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MEMBER FOR MINDARIE - CENSURE 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Today I received, within the prescribed time, a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition, addressed to the Speaker, in the following terms -  

Mr Speaker,  
Please be advised that today I seek to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion -  

That this house censures the member for Mindarie for threatening to use parliamentary 
privilege to reveal the identity of an undercover police officer.  

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I will allow the matter to proceed.  

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [3.30 pm]:  I move -  
That this house censures the member for Mindarie for threatening to use parliamentary privilege to 
reveal the identity of an undercover police officer.  

On 30 October 30 2007, during questioning before the Corruption and Crime Commission inquiry into the false 
imprisonment of Andrew Mallard, it was revealed that the member for Mindarie had made a series of telephone 
calls to a former undercover officer, code-named “Gary”.  In giving evidence to the CCC, Gary said that the 
member for Mindarie threatened to name him in Parliament unless Gary made a statement that “told the truth” 
about his role in Mallard’s conviction, to help Mr Mallard clear his name.  According to the CCC transcripts, the 
member for Mindarie admitted that in 2002 he threatened to expose the identity of the undercover officer unless 
he agreed to help clear Mr Mallard’s name.  The member for Mindarie threatened to reveal the officer’s real 
name, his place of work and contact details if he did not provide that statement.  In one phone message on 
20 June 2002, the member for Mindarie is heard saying -  

I now have enough evidence to name you in parliament, which will happen next week, unless you have 
a change of heart and wish to cooperate. 

The member also threatened to reveal the officer’s details in the press.  The member for Mindarie told the 
hearing that the reason for this was that he was desperate to free Mallard.  He testified that - 

the idea was that I’d make a speech in parliament to get this thing rocketing along 
. . .  
the Royal Commission didn’t do a proper investigation. 

The member for Mindarie also told the inquiry -  
I had determined that everything I knew was going to be in the public arena.  

Safety was very important to Gary, the undercover agent.  According to his evidence to the CCC, he had 
undertaken procedures to ensure that his identity as an undercover officer continued to be protected, for not only 
his own safety but also the wellbeing of his family.  He said that because of the undercover work he had 
undertaken over many years, he feared for his safety and that of his family if his identity became known.  The 
member for Mindarie’s threat to expose Gary’s identity in Parliament is not only irresponsible in compromising 
the safety of the officer and his family, but is also a complete abuse of parliamentary privilege.   

Two issues need to be dealt with: firstly, the member for Mindarie threatened the safety of a former undercover 
police officer; and secondly, he threatened to abuse parliamentary privilege in doing so.  We need to ask what 
action has been taken against the member in both those instances.  The Director of Public Prosecutions, Robert 
Cock, has decided not to pursue the member for Mindarie because, in his view, public opinion would have been 
against such a move, despite the DPP saying that the member’s conduct was probably illegal.  In giving evidence 
to the CCC, Mr Cock said that it was not in the public interest to lay criminal charges against the member for 
Mindarie, although it was his opinion that the member had acted illegally.  The DPP’s office decided that there 
was a prima facie case to charge the member for Mindarie with making a threat, but recommended that instead 
he should be disciplined by the Legal Practice Board.  Mr Cock said that the decision was influenced by the role 
of the member for Mindarie in securing Mr Mallard’s exoneration, and that prosecuting the member would have 
caused community outrage.   
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The identities of the former undercover agent and his family were at stake, and to abuse parliamentary privilege 
without consequence surely sets a precedent, and sends the wrong message to the public.  All members of this 
chamber must be accountable for their actions.  It has been reported in the media that the Premier believes that 
the member for Mindarie has done a tremendous job highlighting injustices in the Mallard case.  This may be so, 
but at what cost?  Was it responsible to threaten to use parliamentary privilege to reveal the identity of the 
former undercover police officer, and thereby risk the safety of the officer and his family, albeit to help free a 
man who was wrongfully jailed?  We acknowledge that Mr Mallard had been wrongfully jailed, but the fact 
remains that this member chose to threaten that officer.  Do members opposite support the use of parliamentary 
privilege to potentially blackmail an undercover police officer?  I hope not.  I believe that the member for 
Mindarie should be censured for his actions by Parliament.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.35 pm]:  I support this motion to censure the member for Mindarie.  The 
member for Mindarie, John Quigley, is currently under investigation over a number of matters by the Corruption 
and Crime Commission.  However, Parliament also has a role, whatever the findings of the CCC might be.  I will 
begin by pointing out that the member for Mindarie has form.  This is not the first incident, nor is it an isolated 
incident.  Complaints made in 2005 to the Legal Practitioners Complaints Committee proceeded to the State 
Administrative Tribunal and ended up before the Supreme Court.  The findings of the Supreme Court state - 

The Tribunal found that the . . . complaints against the practitioner were justified and found the 
practitioner guilty of unprofessional conduct as alleged . . . in that the practitioner had engaged in 
intimidatory and threatening behaviour towards the Committee, its members and the Complaints 
Officer.  

That is the first case.  We can also all remember the incident in Swanbourne, when the member for Mindarie was 
bailed up by several squad cars.  We do not know what that was all about, but it happened.  Now, to the 
knowledge of members of this house, there is a third instance of the member’s improper conduct.  This incident, 
as the Leader of the Opposition has just explained, relates to his efforts, along with a number of other people, to 
prove the innocence of one Andrew Mallard, who had served 12 years in prison for the murder of Pamela 
Lawrence.  Indeed, the efforts of the member for Mindarie and others were successful.  The High Court 
ultimately quashed the conviction of Mallard, and the Director of Public Prosecutions decided not to pursue a 
retrial. 

However, an undercover police officer, as has been referred to already, had had contact with Mallard prior to his 
conviction.  The member for Mindarie wanted that undercover officer to give evidence.  There is nothing wrong 
with that.  Indeed, up to that point the member’s actions may even be described as admirable.  However, he did 
three things wrong.  He threatened a Western Australian undercover police officer.  He said that he would 
disclose the identity of the officer, and that he would use his position as a member of Parliament to do so behind 
the veil of parliamentary privilege.   

Why does it matter?  For a start, the member for Mindarie, one John Quigley, is no ordinary citizen.  He is a very 
experienced defence lawyer.  He has had a career dealing with policing issues, and now he is a member of 
Parliament.  In no way can he claim ignorance on these issues, and nor can anyone who may try to defend him.  
He paid no attention to the safety of the former undercover officer.  Who knows what other activities that person 
may have been involved in over his career?  The member gave no thought to the safety of the former undercover 
officer or to any of the implications that might arise.  He issued a threat to the former officer.  We are meant to 
be supporting our police officers in the work they do, not using our positions to threaten them.  The member 
sought to issue that threat under the immunity of parliamentary privilege.  That in itself could well be a breach of 
privilege in this Parliament.  I will repeat the quote that Leader of the Opposition just used.  Remember, the CCC 
had telephone intercepts.  No-one is making this up; it is all recorded and reported in the transcripts.  The 
member for Mindarie said -  

I now have enough evidence to name you in parliament, which will happen next week, unless you have 
a change of heart and wish to cooperate.  

That is a telephone comment by the member for Mindarie to the undercover officer.  It is straight up and down - 
no equivocation. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  He’s smirking about it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  He is smirking.  It was a threat recorded by the Corruption and Crime Commission.  It is 
in the public arena. 

The response from the Director of Public Prosecutions, Robert Cock, was also incredible.  Clearly, as the 
Director of Public Prosecutions stated publicly, the member for Mindarie had acted illegally in making a threat 
to an undercover officer.  There was no equivocation; he had acted illegally.  He also said that there was a prima 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 13 November 2007] 

 p6961b-6972a 
Deputy Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Murray Cowper; Mr John Quigley; Mr Jim McGinty; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [3] 

facie case to charge him.  He went on to say that public opinion would be against the prosecution of the member 
for Mindarie and that it would not be in the interests of justice.  He even said that maybe the DPP would be 
criticised if it pursued the member for Mindarie.  A senior prosecutor with the DPP, James McTaggart, was 
quoted as saying he was concerned that the member for Mindarie would cause trouble.  I bet he would have 
caused trouble; he causes trouble everywhere he goes.   

What does this mean?  It means that if one is a celebrity - a high-profile lawyer and member of Parliament with a 
penchant for publicity - one is unlikely to face prosecution in Western Australia.  It also means that there appears 
to be one rule for those of influence and another rule for the rest of the community; one rule for Labor Party 
members of Parliament and another rule for everyone else.  That is what seems to be happening.  I am not a 
lawyer; I do not know whether the DPP should have laid charges against the member for Mindarie.  However, I 
know that the reasons given for not laying charges are absolutely inadequate.  To not lay charges because 
someone is a high-profile Labor Party member of Parliament or because it might prove embarrassing to the DPP 
is unacceptable.  That is why it falls to Parliament to take some action.  Members opposite should bear in mind 
that the opposition is not calling for the member for Mindarie to be suspended from Parliament or referred to a 
privileges committee; we are simply saying that he should be censured.  It could be a slap across the wrist if the 
government so wishes, but he should be censured in this Parliament for threatening a former police officer, 
particularly one working in an undercover environment, for making the threat without regard to the former 
officer’s safety, and for presuming or proposing to use parliamentary privilege to do so.  It is appalling behaviour 
by a member who has form.   

Members opposite have a choice.  This is a censure motion.  Members opposite can either vote for it or against 
it.  If they vote for it, they will be acting with integrity; they will be saying that that sort of behaviour is not 
acceptable.  It is not acceptable for members of Parliament to threaten police officers, whether they agree or 
disagree with the way in which they go about their job.  It is not acceptable to hide behind Parliament and say, 
“I’ll threaten you and name you, and I’ll do it where I’m safe and immune, under the protection of Parliament.”  
If the government supports this censure motion, it will be saying that that behaviour is unacceptable.  If the 
government votes against it, it will be saying that it is okay in Western Australia to threaten members of the 
police force, and to use parliamentary privilege to do so.  It will also be condoning the fact that - members can 
tell this to their constituents - if one is a Labor Party member of Parliament, the law is different compared with 
that applying to everyone else.  One can expect to be let off if one is a high-profile Labor Party member of 
Parliament.  That is how the justice system in Western Australia seems to me to be operating.  This is a slap 
across the wrist; that is all.  However, Parliament will fail if it fails to give the member for Mindarie a slap across 
the wrist that has been a long time coming and is well and truly deserved. 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray) [3.43 pm]:  It greatly concerns me that a member of Parliament would take the 
opportunity to use leverage in the manner that has been described to Parliament today in order to achieve an 
outcome.  I understand that certain things have been said that have been regarded as honourable in intent.  I think 
everyone would agree that the member for Mindarie should be applauded for the attempts he has made to reveal 
the injustice that obviously occurred to Mr Mallard.  However, to what lengths should one go to get that 
information?  To what lengths would one expect a police officer to go to get a conviction?  In essence, I suspect 
that the member for Mindarie has perhaps crossed the line.  The question is whether he would have made the 
same judgement about the use of parliamentary privilege had he not been a member of Parliament.  I have said in 
this place before that I have seen the member for Mindarie at work in the courtroom, and he is a very skilled 
orator and someone for whom I had a great deal of time; I respected him in his capacity as a lawyer in his field.  
However, I suspect he may have become a little clouded about where the boundaries are set.  There in essence is 
the problem that police officers face on an almost daily basis.   

Under any circumstances, what is asked of undercover police officers is extraordinary.  The pressures that are 
brought to bear on these people are incredible.  Members need to understand the circumstances that attend the 
work of undercover officers.  First of all, they have to divorce themselves from any interaction with their former 
colleagues, other than on an operational basis.  They virtually hibernate and get themselves into an underworld 
environment that exposes them to a number of risks.   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  Can I ask a question? 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  In a moment. 

They obviously have enormous stresses placed upon them if they are to infiltrate, for example, an outlaw 
motorcycle gang.  I recall a news story from the eastern states a number of years ago about the New South Wales 
police service - it was on Today Tonight or something similar.  A former undercover officer explained his 
concerns.  He was actually involved in infiltrating and befriending bikie gangs and a local Russian heroin 
importing syndicate in the early 1990s.  At one stage, in 1993, a contract was taken out on his life after he had 
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set up, busted and helped jail a number of these Russian syndicate people.  However, after years of involvement 
in undercover operations, he became damaged goods and had to leave the New South Wales police service.  This 
is one of the dangers that face any police officer who wishes to work as an undercover officer.  It is not 
something that I ever considered doing, but I understand the hazards that attend it.  It impacts upon the individual 
on an ongoing basis.  I take the opportunity to say that we still do not have workers’ compensation for this sort of 
work in Western Australia.   

The officer in this case involving the member for Mindarie has since left the police force and is out there on his 
own, having to make his way in the world without any support from the police service.  Regardless of whatever 
action the officer took or did not take, this situation should have followed a particular process, rather than an 
individual taking it upon himself to use his position to expedite the matter or to somehow, as he saw it, carry out 
the process of justice.  As I said, the member for Mindarie should be commended for his involvement in the 
Mallard case.  No-one likes to see someone being wrongly jailed for many years.  However, at what point does 
one use one’s position as a member of Parliament in this manner?  We hold a very privileged position in this 
place as members of Parliament.  It is noted that whilst, to the best of my knowledge, the threat was never 
carried out - I do not believe the member for Mindarie has actually stated who the person is -  

Mr J.R. Quigley:  I named him publicly outside the Parliament.  

Mr M.J. COWPER:  The member has named him?   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  Outside the Parliament; not in here.  Read the transcript of the evidence.  

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I have it here and I have been reading it, but I have not seen anything here that says that 
the member for Mindarie has named -  

Mr J.R. Quigley:  Read closer, member.  

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I will make a point of doing so.  Is the member telling me now that he has actually named 
this person outside?   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  Yes.  

Mr M.J. COWPER:  It is very disappointing that he named him outside.  By doing that he has placed undue 
stress on that person - not to be compared with what Mr Mallard experienced.  I am trying not to make a 
comparison between the two situations.  This person was simply doing his job.  

Mr J.R. Quigley:  You admit that the undercover officer is a criminal, though, don’t you?   

Mr M.J. COWPER:  I do not understand that to be the case at all, member. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  It is on his own evidence.  Have you read his evidence?   

Mr M.J. COWPER:  The point is, the member embarked on a noble cause when he became involved in the 
Mallard case.  As is stated here, he is using leverage to try to promote his own interest and appears to be seeking 
publicity. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr M.J. COWPER:  It amazes me that, although the member for Mindarie was a very good lawyer in his day, 
he is left well alone by the media in this state.  Whether that is a surprise to him, I am not sure.  However, it is 
noted that the member was involved with police and understood how the police culture worked and used it to his 
advantage.  The question is: would he have done that same thing had he not been a member of Parliament?  That 
is the question that remains unanswered for me.  

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [3.51 pm]:  At the outset, I would like to congratulate the Leader of the 
Opposition, the member for Murray and the member for Cottesloe for mentioning the name Mallard in this 
Assembly.  For five and a half years it was known that, as a result of a police conspiracy, an innocent, mentally 
infirm man was in prison for what became 12 and a half years.  Yet in the past five and a half years, and more 
particularly in the past 18 months since the High Court decision to quash his conviction, not one member of the 
opposition has got to his feet to ask any question about how the police and the prosecution service in this state 
could so suborn the criminal justice system in this state as to lock up an innocent man for 12 and a half years. 

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I sat in silence listening to the case against me, as pathetic as it was.   

The Liberals did do something else, but it was before my time as a member of this place.  In the thirty-fifth 
Parliament, the Mallard family approached a Liberal member with this whole story of injustice, police corruption 
and possible corruption of the Office of the Director of Public Prosecution - which part of the investigation starts 
today at the Corruption and Crime Commission - and the matter went to the then Attorney General, Peter 
Foss, QC, who refused a further appeal on the Mallard matter - just refused it.  

I will give a brief history, firstly, of my involvement in the Mallard matter.  I was approached by a representative 
of Andrew Mallard’s family, Colleen Egan, who was not working in her capacity as a journalist at the time but 
as a fighter for justice.  She approached me in this Parliament as a parliamentarian and explained that she had 
become convinced that, as a result of police corruption, the interests of justice had been suborned in Western 
Australia and that, as a result of an intricate and pernicious police conspiracy, the courts of Western Australia, 
the jury trial, the Court of Appeal and ultimately the High Court of Australia - there were two appeals to the 
High Court - had been duped by a dishonest police service and prosecution service.  She said that, as a result, an 
innocent man was languishing in jail.  I will never forget it for three reasons.  Firstly, it was at a press conference 
that the Attorney General had called on another matter to do with the abolition of preliminary hearings.  
Secondly, when Colleen brought me the case, the documentation was contained in about 15 wine boxes; it was 
massive.  Thirdly, it was Ash Wednesday, the start of Lent, and I resolved to give up all my free time during 
Lent to work on this case to see whether an injustice had happened.  Shortly after Easter I telephoned Colleen 
and said that normally as defence lawyers we work against the proposition of beyond reasonable doubt and there 
is a reasonable doubt that the person is not guilty; however, after studying this case - as I said, in all my free 
time; I never went out on the weekend and I did it in the most prayerful way I could - I concluded it was not a 
matter of “not guilty” but that this person was innocent beyond reasonable doubt and that there would sit behind 
that a massive police conspiracy for him to have been jailed.   

Andrew Mallard’s parents were immigrants to this country and held British passports.  A group operating out of 
the House of Commons called Fair Trial for Britons Abroad had approached the British Consul in Western 
Australia, so concerned was it over the trial process in Western Australia.  Mr McCusker, QC, had opined to the 
British Consulate that there was nothing more that the law could do and there was nothing more that he as a 
lawyer could do: this matter had gone to the High Court and been rejected and the then Attorney General of 
Western Australia, Peter Foss, QC, had cut off any further appeal or review process.  As a parliamentarian, I 
knew that nothing within the normal area of law would allow me to pursue the case further.  When Ms Egan 
asked what I was going to do about the case, I said, “Given it is soon after Easter and my having recently 
reflected on Christ’s beatitudes and Christ’s Passion, this is a cup I don’t want to drink from, but I understand it 
is my duty as a parliamentarian to carry this matter forward, and it will cost me.”  I know the police.  As I have 
explained to the Corruption and Crime Commission, I was the police union lawyer for 28 years, and I knew that 
if I took on the police corruption that I knew must have existed in this case, they would go for me - no risk.  An 
incident the member for Cottesloe tried to include in my triumvirate of misbehaviour occurred on the first day 
we got this matter to the High Court: some corrupt police arranged for me to be stopped by some police officers, 
and after officers in six police cars looked at me, nothing was found to be wrong.  We will move on.  

Several members interjected.  

An opposition member:  Who jumped out of the passenger door and took off?   

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Nobody, as the Assistant Commissioner of Police said - nobody, my friend.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Was there nobody?  Were you by yourself?   

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  That is correct, as the member well knows because he heard Assistant Commissioner John 
McRoberts say so on the radio.  I move on.   

The Leader of the Opposition said I used parliamentary privilege against an undercover officer.  I was not 
speaking to an undercover officer when I spoke to him.  I was speaking to a drug pushing, lying, criminal 
perjurer.  That is who I was speaking to.  I was speaking to a person who had once upon a time been a police 
officer and during that period had engaged in behaviour that can only be called drug pushing, lying, perjury and 
conspiracy to pervert justice, and in respect of that I say - 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not know the former undercover officer, but he has just been accused under privilege 
in this Parliament of drug pushing and perjury.  I ask that either the member for Mindarie provide evidence to 
this Parliament that the person in question has been convicted of those offences or he withdraw and apologise.   
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Cottesloe knows full well that that is not a point of order.  He is taking a 
debating point in order to try to disrupt this debate and it is he who is abusing the processes of this house.  In my 
view, the house should no longer tolerate people who take bogus points of order, and that is clearly what this is. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Calling someone a drug pusher!   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is not a point of order.  The member knows that.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, there is no point of order.  Members need to be cautious about how they 
use privilege in this place.  However, because the member is responding to a debating point, there is no point of 
order.   

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I am happy to respond to the member for Cottesloe because it gives me more of an 
opportunity to repeat the evidence before the Corruption and Crime Commission.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Where has he been found guilty of drug pushing? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  In particular, I refer members to pages 890 and 892.  It came out in the evidence.  We do 
not have the secret evidence or the evidence that this former undercover drug pushing criminal perjurer gave at 
the private hearing.  However, we do have the evidence that he gave to the CCC in which he admitted that he 
had been previously examined about the matters before the Royal Commission.  He was also asked - 

At that time you stated that to the best of your recollection there wasn’t any drug - you didn’t observe 
any drug use? 

He replied - 
Yeah, that is correct . . .  

So, he was admitting to the CCC that he told the royal commission that during Operation Huntsman - that was 
the operational name of the investigation into Mallard - he had not seen any drug use.  Whereas, as a result of the 
body-wire tapes played at the CCC hearings he was forced to admit, contrary to the sworn evidence he had given 
to the royal commission, that he had supplied Mallard with a bong - a jolly big green giant of a bong.  When 
questioned about that, his explanation to the CCC was that the bong he supplied - which is a smoking pipe - was 
just a prop and might have been used as a vase to put flowers in.  That is on line 10 of page 892.  Now, this was 
met with astonishment by the acting commissioner who referred to the time that the undercover officer spent 
driving Andrew Mallard around that day in order to purchase drugs.  Everybody knows that Andrew Mallard did 
not have any money to purchase drugs because he had just been released from police custody.  Mallard’s story is, 
of course, that the undercover officer was purchasing the drugs.  To be fair, the officer denies that.  However, we 
know that Mallard had no money to buy drugs.  The assistant commissioner then asked - 

. . . from your knowledge of Mr Mallard and the fact that he had been driving - he had got you to drive 
around during the day to try and buy some . . . and had actually brought some home -  

The reply was - 
Yes, sir. 

The commissioner must have a wit because he goes on - 
 . . . he had shown no interest in floral decorations to your knowledge, it was a pretty good guess, 
wasn’t it, that if you lent him the bong it was going to be used for smoking cannabis?  

To which the officer replied - 
Yes, sir. 

He gave the target the bong for the purpose of smoking cannabis.  He had been driving him around all day for 
the purpose of acquiring the cannabis.  I am sure that the member for Nedlands will rise to her feet in due course 
and be able to confirm that under section 7 of the Criminal Code anyone who counsels, procures or assists 
anyone to commit an offence is themselves as guilty as the principal offender.  Here the officer was counselling 
the use of cannabis by Andrew Mallard.  He admits that on his own evidence.  He also admits on his own 
evidence that what he told the royal commission was not the truth.  He admits on his own evidence that what he 
told the CCC in private hearing was not the truth.  I repeat: a lying, drug-pushing conspirator, who was not a 
police - 
Mr M.J. Cowper:  Where were the drugs? 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Member for Murray! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Pardon? 
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Mr M.J. Cowper:  Where were the drugs?  Were there drugs in the bong? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  The drugs were in the undercover officer’s car.  Gary gave the drugs to Mallard.  He gave 
them to him!  On the evidence of all the other witnesses present, the undercover officer was smoking the drugs 
whilst on duty.  This is the worst type of officer.  When I was examined at the CCC about the extent of my 
police experience - yes, I have a lot of police experience and never in 28 years of acting for the police have I 
seen this sort of criminal conduct embarked upon by a police officer.  Never!  I challenge the member for 
Murray to take me on if he can think of a worse case.  I wanted to question the member for Murray during his 
speech.  However, he said that he would take my question and then he ducked it and did not take the question.  
Mr M.J. Cowper:  I am happy to take your question. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I wanted to find out how many other police officers the member for Murray knows about 
who take bongs around and give them to subjects.  How many officers give them cannabis and share it and 
smoke it with them during the course of an investigation?  Does the member for Murray know any other police 
who do that? 
Mr M.J. Cowper:  Certainly not. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Right.  We are dealing with a one-off situation. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  That gives you the right to act above the law, does it? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  No.  I will take the arrows coming my way, my friend.  In 2002, I knew that in 1995 there 
had been a very pernicious and extensive police conspiracy to wrongfully convict Andrew Mallard of murder.  
There is not one member who would take issue with that.  We are seeing it played out at the CCC.  Not only did 
Gary, the undercover officer, give Andrew Mallard a bong and drugs but he also smoked the drugs with him in 
circumstances in which the police had been warned by their consultant psychiatrists that the target was a 
mentally infirm person who should not go near alcohol and drugs.  Yet the police were buying him alcohol and 
drugs.  That is outrageous!  Not only did I know that there was a serious police conspiracy back in 1995 
involving Gary and his controller - members should think about the fact that Gary and his controller, M1, had 
their names suppressed; they have resigned from the police force, for good reason, but then they go and get 
private inquiry licences so that they are still out there investigating our citizens.  These are officers that we know 
are corrupt!  And the way that they can get away with doing all this is by tricking some judge into the belief that 
their lives are in danger unless their names are suppressed.  Gary has form.  This happened in May and June of 
1994 during Operation Huntsman. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Don’t you get it?  It is up to the court to disclose his name; it is not up to you!  That is the 
point.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  That was not in court.  In the previous operation that he was involved in, Operation 
Bindi - because I know Gary will be reading this and I know David Caporn will be reading this and now they 
will get a shudder because I am onto Operation Bindi as well - Gary became totally compromised and was guilty 
of improper and corrupt behaviour during that operation.  Because he was backed up by the police, he knew that 
in the next operation - Operation Huntsman - he could act as a complete rogue and a corrupt, drug-pushing, lying 
copper.  No wonder he resigned from the police force.  He did not resign over anything that I did.  He told his 
wife in 1996 that he had to get out of the police force because he was haunted by what he had done to Mallard 
during that inquiry.  What had he done?  He had planted jewellery on Mallard as he was leaving Mallard’s 
company.  He planted jewellery on Mallard that came from the murder scene.  When I explained that to Mallard 
recently, he broke down and cried because he realised what a fool he had been played for.  We have evidence at 
the CCC in which assistant commissioner Shervill went to Flora Metallica and asked for some samples of the 
jewellery that were produced at Pamela Lawrence’s shop.  He admits taking it straight down to Fremantle to the 
undercover operative.  Shervill denies parting with the jewellery but we know that within hours Gary had given 
the jewellery from Flora Metallica to the mentally infirm and stoned - by that I mean marijuana influenced - 
Andrew Mallard and said, “You hold onto this mate.  Hold onto it.”  Gary knew that Mallard was to be searched 
by the police straight after he left his company.  The only reason the police did not find the jewellery on Mallard 
is that he smoked some more cannabis and lost the wretched stuff.  As I explained to Mallard, had he had the late 
Pamela Lawrence’s jewellery from her shop in his possession, there is no way I would have touched this case 
and invested five years of my life in it.  This was a foul, despicable, criminal act by Gary.  Members opposite 
talk about me disclosing his name, but hundreds of people know his name.  They all knew his name way before I 
knew his name. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  So why did you make the threat?  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  Because it was in the interests of justice that the people of Western Australia knew that a 
deep criminal conspiracy was operating within the Western Australian police force.  I will tell the member for 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 13 November 2007] 

 p6961b-6972a 
Deputy Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Murray Cowper; Mr John Quigley; Mr Jim McGinty; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [8] 

Cottesloe why I decided to come to this Parliament and say what I said, and I will wear the arrows that are fired 
my way.  The evidence in this case was also available to the opposition’s shadow minister to look at.  Anyone 
who looked at it would have known that Andrew Mallard was innocent.  When I took on this bunch of crooked 
coppers, including Assistant Commissioner Shervill, Assistant Commissioner Caporn, Superintendent Brandon, 
Sergeant Carter and Sergeant Emmett, I knew that I was not taking on a flight of fairies who were playing ring 
around the roses under my lilac tree at the bottom of the garden.  I was taking on the most serious police criminal 
conspiracy that I have seen in 30 years of legal practice.  So successful was this police conspiracy that it fooled a 
former Chief Justice of Western Australia, David Malcolm, into a sad judgement in which he listed off 15 points 
why Andrew Mallard had to be guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.  The police and prosecution fooled him full 
on.  They fooled the High Court.  This was a desperate situation. 
Mr M.J. Cowper:  Are you saying that the DPP was not complicit in it; it was just fooled?  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  No.  The police fooled the Chief Justice.  What part the DPP played in it and what part the 
member for Nedlands’ former close colleague Ken Bates played in it is being investigated as we speak.  As we 
all know, school graduations have taken place over the past 10 days that we as local members have had to attend.  
Before I conclude my remarks, I would like to thank all those headmasters, students and teachers who have 
approached me at those school gatherings to congratulate me on my effort.  They have said, “Don’t worry about 
what they’re saying about you presently about the actions you took; we back you 100 per cent.  You were 
fighting to get an innocent man out of jail, put there by the worst police conspiracy that this state has known.”   
Finally, before I resume my seat, I point out that the member for Warren-Blackwood, as the Premier reminded 
him today, came into this chamber and named a person, the wrong person, down in Manjimup.  He sooled the 
police onto the wrong person and caused that person great threat.  If the member had taken care, that person 
would not have been exposed.  In this case I was seeking to contact the former undercover officer, criminal that I 
knew him to be, after I had first spoken to the DPP, saying, “If he comes forward and tells the truth, will you 
give him the certificate of immunity and he can tell the truth to the police royal commission?”  I knew at that 
point that there was a further police conspiracy to tell the royal commission a lie.  The police did go down and 
tell the royal commission a pack of lies and suborn the interests of justice again.  They did a terrible thing.  As 
far as me using parliamentary privilege in these circumstances, that is what it is here for.  When I talk about 
corruption, I am not talking about people issuing the wrong notice, but stealing someone’s life off him.  I am 
talking about corrupt police destroying his life and that of his family.  If members in this chamber come across 
that, they should not do what those opposite are trying to do to me.  Members have to fight for honesty, truth and 
justice because that is in accordance with the oath that we took when we came here.  I have done nothing that I 
am ashamed of. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  You don’t further the law by breaking the law. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I have not broken any law.  I am entitled to be presumed to be innocent until convicted.  I 
have not broken any law and I have not done anything that I am ashamed of.  I thank the people of the electorate 
of Mindarie for their continued support.   
MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [4.15 pm]:  I rise on behalf of the government to offer 
our whole-hearted support to the member for Mindarie and to advise that we will be voting against this motion. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is the Premier unwilling to rise? 
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  No.  I totally support him, as I’ve said publicly. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  He’s your member.  Are you going to defend him or not? 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I remind members on my left that there are a number who 
have been called to order three times.  If they happen to be called to order a fourth time, the Speaker has said that 
they are out of this place.  It is something that I am very reticent to do, and I caution a number of members that 
they have had three warnings.  The member for Murray and the member for Cottesloe have both been called to 
order as well for continuous interjections.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Andrew Mallard spent 12 and a half years in jail, deprived of his liberty as a citizen for a 
crime that he did not commit.  The member for Mindarie knew that he did not commit that crime.  We have just 
heard a very eloquent exposition as to why that was the case.  I believe that this house should congratulate the 
member for Mindarie, not condemn him.  In his usual extremely focused, we might even say obsessive and at 
times unorthodox but very effective way, the member for Mindarie was able to do something that no member of 
this house could put their hand up and claim to have done.  He took on well-established forces in this state and 
established that Andrew Mallard was innocent and had arguably the worst injustice done to him that anyone 
could do to anyone in this state; that is, to deprive him of his liberty as a citizen of Western Australia.  
Congratulations to the member for Mindarie for having been instrumental in doing that.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 13 November 2007] 

 p6961b-6972a 
Deputy Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Murray Cowper; Mr John Quigley; Mr Jim McGinty; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [9] 

The member for Mindarie spent five years of his life focused on achieving that particular end because he saw an 
injustice being done.  I think Robert Cock was quite right when, in the public interest, he said that it would be 
inappropriate to prosecute the member for Mindarie for making a threat.  I think he is perfectly right.  I have 
discussed this matter with the DPP.  The DPP prosecution guidelines that have to be applied in circumstances 
like this quite expressly state that where it could be counterproductive to the interests of justice, a prosecution 
should not take place.  Where is the public interest in prosecuting someone who has delivered justice to 
somebody who had the greatest injustice done to him?  That is the question that really needs to be posed.  It was 
quite clearly in the public interest for the DPP to take that view.  It was clearly not in the public interest to 
prosecute.  Members of the opposition have been all too willing to come into this place and condemn the 
member for Mindarie.  What about the Leader of the Opposition?  He was convicted of a serious firearms 
offence.  Did we condemn him for that?  Where is the motion condemning him as he now seeks to judge the 
member for Mindarie?  He committed a very serious firearms offence.  We all know how dangerous firearms 
are. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Don’t tell me about that. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Leader of the Opposition committed a very serious firearms offence and we all know 
how dangerous firearms are.  When have we condemned the Leader of the Opposition for committing that very 
serious offence by resolution of this house, which is what the opposition is now seeking to do to the member for 
Mindarie who has done a great thing for the community of Western Australia?   
Mr G. Snook:  It was an accident. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  He was convicted and he lost it on appeal.  The opposition promoted him to the position 
of leader and he had a record.   
Mr G. Snook:  It was an accident. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  He broke the law. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Attorney General said that I have a record.  The conviction is a spent conviction; there 
is no record. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  The member broke the law. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I ask that the Attorney General apologise.  He is supposed to know the law; he is the 
Attorney General.   
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  It is the practice in this place that if a member is going to 
raise issues like the one that has just been raised, it should be done by a substantive motion.  Therefore, I ask the 
Attorney General to withdraw.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I also point to what was raised in question time today; that is, the Leader of the Opposition 
accused one of his constituents of being Gary Narkle, a person who has one of the most horrendous criminal 
records in this state.  The Leader of the Opposition pointed to an innocent Aboriginal constituent of his in 
Manjimup and quite wrongly accused him of being that person.  Did we condemn the Leader of the Opposition 
for that?   
Mr P.D. Omodei:  His name was given to me by a policeman and his wife. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Leader of the Opposition got it completely wrong.  I do not remember a resolution. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I raised it in the Parliament and the moment that the police confirmed that it was not him, 
because they did not know whether it was - 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The damage was done by then, was it not? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  - I came into this Parliament and I apologised to him; I apologised to him personally as well. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is unfortunate that the Leader of the Opposition’s deputy is not in the house.  Did we 
condemn the Leader of the Opposition’s deputy for his gross act of dishonesty in knifing the member for 
Kalgoorlie and lying to his face?  Sorry, I will retract that before members ask that I do so. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  How dare you.  Look at your backbench.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am dwelling on the hypocrisy of members opposite - a dishonest deputy leader and 
somebody who has a conviction - the leader of the party.   
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Mr C.J. Barnett:  Look at members opposite - one, two, three; what a disgrace!   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Cottesloe, I call you to order for the third time.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There must be some consistency here.  The Leader of the Opposition comes into this 
place, having been convicted of a serious offence, and wants to criticise the member for Mindarie for having 
achieved justice for Andrew Mallard.  It is unbelievable.  Has the Leader of the Opposition condemned his 
deputy for his gross act of dishonesty; telling a barefaced lie to the member for Kalgoorlie as part of the knifing 
that he did of him?  These are the issues that show how without principle are members of the Liberal Party.  I 
make this point: members of the Liberal Party do not have the ability to do what the member for Mindarie has 
done.  They do not have the forensic skill; they are lazy.  I ask members opposite who can put up their hand and 
say that in the past seven years while in opposition they have exposed wrongdoing because of dedicated, focused 
work like that done by the member for Mindarie.   
Ms S.E. Walker:  Yes.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Nedlands has to be joking!  Not one.  It is commonplace for members on 
this side because they have the ability and determination to expose wrongdoing where it has occurred.  I will 
give a few examples.  Many members opposite were in government at the time that we worked assiduously and 
at great personal cost to expose the finance brokers scandal, headed up by Doug Shave.  It was at personal cost 
of public denigration whenever we raised these issues in the media and elsewhere.  I will give a simple little 
example.  Members opposite know Monkey Brennan, the former West Coast Eagle.  I was introduced to him 
once and he refused to shake my hand, seeking to publicly humiliate me because I had exposed him as a director 
of a finance broking company that had robbed a lot of people in the member for Nedlands’ electorate of their 
money.  That is a little example of the public denigration that occurs and it is continuing today against the 
member for Mindarie because he had the courage of his convictions to pursue something to its rightful end.  The 
member for Armadale has raised a similar matter about somebody who was wrongly convicted of rape.  That 
conviction was overturned on appeal.  None of this has come from the opposition.  Nobody in the opposition has 
either the courage or the ability to be able to do these things.  It is done at great personal cost.  I congratulate the 
member for Mindarie for what he has done.   
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.24 pm]:  The end does not justify the means.  Government members, in the 
member for Mindarie and the Attorney General, have done a great job today.  They have deflected the main 
thrust of the motion before the house into something completely different.  They have done a great job.  
Obviously, it is what the member for Mindarie used to do in court and what the Attorney General, if he had 
practised law, would have done.  Nobody is arguing the value and importance of parliamentary privilege.  If the 
member for Mindarie had come into this house and used parliamentary privilege to name somebody who had 
done something wrong and the facts, at the end of the day, showed what he said to be true, I would have 
applauded him.  I would never stand in this place and support any police officer who has done anything corrupt 
or illegal or who has acted totally inappropriately.  I will not do that and I will not do that today.  Today the 
member for Mindarie made comments about an undercover officer and I will not stand in this place and justify 
his actions for one moment.   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  He is a drug pusher.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will not say that because I do not know it to be a fact; the member for Mindarie is 
saying that.  The evidence I have seen so far is that he gave Mr Mallard a bong and that is bad enough.   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  You have to read the transcript.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have read quite a bit of it, but not all of it.  At the end of the day the member for 
Mindarie should not deflect to something that many people would find abhorrent.  His actions were illegal.  He 
breached the Criminal Code.   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  No, I did not. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, the member did and I refer to section 338.  I ask the member for Mindarie to read it. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  If you read it properly, you will know I haven’t. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I intend to read out that section because certainly the member admitted that he threatened 
him.  To issue a threat is a breach of section 338.   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  No, it is not. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Section 338 states that  

. . . a reference to a threat is a reference to a statement or behaviour that expressly constitutes, or may 
reasonably be regarded as constituting, a threat to - 
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It then outlines paragraphs (a) to (d).  Paragraph (d) is the most pertinent paragraph and it reads - 
cause a detriment of any kind to any person, whether a particular person or not. 

It goes on over the page to the next section, “Threats with intent to influence”.  I suggest that the member for 
Mindarie may well be guilty of some of those provisions as well because he wanted to achieve a particular 
outcome.  At the end of the day, what he did was to threaten a person and that is a breach of the Criminal Code.   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  No, it is not.   
Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member knows it is.  I am not a lawyer, but I know it is.  It is a simple provision of 
the Criminal Code.  I ask members to look at it.  I am sure the member for Victoria Park could do nothing but 
agree with me that if under section 338 somebody issues a threat against somebody else for those purposes it is a 
breach of that section.   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  A threat against what?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It has to be against it because the Director of Public Prosecutions said he would not 
prosecute the member for Mindarie.   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  Because there would be little chance of conviction.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why would the DPP say he would not prosecute the member?  It is because he felt it 
would be in the public interest not to prosecute the member.  I wish he had the reverse idea with Dante Arthurs, 
who, in the public interest, should have been prosecuted.  The member for Mindarie talks about police officers 
yet he is the member who stands up in this house and says he will expose injustice and coppers.  He told me once 
that, “My life is defending bent coppers.”   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  I did not say that. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is what he said to me. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  That is untrue.  I said a lot of allegations were brought against them.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Therefore the member has defended bent coppers.  He is very vocal about Mallard and I 
accept that as most people do.   
Mr J.R. Quigley:  No, you don’t.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes I do. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  You haven’t said a word in five years.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes I have.  The member is trying to deflect my attention.  When has he said anything 
about the Mickelbergs, who spent years in jail for a crime they did not commit?  One of them was beaten and 
stripped by officers at the Belmont station at which one of his colleagues was the officer in charge.  
Mr T.R. Sprigg:  Hamburger Bob. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely.  The member for Yokine was too busy collecting hamburgers.  Do not talk to 
me about standing up for the rights of people against corrupt police officers.  Lewandowski was corrupt.  
Hancock was corrupt.  The member for Mindarie knows that as well as I do.  When has he ever said anything 
about them or about the role his colleague the member for Yokine played as the officer in charge of that police 
station?  When has the member ever stood and said anything about the Mickelbergs being unjustly imprisoned?  
Never.  There is no glory for the member for Mindarie in doing that.  He is a showman.  I accept that.  He is an 
absolute showman.  The facts are these.  Parliamentary privilege should be safeguarded.  Members do not 
threaten someone with the use of parliamentary privilege; members simply use it.  If a member believes there has 
been some wrongdoing, he should say it under parliamentary privilege.  I applaud any member who does that, 
provided that the member is correct.  I have no problem with that. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Mindarie can say whatever he likes under parliamentary privilege, and I 
will uphold his right to do so.  However, I will not abide the member breaking the Criminal Code by threatening 
someone. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  I did not. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member knows that he did. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  I did not. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member is a hack lawyer if he does not think that he did.  He admitted that he 
threatened the officer. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  But you have only read half of it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member admitted that he threatened him.  I ask anyone in the media who has an 
interest in this matter to read section 338 of the Criminal Code.  They will find that the member is guilty.  He 
knows that he is guilty and we know he is guilty, but the member’s friends will back him, as my colleague the 
leader of opposition business has said. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  You’re a shameful bunch.  You are defending crooked coppers. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, we are not. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  You are standing in this Parliament defending crooked coppers.  That is what the member for 
Cottesloe did.  He stood up for a crooked cop. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is what the member for Mindarie has done.  I refer to Lewandowski, Hancock and 
those other people who were involved.  The member has done it for years. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  The member for Cottesloe supported a drug-pushing copper. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Mindarie has defended far more crooked coppers than any other member 
in this chamber.  He is proud of it.  He will be very unpopular with the police now.  I will never defend crooked 
coppers - never, ever. 
Mr P.B. Watson:  You are now. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I am not.  I am not defending Gary at all. 
Mr P.B. Watson:  Yes, you are. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am not. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  The member for Cottesloe was defending Gary. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am censuring the member for Mindarie because he breached the Criminal Code by 
threatening somebody.  It does not matter who that person is. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The fact is that the member for Mindarie threatened another human being and breached 
the Criminal Code.  Anybody in this house who knows the law - 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  The member for Warren-Blackwood - the smiling monkey - 

Point of Order 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Mindarie has been incessantly interjecting.  I ask that the member for 
Hillarys be allowed to conclude his comments. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  It is true that it is unparliamentary to interject.  I ask the 
member for Mindarie to withhold his comments. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thank the Acting Speaker and I appreciate his protection from the member for Mindarie.  
We all need it.  What I was saying is quite clear.  Any lawyer in this house who has any integrity should not 
support the government in its opposition to this motion - 
Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They should abstain if necessary.  They know what the Criminal Code is.  The member 
for Mindarie is putting other people in a situation whereby their integrity will be compromised.  I urge anyone 
who might be put in that position to not take part in this vote because I do not want to see members’ integrity 
impugned in any way.  They know what the law is and the member for Mindarie knows what the law is.  At the 
end of the day, he is guilty and he should be censured by this house for breaching section 338 of the Criminal 
Code.  The member knows it, I know it and everyone else knows it.  There are a lot of bush lawyers on the other 
side.  The member for Mindarie would defend any member on his side of the house for wrongdoing because the 
party comes first.  He would defend anybody on that side of the house even if he knew that what the member did 
was wrong.  Members opposite know that the member for Mindarie’s threats to another human being were 
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wrong.  It does not matter whether that human being had done something wrong, it was wrong for the member 
for Mindarie to make a threat in the manner in which he did.  He breached the law and he should be censured by 
this Parliament. 
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (18) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr S.C. Thomas  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden  

Noes (26) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr P. Papalia Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mr T.G. Stephens  

            

Pairs 

 Mr B.J. Grylls Ms J.A. Radisich 
 Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr G. Snook Mr P.W. Andrews 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus negatived. 
 


