the royalty review. The Treasurer explained in estimates last year that it was his department that 
wrote the $180 million figure into the budget papers. There is a real question here. What do the Liberal Party’s 
standards look like? What are the standards if the Treasurer can give $45 million to a company that he part owns 
and that is not considered a conflict of interest; if the Treasurer can have shares in a company that is operating in 
Western Australia, ABM Resources, and that is not a conflict of interest, even though he is reviewing the royalty 
rates for that business; and if the Treasurer can own QBE Insurance shares, when he has a contractual 
arrangement with that company, which the minister said yesterday did not exist? 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.51 pm]: Premier, what was Bob Kucera when he retired? What 
ministerial portfolio did he hold when he retired? He was the Minister for Sport and Recreation. The Premier 
said in his defence that because the ministers were not dealing directly with the issue, there is no conflict. But the 
Premier demanded the resignation of Bob Kucera because he sat in cabinet. That is the fundamental issue. 
Not only does the member for Riverton have responsibility as a minister for the areas in which he has a conflict, 
but also he sits in cabinet. The Ministerial Code of Conduct deals with two issues. One of those is not the age at 
which the Treasurer went into politics. The first is that ministers must disclose and the second is that ministers 
must divest. That was the issue that brought the Minister for Transport unstuck in his shareholdings previously, 
and that is the issue that the Treasurer is being protected over. 

I want to make a couple of points about QBE Insurance. The Treasurer said, “I own shares in QBE”—I wrote it 
down because I was surprised—and he then said, “and the state now wears the indemnity previously held by 
QBE.” That is odd in itself, because it contradicts what is in the Government Mid-year Financial Projections 
Statement. The Economic Regulation Authority made the point that the terms contained in QBE’s heads of 
agreement oblige the government to accept QBE’s cumulative liabilities, which are between $10 million and 
$90 million. That heads of agreement expired and has been rolled over and rolled over, and, according to the 
midyear review, it has now been rolled over until October 2016. The Treasurer said, “No; we have relieved QBE 
of those liabilities, so there is no conflict.” Let us reflect on that. This is the Treasurer who said, “I own QBE 
shares because they give me a good dividend flow.” That is what he said. Yet the state, through negotiations 
presided over by the Treasurer, has now relieved QBE of cumulative liabilities of between $10 million and 
$90 million. Too right that is good for the dividend flow! This is not a Ponzi scheme, Treasurer. This is the 
finances of the state of Western Australia, and the Treasurer has a clear conflict—not just a perceived conflict, 
but a clear conflict. The former Minister for Tourism, to her credit, when she became the Minister for Tourism, 
sold her shares in Qantas. She said at the time—I have the Hansard—that she had $2 000 of shares in Qantas, 
and she sold those shares “to remove the perception of a conflict of interest”. The former Minister for Tourism 
understands the standards around conflicts. The Liberal Party has always had a blind spot when it comes to 
conflicts of interest. The Treasurer has just relieved his chief dividend payer of a $90 million liability, and he 
says that there is no conflict. For heaven’s sake! This is not a Ponzi scheme, Treasurer. The Treasurer should 
focus on the role that he plays, because these are the standards that he sets, these are standards upon which the 
Premier holds us to account, and these are the standards upon which we will continue to pursue the Treasurer. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Mr Mark McGowan; Ms Rita Saffioti; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Ben Wyatt 

Ayes (19) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mr C.J. Tallentire  

Noes (35) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms W.M. Duncan Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Ms E. Evangel Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr R.S. Love Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.P. Jacob Mr N.W. Morton  

            
Pairs 

 Ms M.M. Quirk Mr V.A. Catania 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr J.E. McGrath 
Question thus negatived. 
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