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PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 

Second Report — “Misleading the House: Statements Made by the Member for Darling Range” — Tabling 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Members, it is with a heavy sense of responsibility that I speak to you today 
in my capacity as the Chair of the Procedure and Privileges Committee. The report that I will table at the conclusion 
of my speech is a response from the Procedure and Privileges Committee to a referral from this house. The referral 
dated 30 November 2017 directed the PPC to inquire into and report back to the Legislative Assembly whether 
any statements made to this house by the member for Darling Range had breached parliamentary privilege. 

I believe that this has been one of the most difficult inquiries undertaken by the Legislative Assembly’s Procedure 
and Privileges Committee. Although the Procedure and Privileges Committee in previous Parliaments has 
examined the actions of members on various occasions, none of these inquiries has involved consideration of 
matters with such seriousness as to warrant the findings and recommendations detailed in today’s report. 

Before I speak to the report, I would like to express my deep appreciation to my fellow committee members—the 
member for Maylands, the member for Geraldton, the member for Pilbara and the member for Roe—for the 
conscientious, respectful and bipartisan manner with which they have approached this inquiry. They have worked 
together in a manner befitting the significance and seriousness of the matter under investigation. On behalf of the 
committee, I would also like to thank the many individuals and organisations in Australia and the United Kingdom 
that have taken the time to provide comprehensive responses to the committee’s request for information. Finally, 
I would like to thank the secretariat of the committee—principal research officer, Dr Isla Macphail, and advisers 
Ms Kirsten Robinson, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, and Mr Scott Nalder, Deputy Clerk of the 
Legislative Assembly—for their professional support, assistance and advice. In particular, I would like to 
acknowledge the first-rate intellect and work ethic demonstrated by Dr Macphail. 

The PPC’s task with this inquiry was, essentially, to establish whether the member for Darling Range had 
deliberately misled the Legislative Assembly and thereby committed a contempt of Parliament. With respect to 
the inquiry’s terms of reference, the PPC determined that the member for Darling Range’s statements to the house 
properly included not only statements in the house, such as the member’s inaugural speech on 17 May 2017 and 
his personal explanation on 30 November 2017, but also statements the member made on the Parliament’s official 
biographical information form, which the member provided to the Legislative Assembly following the election. 

The committee is of the view that there are five principal statements, or representations, made by the member to 
the house that are in contention. 

(1) That the member holds a Bachelor of Arts degree with honours in physical education, applied social 
sciences, awarded by the University of Leeds. 

(2) That the member holds a certificate of higher education in policing, awarded by the University of Portsmouth. 

(3) That the member holds a diploma of local government awarded by the Western Australian Local 
Government Association. This statement was later retracted and amended to state that the member had 
completed nine out of the 10 modules for the diploma of local government. 

(4) That in late 1998 the member served in the Balkans. 

(5) That when he was wearing the replica Australian Police Overseas Service Medal, the member was under 
the genuine but mistaken belief that it was the correct medal, which he was entitled to wear. 

In addition to the statements made to the house by the member up to and including the referral date of 
30 November 2017, the committee has taken into consideration statements that the member has subsequently made 
to the committee during this inquiry. Finally, the PPC is of the view that the statements made by the member to 
the house and to the committee do not exist in a vacuum. The committee has informed itself of statements that the 
member has made outside the house to enable it to test the veracity of the statements he has made to the house and 
to the PPC. 

The conduct of the inquiry has been extremely challenging and difficult for everyone concerned. The member for 
Darling Range revealed in his personal explanation that he was undergoing medical care for post-traumatic stress 
disorder. At all stages of this inquiry, the committee has been mindful of the member’s state of mental health. At 
the commencement of the inquiry, the committee agreed to the request, on medical advice, for a one-month 
postponement of the member’s hearing with the committee. The committee also granted permission for the 
member to be represented by two legal counsel at his hearing—Mr Mark Trowell, QC, and Mr Roman Kan. The 
member was provided with the committee’s draft findings on 12 April 2018 and he and his legal counsel were 
given a fortnight to respond to them. On 2 May 2018, the member was provided with the committee’s 
recommended penalties for this inquiry and the member was offered the opportunity to address the committee, 
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either orally or by submission, regarding the proposed penalties. Throughout the inquiry, the member and his 
family have been offered the support of counselling services. 

Procedurally, this has also been an extremely challenging inquiry. Under the Western Australian Parliamentary 
Privileges Act 1891 and the standing orders of this house, the PPC, as is the case with all Western Australian 
parliamentary committees, has the power to order the attendance of persons and compel the production of papers 
and records. This coercive power, however, does not extend beyond the state boundaries of Western Australia. 
Accordingly, obtaining information from the United Kingdom and the United Nations has been a complicated and 
protracted process, which, on occasion, by necessity, has been mediated through third parties working on the PPC’s 
behalf. A compounding difficulty has been the lapse of time. A number of the matters the committee needed to 
establish occurred more than two decades ago and, in some cases, records have been archived or weeded out and 
individuals have become difficult to locate. In addition, privacy and data protection legislation has added 
time-consuming layers of complexity to the process of obtaining or verifying information. 

Finally, given the seriousness of the inquiry to the member for Darling Range and to the Legislative Assembly, 
the PPC considered that it had a responsibility to seek evidence of a high probative value to establish that the 
member had deliberately misled the house. The committee instituted meticulous inquiries into the claims made by 
the member and rigorously tested, and consistently sought to supplement, the evidence that it received. This 
painstaking approach necessarily prolonged the duration of the inquiry. 

Chapter 2 of the report provides a summary and review of the evidence that the PPC gathered regarding the five 
statements in contention. In summary, with each of the five statements in contention, the committee found that 
there was overwhelming and compelling evidence to refute the member’s claims and, conversely, that there was 
no credible evidence to support the member’s claims. The committee has accordingly found that the member for 
Darling Range deliberately misled the Legislative Assembly with respect to each of the five contested statements 
he made to the house up to and including the date of the referral to this committee, and that he has thereby 
committed a sustained and gross contempt of Parliament. The committee further finds that the member formally 
endorsed and expanded upon each of the five statements in contention in the written submissions and oral 
testimony he provided to a parliamentary inquiry that was established with one purpose—to establish the veracity 
or otherwise of his original statements. Additionally, the member submitted to the committee a document that, 
given that the committee has established beyond reasonable doubt that the member has not been awarded 
a Bachelor of Arts degree with honours, can only and must necessarily be described as a forgery. Accordingly, the 
committee finds that the member for Darling Range in providing deliberately misleading testimony and 
submissions, including the provision of a forged document, to the committee has committed a gross and aggravated 
contempt of Parliament. 

In the context of lying to a parliamentary committee, the committee brings to the house’s attention section 57 of 
the Western Australian Criminal Code titled “False evidence before Parliament”. It states — 

Any person who in the course of an examination before either House of Parliament, or before a committee 
of either House, or before a joint committee of both Houses, knowingly gives a false answer to any lawful 
and relevant question put to him in the course of the examination, is guilty of a crime, and is liable to 
imprisonment for 7 years. 

It should be further noted that under section 32 of the Western Australian Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899, 
if a member of Parliament is convicted of a crime that carries with it a maximum sentence of more than five years, 
that member is automatically disqualified from Parliament. 

The committee also considers that it has a duty to advise the house that in the course of its inquiry, it found that 
the member, over an extended period, has made untruthful claims regarding his educational qualifications and 
work history and has provided a forged academic qualification to other organisations. The committee observes 
that résumé fraud is not only dishonest and dishonourable conduct, but also in many cases illegal.  

In its report, the committee has provided, for the house’s guidance, its considered views regarding the range of 
responses available to the Legislative Assembly to deal with the member for Darling Range’s contempt, and the 
response the committee considers to be the most appropriate. 

The committee respectfully observes that the determination of any response is the responsibility of the house in its 
corporate capacity and that the committee’s findings and recommendations do not bind the house in any respect. 

I will now read the committee’s recommendations. The Procedure and Privileges Committee recommends — 

Recommendation 1 

The Legislative Assembly finds the Member for Darling Range guilty of the following contempts of the 
Legislative Assembly — 
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(a) he deliberately misled the House when he represented on his Biographical Information that: 

(i) he had attended ‘Leeds University 1990–93’ and had achieved a ‘BA (Hons) Physical 
Education & Applied Social Science’; 

(ii) he had attended ‘Portsmouth University 1993–94’ and had achieved a ‘Post Grad—
Police Studies’; and 

(iii) he had achieved a ‘Diploma Local Government’; 

(b) he deliberately misled the House in his Inaugural Speech when he said: 

(i) ‘The police force supported me twice through university’; and 

(ii) ‘In late 1998, following a period investigating atrocities that humans do to each other 
in the Balkans’; and 

(c) he deliberately misled the House in his Personal Explanation when he said: 

(i) ‘in the early 2000s, I ordered a commemorative international police service medal from 
a recognised military supplier in Western Australia. What I received instead was an 
Australian Police Overseas Service Medal, which I mistakenly believed I was entitled 
to wear but which I now recognise I was not eligible to wear. When I was first asked 
about the medal by the media and the Premier, I was under the genuine but mistaken 
belief that it was the correct medal’; and 

(ii) ‘I completed nine out of the 10 modules’. 

Recommendation 2 

The Legislative Assembly finds that the Member for Darling Range, in committing the contempts above, 
has committed a sustained and gross contempt of Parliament, and has abused the privilege of freedom of 
speech. 

Recommendation 3 

The Legislative Assembly finds the Member for Darling Range, in both his written submissions to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee and in his testimony before the Committee, deliberately sought to 
mislead the Committee by asserting that: 

(a) he had a degree from the University of Leeds; 

(b) he had a Certificate of Higher Education in Policing from the University of Portsmouth; 

(c) he had completed nine out of the 10 modules of a Diploma of Local Government; 

(d) he was, in the second half of 1998, seconded from West Midlands Police and served 
with the United Nations mission in Bosnia, where he provided security for a team 
investigating war crimes; 

(e) he was posted a medal from UK authorities; 

(f) he subsequently lost such a medal; 

(g) he was entitled to wear such a medal; and 

(h) he was under a genuine but mistaken belief that he was entitled to wear a replica police 
overseas service medal. 

Recommendation 4 

The Legislative Assembly finds the Member for Darling Range deliberately sought to deceive the 
Committee by providing to it a forgery of a degree from the University of Leeds. 

Recommendation 5 

The Legislative Assembly finds that the Member for Darling Range, in providing deliberately misleading 
testimony and submissions, including the provision of a forged document, to an Inquiry specifically 
constituted to establish the veracity or otherwise of his statements, has committed a gross and aggravated 
contempt of Parliament, and has abused the privilege of freedom of speech. 

Recommendation 6 
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The Legislative Assembly finds that the Member for Darling Range has deliberately misrepresented his 
educational qualifications and work history over an extended period. 

Recommendation 7 

The Legislative Assembly expels the Member for Darling Range as a member of the Legislative Assembly, 
and declares the seat of Darling Range vacant by reason of such expulsion. 

Recommendation 8 

The Legislative Assembly resolves to revoke any and all privileges the Member for Darling Range would 
otherwise have as a former member of the Parliament. 

The PPC does not make these recommendations lightly, aware that if the house supports these recommendations, 
it will be the first time that a member has been expelled from the Parliament of Western Australia. The expulsion 
of a member is a serious action and one that must never be taken without the strongest justification. The committee 
considers there is such justification in this case. 

The committee is of the view that the member for Darling Range has demonstrated a pattern of serial dishonesty 
and deception for at least two decades and a steadfast refusal to acknowledge or express contrition for this 
deception. This is not a case of a single error of judgement or a single lapse of rectitude that a member has 
subsequently acknowledged and attempted to expiate. 

The committee does not consider that the member for Darling Range is the person he represented himself to be to 
the electors of Darling Range and that he has thereby breached the trust of his constituents. 

The committee does not consider that the member is the person he has represented himself to be to the 
Legislative Assembly and that he has thereby breached the trust of his parliamentary colleagues. 

The committee deprecates the member’s conduct in deliberately misleading the house and its committee, and 
deprecates the fact that this deception has been part of a longstanding pattern of behaviour. 

The committee considers that the member through his actions has struck at the privileges that for centuries have 
enabled Parliaments to fulfil their duties in the public interest. 

The committee considers that the member’s discreditable and dishonourable behaviour risks bringing the 
Legislative Assembly into disrepute and, as a consequence, undermines its ability to discharge its important roles. 

The committee does not believe that the continuing presence of this member in the Parliament is either appropriate 
or tenable, but recognises that the electorate is always the final arbiter of a member’s fitness to serve. The expulsion 
of a member from the Legislative Assembly does not preclude the expelled member from recontesting his or her 
former seat at the resultant by-election. The committee is of the view that the house should give the electors of 
Darling Range the opportunity to settle the matter. 

I commend the report to the house. 

Members, I have directed the Legislative Assembly staff to distribute copies of the report to you in the Chamber. 

[See paper 1308.] 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [3.17 pm]: Members, it is with great sadness, and recognising 
the weight of responsibility that I have as Deputy Chair of the Procedure and Privileges Committee, that I speak 
to the committee’s report today. This is not an experience that I, or, indeed, the other members of our committee, 
welcome. 

I speak on this report to provide this house with a sense of the degree of confidence the committee has in the 
evidence that we have sought and received, and to guide the house through the committee’s reasoning in reaching 
the very grave recommendation for expulsion—a recommendation which is unprecedented in this Parliament and 
a recommendation which at the beginning of this inquiry I personally thought I could never support. 

This inquiry has extended for more than five months and has incurred significant costs to this Parliament. The 
duration of this inquiry reflects the vigour with which we have pursued each claim made by the member for Darling 
Range. These exhaustive inquiries have been necessitated after the member failed—despite the many opportunities 
that we provided—to produce evidence to substantiate his claims. In this extremely serious matter, this failure has 
required that the PPC itself test and retest and test again every piece of evidence gathered relevant to the member’s 
claims. Members, we sought the truth. 

Our task was to determine whether the member deliberately misled the house, thereby committing a contempt of 
Parliament. Due to the serious nature of this inquiry, we did not settle for establishing this matter based on the 
balance of probabilities, which is the legal standard of proof that applies in civil matters in law courts. The PPC 
determined at the outset that given the seriousness of this matter to members and the house, we would place the 
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obligation on our work to establish matters to the highest level of persuasion available to this Parliament. No fact, 
evidence or claim went unquestioned. At every level, the committee used detailed forensic procedures to test every 
piece of information that was revealed in this inquiry. Members, this has been an arduous, exhausting and complex 
investigation that has tested PPC staff and members in different ways as we searched for the truth on each of the 
five defined statements of contention. 

The result of this process is that the Procedure and Privileges Committee has concluded that not only on one claim, 
or on two claims, or three claims, or four claims, but on all five discrete claims there is overwhelming and 
compelling evidence that refutes the member’s stated claims and there is no credible evidence to support the 
statements. The Speaker outlined the five areas that were under investigation and indeed members can read them 
in the committee’s report in which the details of evidence are clear. 

In the brief time I have, I want to run through one of the claims and the evidence collected. In his written 
submission to the committee and at his hearing, the member for Darling Range provided a photocopy of his 
Bachelor of Arts Honours degree from the University of Leeds. On 18 January 2018, Mr Jim Irving, 
Academic Registrar, York St John University, advised the committee — 

In addition to our investigation of the — 

University of Leeds — 

archived student records, we have reviewed the University’s paper archives, our digital historical 
archives, locally held information within the University’s academic shcools [sic], and our heritage 
materials (including Graduation brochures, White Rose magazines, and the Ripon and York St John 
College rugby team photographs). We have received award listings published in the Yorkshire Evening 
Press via the publically accessible local newspaper archive. No record relating to Mr Urban was identified 
as a result of these investigations. 

I am therefore not able to confirm that Mr Barry Urban was awarded a BA (Hons) in Physical Education 
Applied Social Sciences in July 1994 from the College of Ripon and York St John. 

On 14 February 2018, Mr Roger Gair, University Secretary, University of Leeds, advised the Committee — 

Mr Urban’s name does not appear on the pass lists for July 1994. For completeness, I would add that his 
name does not appear on the list of debtors who were excluded from the pass list pending payment of 
outstanding debts. 

… 

I am satisfied beyond reasonable doubt that Mr Urban was not awarded a degree by the University of 
Leeds in July 1994.  

In addition to seeking the above advice from the universities, the committee instituted parallel inquiries with 
Hertfordshire Constabulary. On 7 December 2017, Acting Detective Inspector David Ireland provided the 
following advice — 

I have recovered our Hertfordshire Constabulary HR record of service for Barry URBAN … There are 
no qualifications listed, no commendations / awards / medals. It does show that he failed the PC to 
Sergeant promotion exam twice (1993 and 1996) … 

He does have a tactical Firearms course on his training record but there are no specific details to show if 
he was a fully qualified Firearms Officer as a result of that course. 

Mr Urban was unable to identify his original degree for the committee. His testimony to the committee was that it 
had been hanging on a wall of his mother’s house in England and she had destroyed the degree. The committee 
finds the unequivocal evidence from those two universities essentially speaks for itself and ruled out any doubt in 
our minds that a degree was not awarded. The committee also shares the view that it defies probability that two 
universities could lose all records of the same student, which in the case of the University of York St John means 
that the university has lost not only the electronic record of Mr Urban’s index card, but has also lost enrolment and 
transcript lists. 

The committee finds that the advice from Hertfordshire Constabulary is conclusive. Mr Urban’s training record 
for his time with Hertfordshire Constabulary includes that he has completed a tactical firearms course but there 
are no qualifications listed on that record of his service. It is also highly significant that Inspector Hart did not 
mention when he completed his staff appraisal that Mr Urban was studying full-time at university in 1992. The 
committee is also of the view that it is highly unlikely that Mr Urban could not remember the name of a single unit 
he studied during his degree, and the supervising sergeant at the time and his then wife adamantly refute the notion 
that Mr Urban was undertaking university study during the period 1990 to 1993. We have no doubt that Mr Urban 
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did not complete that qualification. It may be possible that one organisation could misplace a person’s records, but 
as we discovered from our further investigation it is a bridge too far to expect us to believe that the University of 
York St John, the University of Leeds, the University of Portsmouth, the United Nations Police Division, the 
Hertfordshire Constabulary, the West Midlands Police and the Western Australian Local Government Association 
all did that. 

This committee’s role is to protect and secure the privilege of Parliament, particularly with reference to the liberties 
provided to members to speak freely, frankly and fearlessly as long as we speak truthfully. This is integral to our 
democracy and this immunity must be absolute, but with rights come responsibilities. With this absolute right 
comes the greatest possible level of responsibility. The member’s evidence to this committee was characterised by 
absence of original documentation; inability to secure verified replacement documents; inability to provide basic 
corroborating details; an absence of acquaintances, family members or colleagues who could confirm events or 
the contention that he had fallen out with friends, family and colleagues at each of the relevant times; by his 
constantly changing accounts of the information he provided as evidence to this committee and the sheer weight 
of the evidence and sheer implausibility of so many of his claims. I now understand that the member for Darling 
Range is not the person that he represented himself to be to me and to this Assembly; therefore, I feel that he has 
breached the trust of his constituents and his colleagues. The committee is aware that the member has already 
experienced significant public punishment for his conduct and we are very aware that we are recommending the 
most severe option available to this house in order to regulate our own constitution. I am personally confident, 
however, that this recommendation protects the Parliament and prevents a dangerous precedent from being set if 
we were to accept this behaviour, which is most extreme in its contempt. 

In closing, members, I have some words I would like to direct to the member for Darling Range. I quote 
J.B. Chifley — 

… honorable members should not forget that in the life of a democracy it is important that the public 
should respect, not necessarily for a party, but for the Parliament. Everything that we do to destroy that 
respect deals a death-blow at democracy itself. 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [3.27 pm]: Firstly, it is a privilege to be a member of the Western Australian Parliament 
and it is a role that I take very seriously, as I am sure other members in this place do. In this context, I and the 
other members of the Procedure and Privileges Committee make this report. This is a landmark report in the history 
of the Western Australian Parliament and we have looked long and hard at the implications for both the member 
for Darling Range and for the Parliament in general. We have also investigated a wealth of evidence and, in some 
cases, a lack of evidence. This report and its recommendations are about the integrity of Parliament and also the 
integrity of each of us as members. It is also about the right of the constituents of Darling Range to have been able 
to make an informed decision at the polling booth in March 2017. 

I would like to commend our principal research officer, Dr Isla Macphail, and fellow advisers 
Ms Kirsten Robinson and Mr Scott Nalder for the tremendous amount of effort that they went to in supporting 
the committee and for the research they completed. Many a time, Isla was at Parliament House at 1.00 am, 
2.00 am or 3.00 am to secure contact with universities and the like in the United Kingdom. I would also like to 
compliment the other members of the committee who I think handled themselves and the deliberations in an 
even-handed and bipartisan way. 

I recall several years ago when I spoke to the former Democrats senator and Rhodes Scholar Andrew Murray about 
my aspirations to become involved in state politics. Andrew’s first words to me were, “Peter, if you have anything 
in your past history that is not quite right, then don’t consider going into politics.” These words have been ringing 
true to me over the last few months as I have been working with our Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

I will not go over the details of the report, which all members have, other than to say that the committee was tasked 
with investigating whether there was a breach of privilege in relation to any statements made to the house by the 
member for Darling Range. We needed to look at whether the house had been deliberately misled and whether the 
member had breached the trust of both his constituents and fellow parliamentary members. Unfortunately, we 
found both to be true on the weight of evidence we reviewed. We considered all the evidence very carefully and 
also took many steps to check its veracity. It is always difficult to pass judgement on our peers, but I believe this 
is an important part of our democratic Westminster parliamentary system, and one that we must treat very seriously 
as committee members. I am sure all members in this chamber would agree with that, and this very much relates 
to the integrity of our Parliament that I mentioned earlier. The integrity of all members is brought into question 
when an issue like this arises. I believe we must set the example for the people of Western Australia. Parliament 
and its members are expected to lead from the front, and we need to ask ourselves what is acceptable to the average 
person, or whether it will pass the pub test. I believe that the house and constituents of Darling Range were misled 
on several counts, and I do not think it would be acceptable for someone to falsify a curriculum vitae or 
misrepresent their past history in any other workplace. If someone did, I believe it would lead to instant dismissal 
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in the majority of cases. For that reason, it is most certainly unacceptable in the Legislative Assembly, and 
unacceptable to the voters and community of Western Australia. 

The privilege of representing 25 000 constituents comes with an assumption that the candidate has given a true 
representation of themselves and given the electors correct information on his or her background that they can 
rely on when choosing who to vote for. Electors are owed that right. As a farmer and member of a regional 
community that operates on trust and truthfulness, I believe it is absolutely essential that the constituency of 
Darling Range—and by extension the voters of Western Australia—is treated with the respect it deserves. If we 
do not take action, we are saying that it is okay to lie or be deceitful. Politicians have to do better than that, and 
it is expected by the community in general. If the member for Darling Range believes that he has been hard 
done by, should our recommendation be accepted, he is free to contest the by-election and the voters of his 
electorate will have their say. 

We need to maintain a standard of conduct in Parliament that is above reproach, and we need to send a message 
that we are leading by example. In the foreword of the report, the chair states that the committee did not make 
these recommendations lightly. It has been very difficult to make these recommendations, and they are a first in 
Western Australian parliamentary history. We are setting a precedent that will be referred to in years to come; 
however, I believe it is well justified. I urge all fellow members of the Legislative Assembly to read the report 
closely and support the committee recommendations. 

MR K.J.J. MICHEL (Pilbara) [3.32 pm]: I rise to speak in support of the findings and recommendations of the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee report. I thank all members of the parliamentary privileges committee, and 
the support staff—Dr Isla Macphail, Kirsten Robinson and Scott Nalder. My speech will be short, but I hope my 
message is clear. 

I ask all members to consider the report carefully and to look at the evidence the committee was able to gather 
about the member for Darling Range, particularly his claims of having a university degree from the University 
of Leeds and having served in Bosnia. I am sure that after members read the report, they too will be left in no 
doubt that the member for Darling Range seriously misled this house, the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
and the electors of Darling Range. As a new member, the inquiry was very difficult and challenging for me, as 
was the penalty recommended by the Procedure and Privileges Committee to expel the member. It has never 
been imposed upon a member of the Western Australian Parliament in its 128-year history. I am certain in my 
own mind that the committee’s recommendation of expulsion is the only proper way that this house can respond 
to the grave contempts of Parliament that the member committed. Members of Parliament pass laws regulating 
the honesty and ethical conduct of others. We should therefore be prepared to be held accountable for our own 
behaviour in this house. 

What particularly struck me about this case is that the member did not apologise or admit any wrongdoing 
during his apology and personal explanation. He did not admit to lying about his Leeds degree or serving in 
Bosnia. He certainly did not apologise to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. I do not think we can allow 
someone to stay in Parliament who seriously misled the house, grossly misled the privileges committee, and, 
worst of all, misled the electors of Darling Range. How can we pass laws telling other people what to do, yet 
allow a person who misled Parliament, the Procedure and Privileges Committee and the people of his electorate 
to sit among us? 

I conclude with my views on the significance of what we are doing here today. Some people may argue that there 
is a precedent for expulsion or that expelling the member will set a dangerous precedent. As a new member of 
Parliament, I have had to consult my conscience, and in doing so I firmly believe the recommendation to expel the 
member is justified on the evidence and is a measure I think the community expects us to make. In conclusion, 
I think the most dangerous precedent to set today would be that this house did not defend appropriate standards of 
conduct. A bedrock principle of appropriate behaviour is that people deal with each other with honesty and 
integrity. I commend the report to the house. 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [3.36 pm]: Although unaware of it when entering this place, many members of 
Parliament find that some of the more significant work they will do during their time will be as a member of 
a parliamentary committee. Of course, it should be remembered that the committees belong to Parliament, not to 
the government of the day. In many ways I think committees are more like the original Parliament, not the 
Parliament we have today, dominated as it is by the executive and bureaucracy. 

I lost as much sleep over this report as I did over the decision to hand down the freight railway lease amendments 
when I was the Chair of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee. I will refer to a couple of pieces of 
work on the subject of this procedure—Parliaments deciding for themselves on the subject of matters of 
privilege—from the Clerks-at-the-Table conference held in Perth earlier this year. One piece is by Wayne Martin, 
AC, and the other by Neil Laurie, Clerk of the Queensland Parliament. They are both worth reading. 
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Wayne Martin, AC, makes the point that the committee acts as investigator, prosecutor and judge, and points out 
a number of differences between this process and the courts. I think in many ways he puts a strong case for change. 
Neil Laurie wonders whether if the process was handed over to the courts, that would lead the courts to look further 
into the procedures of Parliament and erode the framework of our government. Those who doubt this may ponder 
the actions in recent times of those who have become known as activist judges. It is also quite likely that by the 
time the courts deal with an issue like this, the next election would have been held anyway, making the decision 
mostly irrelevant. 

The powers held by the committee come from a time in England when judges were appointed by a king who was 
seen to have divine right. Parliaments, therefore, did not judge their own, rather relying on judges whom they saw 
as agents of the king. Wars were fought and many people died over these two principles—the divine right of kings 
versus the rights of those elected by the people to represent them. In being prepared to accept the report, as someone 
who is a lover of reading history and respects our system of government, I have to state that on balance I come 
down on the side of Parliament having and retaining the right to judge its own. 

Several years ago I spent an afternoon at Westminster in the company of a member of Parliament who represented 
the area in Wales that my family left in the 1850s. I felt distinctly uncomfortable when in the area where 
Charles I was beheaded; however, if I had to choose today, I would be a supporter of the parliamentarians. 

After a lot of thought and discussions with the committee staff, I have come to believe that the member’s actions 
in misleading the house on a number of occasions are unacceptable. I would like to emphasise as a simple fact that 
sits around the claims made by the member—service in Bosnia, the Western Australian Local Government 
Association qualification, the degree, the certificate and the medals—the committee staff basically set out to prove 
that his claims were correct and felt that their job was to provide evidence to prove this. It was probably the strong 
hope of the members of the committee that we would find the required evidence to verify the claims so that that 
would be the end of the matter. Unfortunately, it was not possible to do that. I thank the staff for their exhaustive 
work on the issue and I am satisfied that we have undertaken adequate work to come to the conclusions that we 
have come to. 

I remind the media that a chair of a committee is the only person who comments to the media and if the Speaker 
chooses not to, I ask them to respect this and leave the rest of the committee alone. I also remind members of the 
principle of effective repetition. My understanding is that if members agree to anything said inside this house when 
they are outside the house, they are not covered by parliamentary privilege and they might find themselves open 
to legal action. 

Bringing this report to Parliament brings me no pleasure. I ask members to think deeply about their decision. 
However, if the member has already resigned, it is a decision we will not have to make. Again, I acknowledge the 
hard work and professionalism of Dr Isla Macphail, Ms Kirsten Robinson and Mr Scott Nalder. 
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