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HON SHELLEY ARCHER - FITNESS TO BE A MEMBER OF PARLIAMENT 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  Today I received a letter from the member for Vasse seeking to debate as 
a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this house considers that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be a member of 
Parliament. 

This matter appears to me to be in order.  If at least five members stand in support of it - and they have - the 
matter can proceed.   

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.43 pm]:  I move - 

That this house considers that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper person to be a member of 
Parliament.  

[Interruption from the gallery.]   

The SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It gives the opposition no pleasure to be moving this motion.  However, it is compelled to 
do so simply because the Premier of this state has chosen not to act.  In question time this afternoon we heard 
two clear reasons the Premier should act: firstly, the leader of the National Party asked: “Do you trust Shelley 
Archer?”  He could not answer whether he trusts a member of his government.  All he said was, “She is a 
member of the Legislative Council”.   
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Do you reckon I trust you?   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  This is not about me; it is about Shelley Archer’s suitability to be a member of Parliament 
and the Premier’s failure to take action.  We asked the Premier whether he had asked Shelley Archer to resign, 
but he could not answer.  I put it to the Premier that he did ask her to resign.  He said, “Shelley you’ve got to 
leave the ALP.”  What happened?  She did not do it.  When the Legislative Assembly sat recently in the 
Legislative Council chamber the Premier said, “I am here, the Premier of this state and I dedicate myself to 
protecting standards in government in Western Australia.  I will go out as the great crusader and clean-up the 
Australian Labor Party.  I will root out the influence of Brian Burke and Julian Grill.”  The analogy is that he 
drew a line in the sand.  Do we know what happened?  Hon Shelley Archer, suitably backed by her husband, 
Kevin Reynolds, came up to the line and jumped over it, but the Premier has done nothing in response to that.  
He can say that he has removed her from a couple of committees; however, we all know that that means 
absolutely nothing.  Let us consider what Shelley Archer did.  She is a confessed go-between for Brian Burke 
and various ministers; a convicted fraudster in the state of Western Australia; and a person who is not suitable to 
serve in the Parliament of this state, yet the Premier is refusing to act because he does not want to be in conflict 
with Kevin Reynolds.  The reason for that is threefold.  Firstly, Kevin Reynolds exercises considerable power 
within the Australian Labor Party in this State; secondly, his union, the Construction, Forestry, Mining and 
Energy Union, donates hundreds of thousands of dollars to the Premier’s political party; and, thirdly, the Premier 
knows, as we all do, that, in the past, Kevin Reynolds has not been afraid to use the workplaces of Western 
Australia - 
[Interruption from the gallery.]  
The SPEAKER:  Order!  Members in the gallery are entitled to be here but they are not entitled to participate in 
any debate.  The yelling out of comments is not acceptable.  Any further comments and I will have the people 
responsible removed from the gallery.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Does the Premier know what?  All that is rotten about his party are unions, Shelley Archer 
and his inaction.  It is here today!  We can hear it dribbling over the balcony from the gallery.  That is why the 
Premier needs to take action against Shelley Archer.  It is on display for everyone to see.  I refer the Premier to 
the Corruption and Crime Commission to consider what happened during its hearings and compare his treatment 
of Shelley Archer with the treatment of Norm Marlborough before Christmas last year.  What did Shelley Archer 
admit to in her evidence to the CCC, and what actions were uncovered?  She regularly spoke on the telephone to 
Brian Burke.  She passed information on to Brian Burke in a deceptive way in that she did not inform the people 
from whom she got the information of its intended destination.  We all know about that deceit and her abuse of 
her relationship with ministers.  We contend that that alone warrants her expulsion from the Parliament.  
However, the Premier will say that, based on a technicality, he cannot expel her from the Parliament.  That is 
understood, but he has another option; namely, to pursue her expulsion from the ALP.  I refer to what happened 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 20 March 2007] 

 p345g-357a 
Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Colin Barnett; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Mr Alan Carpenter; Mr Trevor Sprigg; 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Eric Ripper; Ms Sue Walker; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Dr Kim Hames; 

Dr Janet Woollard 

 [2] 

to Norm Marlborough when he was revealed as a person who spoke to Brian Burke on a regular basis and who 
may have attempted to obtained favours for Brian Burke.  Let us not forget that when the Premier pushed Norm 
Marlborough out of the Parliament at the end of last year, none of the information about his leaking confidential 
cabinet information, particularly concerning the finance brokers scandal, was public.  We did not know that.  Mr 
Marlborough was caught out talking on the phone to Brian Burke trying to curry favour with him.  The Premier 
then came in here and said, “I am incandescent with rage.”  Norm Marlborough was then sent out the door.  The 
Premier says in this place that he cannot remove a person from Parliament.  Technically, of course he cannot do 
so, and he could not have removed Mr Marlborough.  However, Mr Marlborough has gone, and Shelley Archer 
is still here.  The Premier refused to support her, yet she is still here.  We know that the Premier took her into his 
office and asked her to leave the ALP, but she is still sitting in this Parliament.  Then there was the sensational 
information that Shelley Archer sits in the chamber a confirmed fraudster, a crook. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What’s your point, Arthur?  What’s your point, son? 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Crooks in the Labor Party; that’s the point. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  No; hang on!  What did you just say? 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  A convicted fraudster. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Who? 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Shelley Archer, who was convicted of 35 counts of social security fraud for claiming from 
the commonwealth of this country the payment of, I believe, a single mother’s pension when she was gainfully 
employed as a level 5 public servant in the then office of industrial relations.  Thirty-five counts of a payment 
received every two weeks amounts to 70 weeks; it is possibly 70 weeks of claims.  What sort of an individual 
does that conduct indicate?  I am not talking about a person who mistakenly filled in a form or pressed too hard 
on a triplicate copy; I am talking about a person who repeatedly fronted up to the commonwealth to receive a 
social security payment to which she was not entitled.  What happened?  We all know that she was found guilty, 
she paid back the money and she was fined $6 000. 
The Premier asked me what the point is.  The point is that it is an issue of character, which the Premier seems 
unwilling to confront, although some of his backbenchers have.  Let us have a look at what they say.  The 
member for Yokine said - 

The problem with Shelley is going to be what has already happened . . . She needs to examine her 
conscience in terms of her position in the Parliament.  She has compromised the Westminster system in 
terms of her actions. 

The member for Yokine said that there were perceptions about her actions and she had to go.  The government’s 
own Minister for Energy does not trust her and will not let her see documents that he has in his possession.  He 
said that she must be absolutely and clearly aware of her ethical responsibilities.  I know that the Premier will 
stand and tell us that it was a spent conviction and that technically he cannot take any action on a spent 
conviction. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  When did Hon Shelley Archer apply for a spent conviction?  It happened some time 
between 2002 and now.  We know that because she could not have applied for it for at least 10 years after the 
conviction.  At some time therefore in recent history Hon Shelley Archer applied for a spent conviction. 
I was interested to read the Auditor General’s web page and to find out what it said about the benefit of a spent 
conviction order.  It states - 

The main benefit of having a Spent Conviction Order is that you will generally not have to disclose or 
acknowledge the conviction for employment or some other purposes. 

Why would anyone apply for a spent conviction?  It is so that the person does not have to disclose the conviction 
when that person fronts up somewhere for employment at some stage down the track.  I suggest to the Premier 
that Shelley Archer got a tap on the shoulder from big Kev and that he said, “Shelley, we’ve got you a spot in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, no worries at all.  You’re in but you’d better clean up your resume.”  The spent 
conviction therefore was applied for as part of that process.  The Premier cannot hide behind the technicalities of 
a spent conviction to avoid his responsibilities in taking action against Shelley Archer.  This motion does not tell 
the Premier to remove her from the Parliament.  He has adequately explained and we understand the 
technicalities behind his inability to do that.  He can ask her to leave the Australian Labor Party.  We contend 
that the Premier has attempted to kick her out of the ALP and she is not going. 
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Mr A.J. Carpenter:  What’s your point, Arthur?  You reckon you already know what I’ve done and that is what 
you want me to do.  What’s your point, governor? 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Premier has done absolutely nothing. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  But you have just said that I’ve done it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Premier came into this Parliament, puffed his chest out, drew a line on the ground, put 
on his crusader’s cape and said, “I’m going to clean up the ALP.”  This is the Premier’s first test and he has done 
nothing. 
Mr G. Snook:  Nobody intimidates me! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Premier said that nobody intimidates him.  The Premier has done nothing, absolutely 
nothing. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Premier should ask Hon Shelley Archer about some interesting aspects of her 
employment history.  She is a very colourful person.  I will not detail all of the aspects, but I will tell the Premier 
that during 10 years in various offices she made a number of trips to the Industrial Relations Commission on a 
range of areas.  The one I love most is just after she was convicted of fraud when the office of industrial relations 
told her that it was inappropriate for her to stay in the employ of the state and it dismissed her.  She lodged a 
claim for unfair dismissal and that claim was upheld. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  It was upheld! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes.  The Premier should listen to this: the office of industrial relations then reappointed 
her as a level 1 employee - remember that she had been parachuted in as a level 5 employee.  She appealed to the 
Industrial Relations Commission.  Does the Premier know what the commissioner of the day said?  He said that 
there was no way that the commission had made any mistake at all.  He said that the best of her capacity dictated 
that she remain at level 1.  The Premier should read what the commissioner said about her.  He said that she had, 
at best, average written skills, attitudinal problems, generally poor performance and - the best one - irregular 
time-keeping skills.  She was a person who did not turn up for work. 

The purpose of this motion is quite clearly to force the Premier to take a stand and indicate clearly to us and the 
people of this state whether he is determined to follow through on the promise he made of protecting standards in 
Western Australia.  That is the simple issue that confronts the Premier.  It is not about technicalities; it is about 
the Premier and his commitment to uphold the standards in government and in the ALP, and to root out the 
influence of Brian Burke and Julian Grill. 

I think the Premier has a serious issue.  I spoke to him last year when he dealt with the member for Ballajura.  I 
used the analogy of the tree of knowledge, which has sadly passed on to tree heaven!  I said at the time that this 
government was rotten and that one branch was ready to fall off. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Premier sat and mocked me, as he is now.  However, guess what has happened since 
then.  A lot of branches have fallen off this government; the tree is dead.  The Premier must act; he has an 
obligation to act for the good governance of this state.  Shelley Archer clearly is not a person whose character 
suggests she should remain in this Parliament.  The Premier must act; he has refused to act so far.  We will be 
very interested to hear how the Premier responds to this motion. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.56 pm]:  This motion states that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and proper 
person to be a member of this Parliament.  She is not - it is as simple as that - for three principal reasons: the 
evidence before the Corruption and Crime Commission, which in itself is enough; her previous serious 
conviction for social security fraud, as we have just heard; and her failure to acknowledge that she has done 
anything wrong.  She does not get it; there is no remorse and no apology, just arrogant denial. 

Government members must vote on this motion.  They could play around and try to amend the motion, but that 
would not fool anyone.  They must vote on whether they agree with us that Hon Shelley Archer is not a fit and 
proper person to be a member of this Parliament or stick to so-called Labor solidarity and support her.  If 
government members do not feel comfortable with that choice, I ask them to at least abstain, make a point of 
integrity, walk out of this chamber and not vote either way.  It will be interesting to see what they will do.  
Government members will have other opportunities to vote on this CCC debate, as this issue will not be over in 
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one to two weeks.  We will debate this issue about a good number of government members one by one.  They 
will all have their day in the sun, I assure them of that. 

The evidence before the Corruption and Crime Commission is probably well known to most members.  There 
were three issues involving Hon Shelley Archer: Broome airport, the pearling industry issue and an issue related 
to the iron ore industry.  The companies involved in those issues each had in common that they had engaged the 
disgraced and grubby as they come former Labor members of Parliament, Brian Burke and Julian Grill.  Another 
common element was that they had used Hon Shelley Archer as their person on the inside.  She even admitted in 
the CCC that she was their go-between.  She was not acting for her constituents; she was not acting for this 
Parliament, the Labor Party or the good people of Western Australia; she was acting for Grill and Burke.  She 
was their person on the inside.  It was not Labor helping Western Australia; it was Labor helping itself, and she 
was into it up to her eyeballs. 

We are probably all familiar with the long-term plans for Broome airport.  There is a need to move Broome 
airport to create more land for development.  It was an issue that was before the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure.  I must say to the minister that a lot of these pathways lead straight to her door.  Step-by-step we 
will get to the minister’s door.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure gave Hon Shelley Archer a copy of 
a letter from the Shire of Broome which she immediately faxed to Brian Burke.  That is hardly proper conduct. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  To the Shire of Broome? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It was a letter from the Shire of Broome on the airport, which Shelley Archer faxed to 
Brian Burke, who was acting on behalf of the owners of Broome airport.  Information therefore on the shire’s 
position was passed on by a Labor member of Parliament to someone in the middle of a commercial negotiation 
to favour that person to earn money; cold, hard cash for Brian Burke and Julian Grill.  The Honourable Shelley 
Archer - what a misnomer that is - was acting as the go-between.  She was their person on the inside. 

The second issue was a proposal by Hon Jon Ford, the Minister for Fisheries, to change the policy on hatcheries 
in the pearling industry.  A small pearling company, Nor West Pearls Pty Ltd, was concerned that that policy 
might disadvantage small pearlers.  It is quite legitimate for that company to have a point of view.  Nor West 
Pearls engaged Burke and Grill.  Once again, Brian Burke went to none other than Hon Shelley Archer, the go-
between.  She was ready and willing to serve not her constituents, not the Labor Party, not the people of Western 
Australia, but Brian Burke and Julian Grill, to help them make money.  That is what it was all about.  It was as 
simple as that.  This was small-time thuggery.  That is what was going on in this Parliament, and that is what the 
Corruption and Crime Commission has exposed.  In that case, she obtained from the minister confidential 
material that was about to go to cabinet.  Brian Burke had a copy of that material before it had even gone to 
cabinet!  If members think that is not serious, if not criminal, then we will see about that down the track.  Brian 
Burke also managed to get his hands on a memorandum of understanding with the Northern Territory 
government.  This is what the CCC has unearthed.  How much more information did the go-between get, for 
example, from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s office - perhaps not with her knowledge, even - and 
pass on to Burke and Grill?   

Another issue is the dispute between Cazaly Resources and Rio Tinto about the pegging of the Shovelanna iron 
ore deposit.  That issue is not yet resolved.  The disgraced former minister, the member for Eyre, is now sitting 
in the sin-bin.  It is lucky there are a few empty spaces in this new arrangement of the chamber, because the 
Premier will be filling them as we go through this process.  The former minister made a decision.  That decision 
is currently in dispute and is before the Supreme Court; I am conscious of that.  The point is that an issue has 
been raised in the CCC about how an upper house committee had been urged to investigate this matter and make 
it a term of reference for an inquiry.  That had been orchestrated by none other than Brian Burke.  The person 
who was pushing for that was none other than Hon Shelley Archer.  Why?  To help Brian Burke’s client, 
presumably.  Again, why?  What is it about?  It is about money - nothing else.   

I now come to the spent conviction.  Are we talking about a confused teenager or a young mother who was 
struggling to make ends meet?  I do not know the circumstances in which Shelley Archer found herself at that 
time.  I guess at that time in 1992 she would have been in her late thirties or early forties.  She continued to claim 
the single parent payment for 70 weeks.  That was social security fraud.  It was not a clerical error.  It was not an 
oversight.  It was not something that had been missed in a moment of confusion.  For 70 weeks she defrauded 
the commonwealth.  Was she an ignorant teenager?  No.  She was a mature woman.  She knew what she was 
doing.  It was a clear criminal act that she perpetrated, in full knowledge of what she was doing.  Was she 
impoverished?  No.  She was a level 5 in the public service.  The equivalent salary today would be about 
$60 000 a year.  She was earning $60 000 a year in the Western Australian public service, and at the same time 
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she was defrauding the commonwealth.  As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has said, she was found guilty 
and was fined, and she had to pay back the money, and 10 years later it was recorded as a spent conviction.   

What has been the response from the Premier?  The Premier claimed in the media that he had removed Shelley 
Archer from the two parliamentary committees of which she had been a member.  The Premier does not have the 
power to do that.  However, as I understand it, she resigned.  That is certainly a big penalty!  The Premier then 
said that he could not do any more than that, because it is illegal to discriminate against someone on the basis of 
a spent conviction.  Hang on!  The Premier is not her employer.  The Premier does not have to choose between 
Hon Shelley Archer and someone else.  It is not a matter of discrimination.  It is matter of morality, ethics, 
probity and propriety.  That is what it is about.  The Premier and all Labor members are continuing to allow 
Hon Shelley Archer to be a member of their caucus.  That is their choice.  I do not care what the Labor Party 
membership rules say.  I do not care what the Labor Party executive says.  I do not even care particularly, 
although I guess we will find out in time, what the upper house may say.  Every Tuesday morning, Labor 
members sit in caucus with this person!  They include her as one of their own!  This person has been convicted 
of serious fraud.  On three occasions she has committed improper behaviour - corrupt behaviour - as highlighted 
by the CCC.  Had it been only one occurrence - the fraud case - and had it been committed a long time ago and 
not been so serious, perhaps we could say that was in the past.  Had it been only one occurrence of passing on 
confidential information, perhaps she could have been given a slap on the wrist and told not to do it again.  
However, it was not just one occurrence.  It was 70 weeks of serious fraud.  So far there are three cases before 
the Corruption and Crime Commission involving this member, and involving at least two different ministries, yet 
members opposite are defending her.   

It will be interesting to see how Labor members vote on this motion.  This will be the new member for Peel’s 
first vote.  I think he is a decent person.  How will the new member for Peel vote on this motion?  What 
standards will he set in this Parliament compared with his predecessor, Norm Marlborough?  Will he vote to 
defend someone who has been found guilty of serious social security fraud and who has been shown by the CCC 
to have behaved corruptly?  We will be watching the member for Peel, and every other member of the Labor 
Party.  The member for Peel now has the chance to do something about this member, who should not be in this 
Parliament.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Mr Speaker, under standing order 92 a member should not make imputations of 
improper motives and personal reflections on a member unless a substantive motion has been moved relating to 
those matters.  The member for Cottesloe made a reference that implied very strongly that I had been involved in 
corrupt behaviour and that the matters that were before the CCC reflected badly upon me.  I think that was 
highly improper, and I ask that the member withdraw those comments.  

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I listened relatively closely to the member for Cottesloe’s comments on this matter.  A 
motion of this type does not provide the capacity to imply any wrongdoing by anyone other than the person 
mentioned in the motion.  I do not think any imputation has been made.  However, the minister is perfectly 
entitled to raise this question.  I will read the Hansard record of what the member for Cottesloe said about the 
minister and make a determination on that matter later today.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not believe I did make any adverse reflection on the minister.  If the minister in any 
way felt that was the case, then I will apologise and withdraw, but I do not believe I did so.   

Debate Resumed 

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee - Premier) [4.08 pm]:  I take this opportunity to respond to the motion and 
to some of the comments that have been made.  I find it remarkable to sit in this Parliament with people who 
have had senior ministerial responsibilities, and others who aspire to that, and listen to what they say.  They have 
revealed to everyone their complete ignorance of parliamentary processes and procedures, and the powers of 
various members of Parliament, not to mention the law.  The members for Vasse and Cottesloe are demanding 
that I - the Premier of Western Australia - act unlawfully!   
Mr T. Buswell:  Read the motion!  Where does it say that? 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It was not in the motion.  It was in their arguments in support of the motion. 
Mr T. Buswell:  What did you say to the former member for Peel before he left the Parliament?    
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  As I understand it, the former member for Peel has not been compelled to leave the 
Labor Party.  He is still a member of the Labor Party.  Also, as I understand it, the former member for Peel has 
no spent convictions.  He may have, but I would not know.  I will run through that issue.  I spent some - some, 
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not all - of my pre-parliamentary working life as a journalist.  I always endeavoured to make sure that what I 
presented was factual and could not be challenged in a court of law as libel, slander or whatever else it might 
provoke as a response.  In about 20 years as a journalist, I never, ever faced that sort of action as a result of 
anything I did.  When this issue of the spent conviction came up, I thought it would be wise, to say the least, 
before I made any public comment, to actually ascertain my position in respect of the law.  That was the case not 
as a humble journalist - a person able to comment quite freely - but as the Premier of Western Australia, who has 
quite a deal of responsibility to act at least lawfully.  Therefore, I asked for some advice about what having a 
spent conviction meant to a person in applications for employment opportunities and so on, about what 
commentary could be made and about what actions could be taken against a person because of a spent 
conviction.  The law is absolutely crystal clear.  It is sad that after such a long time it appears that no-one 
opposite - maybe the shadow Attorney General knows; I do not know - who has spoken on the matter in question 
time or on this motion seems to have acquainted himself or herself with the law.  Would it be acceptable for the 
Premier of the day to act unlawfully?   
Several members interjected.  
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I refer to any circumstance.  Members opposite should direct their attention to the law 
of the land.  
Mr C.J. Barnett:  You’re excusing her serious social security fraud.  You’re saying it doesn’t matter.  She is a 
member of Parliament - of course it matters! 
The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Cottesloe! 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member for Cottesloe’s ego gets in the way; that is the problem.  Does he think I 
should act unlawfully?   
Several members interjected. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member for Cottesloe is requiring me to act unlawfully; in fact, he is demanding 
that I act unlawfully.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are defending her social security fraud.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  No, I do not. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  No. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the National Party! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I have made it quite clear that I do not defend social security fraud at all.  In fact, quite 
the contrary.  I condemn the actions of Hon Shelley Archer in surreptitiously providing information to Brian 
Burke, without the knowledge of the ministers from whom she was extracting the information.  I took an action 
appropriate to that.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Is the member going to take part in the debate?  

Dr K.D. Hames:  I would like to.  Sadly, there’s not enough time. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member should ask his leader whether he can.  If not, he should remain quiet.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  Unfortunately for the member for the Dawesville, what the Premier just said in 
relation to his interjection is dead right: there is a way of contributing to debate, and interjecting is not that way.  
If the member wishes to contribute, he should stand up and do so.   
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  What we have here is the current Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, and the former 
Leader of the Liberal Party and the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party when the Liberal Party was in 
government, demanding that the current Premier - me, Carpenter - act unlawfully.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  In what way?  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It comes under the Crimes Act.  Social security fraud is a commonwealth offence.  It 
is an offence against commonwealth law.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is an offence against every Australian; that’s what it is.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It is an offence against commonwealth law.  The Crimes Act of 1914, section 85ZV, 
reads as follows in relation to spent conventions -  
 Subject to Division 6, but despite any other Commonwealth law or any State law or Territory law, if a 

person’s conviction of a Commonwealth offence or a Territory offence is spent, the person is not 
required: 

  (a) in any State or Territory - to disclose to any person, for any purpose, the fact that the 
person has been charged with, or convicted of, the offence; 

That is the first point I would like to make.  As a former journalist, I had a suspicion that that was the case.  The 
whole purpose of spent convictions is that a person has a clean record and people do not, under any 
circumstance, have to reveal that they have had a conviction.  If we do not like that situation, we should press the 
commonwealth government to change the law - that is the commonwealth government that is stuffed full of 
corruption right now!  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I call the member for Cottesloe to order for the second time. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member displays his inability to act appropriately.  One of his great weaknesses 
as a minister and as Leader of the Opposition was his inability to behave appropriately or to behave with any 
degree of moderation.  

I have just said that under commonwealth law people who have a spent conviction do not have to reveal that they 
have that conviction.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Yes, they do, Premier - with certain classes of employers. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  They do not have to when they come into the Parliament.   
Ms S.E. Walker:  Should they?  
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  They do not have to.  The member for Nedlands can contribute.  I intend to be on my 
feet for some time and I will draw the member into the debate later.   
Mr J.H.D. Day:  You’re not hiding behind the legality of this, are you? 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I am hiding behind the legalities!  I am the damned Premier of the state; I have to act 
in accordance with the law of the state!   
Several members interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER:  I direct the member for Murdoch to withdraw that comment, and I call him to order for the 
first time.   
Mr T.R. SPRIGG:  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  In relation to what appropriate action can be taken or even commentary made by me 
or any other person once that piece of information about the spent conviction had come to light, the 
commonwealth law is again absolutely crystal clear.  Section 85ZW of the Crimes Act states that it is unlawful 
to disclose the fact that someone has been charged or convicted of an offence that has been spent if the person 
knows or ought to know that section 85ZV applies.   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Just cover it up, eh?   
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It is the law.   
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Mr C.J. Barnett:  Oh, come on!  This is the Parliament.  Get real!  
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  This is the Parliament, where we make the law!  This is commonwealth law.  If the 
member for Cottesloe does not like the commonwealth law, he should get on the phone to his friend the Prime 
Minister and suggest that he alter the commonwealth law.  Under section 85ZW of the Crimes Act, it is unlawful 
to take account of a person’s spent conviction.  So the rabid outcry that I have to not only take account of the 
spent conviction, but also have that said person thrown out of the Labor Party or the Parliament is an invitation 
or a demand that I break the law! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the member for Cottesloe to order for the third time.   
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  There are two unrelated matters here.  We are talking about two things.  One is the 
revelations of the Corruption and Crime Commission, and I acted to the degree that I thought was appropriate for 
that matter.  The second - I take up the opposition’s argument - is that because a person has a spent conviction, 
that person should be thrown out of the Parliament.  If that were the case, the person should not have been 
allowed in the Parliament in the first place.  If we do not want that, let us legislate here or get the commonwealth 
to change its legislation to that effect.  Do not ask the Premier of the state to act unlawfully.  Of course, members 
opposite cannot do that.   
Mr T. Buswell:  Throwing her out of the Labor Party is not unlawful under that act.   
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It is unlawful to take account of a spent conviction; what does the member think that 
would be? 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Precious!  Can’t you take into account the fact that one of your members has 70 weeks of 
fraud? 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member for Cottesloe is a sad case.  I think that his epitaph will be “He could 
have been so much more”.  His temperament gets in the way.  The member knows I cannot.   
I go back to the original contributor to this debate, the member for Vasse.  What genius in the opposition’s 
strategy group decided that the best person to prosecute a case of this kind in the Parliament was the member for 
Vasse?  When on his feet he said it was absolutely outrageous that Hon Shelley Archer was “cavorting” - I think 
he meant consorting - with a person who had a conviction for fraud. 
Mr T. Buswell:  I did not say that. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Yes, the member did.  Check Hansard.   
Mr T. Buswell:  I said that it was a disgrace that she had been convicted for fraud. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  For a moment I thought he was reflecting on his own activities. 
Mr T. Buswell:  I said that it was a disgrace that she was convicted of fraud.  You tried to twist that around. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member was in a vehicle in the car park of Parliament House concocting his story 
for the Corruption and Crime Commission with none other than Noel Crichton-Browne, who, my memory tells 
me, has two convictions for fraud against the commonwealth.  The member for Vasse, chief prosecutor of 
Hon Shelley Archer, was in a vehicle in the car park meeting secretly to concoct his cock and bull story to the 
CCC with a man who has two convictions for fraud against the commonwealth.  Why did his leader not take 
action against him?  Why does he not get up now, turn to him, and say “Troy, mate, it is all over; out you go 
from the Parliament and the Liberal Party because you are dealing with convicted fraudsters”? 
Mr T. Buswell:  Let us see what the CCC has to say about Shelley Archer and what it says about me. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Why did the Leader of the Opposition not do that?  He is the “man of steel”.  I have 
seen the photograph, which I like.  There he was, in front of pictures of Muhammad Ali.  Muhammad Ali is 
suffering badly from Parkinson’s disease these days.  I think that the Leader of the Opposition might end up with 
the same result if he continues to behave the way he is behaving.  He had the chance to deal with issues that 
came before him properly but he failed. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  It does you no credit to reflect on Muhammad Ali and Parkinson’s and comparing me with 
that. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I did not say that.  I refer to the photograph of the Leader of the Opposition.  I think 
the headline stated “I won’t surrender”.  He will not surrender to what; to the member for Vasse?  Fair go!  He 
should just knock him out of the way because he is a lightweight with a big ego.  The Leader of the Opposition is 
better than he is.  The Leader of the Opposition was in front of a Rocky Balboa photograph.  When the Leader of 
the Opposition had the chance to show his mettle, he did not do anything.  The member for Vasse is still sitting 
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next to him.  He is the man who sat in the car park with Noel Crichton-Browne - the double fraudster - 
concocting their evidence before the CCC.  What have we now discovered?  I put a question directly to the 
Leader of the Opposition: will he stop any members of his parliamentary party speaking to, dealing with or 
having relations with Brian Burke, Julian Grill or Noel Crichton-Browne?  He answered no; why should he?  Is 
that not what he said? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  None of my colleagues owes his or her preselection to any of those people. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Thank you; come in spinner!  For the benefit of the tape I repeat that the Leader of the 
Opposition said that none of them owes his or her preselection to any of those characters.  Would that be an 
accurate assessment, member for Nedlands; that none of the people on her side of the Parliament owes his or her 
preselection to Noel Crichton-Browne?  Would that be an accurate assessment?  Because, M’lud, I refer 
members back to exhibit A, which I plucked from the Subiaco Post at lunchtime.  It carries an article about the 
shadow Attorney General.  She is a person who should stand above all others in her knowledge of the law and 
the application of the law, and be aware of what she says and the possible ramifications of what she says 
publicly.  In the article she attributes to Noel Crichton-Browne the preselection of an unnamed number of people 
in her own party.  That is today; right now.  The member for Vasse is one of them, is he not? 
Mr T. Buswell:  Not true. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  I do not know but it is certainly true that there are people who owe their preselection to Noel 
Crichton-Browne. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member for Nedlands has just said that it is certainly true that there are people 
who owe their preselection to Noel Crichton-Browne.  They are sitting on the other side of the Parliament 
watching me and listening to what I say.  They are interjecting and are holier than thou.  They owe their 
preselection to a double fraudster - Noel Crichton-Browne.  We have just heard the member for Nedlands, the 
shadow Attorney General, tell the Parliament that there are members sitting here right now, looking at me, who 
owe their preselection to none other than the double fraudster Noel Crichton-Browne. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You owe your premiership to Brian Burke and Julian Grill. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  If I owe my premiership - 
Several members interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  What did the member say about Peter Featherby?   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You better do a good job because we are watching you. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Who, Featherby?  Do not worry about that!  At this very time in the Parliament, at 
around 3.24 pm, we have heard the shadow Attorney General, the member for Nedlands, tell the Parliament that 
there are members sitting on her side of the chamber who owe their preselection to Noel Crichton-Browne, the 
double fraudster.  I said today that he is a person who is banned from the lobbyists’ register.  The Leader of the 
Opposition says that he will allow his members to quite freely deal with him, has he not? 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  My members can talk to whoever they like but they will be judged accordingly.  The 
Premier’s register does not fix that. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I am comforted by the fact that my assessment of what the Leader of the Opposition 
said before was correct.  He has absolutely no intention of stopping, directing otherwise or trying to inhibit any 
members of his side of the Parliament from communicating with Noel Crichton-Browne, Brian Burke or Julian 
Grill.  I find it somewhat strange that he is taking the position he is taking in the Parliament.  However, strange 
things happen in politics.  From this discussion we have heard the shadow Attorney General - in other words, the 
alternative first law officer of the state - a person who understands the law and understands why I am inhibited 
by the Spent Convictions Act, tell the Parliament - 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  You do not have the guts to deal with her. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Member for Cottesloe, may I tell you one thing?  I do not hide behind anything or 
anyone.  I have asserted before that the member does.   
Mr T. Buswell interjected. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member for Vasse sets the moral paradigms from which we all have to view the 
world.  It is pretty disgusting, actually, looking through his moral prism.  If the member for Vasse had been a 
minister on my side of the Parliament and behaved the way he did, I would have sacked him.  The Leader of the 
Opposition should sack him.  I would have sacked him because his behaviour was totally inappropriate.  If I had 
had a situation presented to me that reflected the behaviour that the member for Vasse was conducting with Noel 
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Crichton-Browne, I would have sacked him.  I would have said that it was grossly improper for him to sit in a 
car in the car park in a secret meeting with a double fraudster and concoct his story in advance of appearing 
before the CCC and then report back on what he was asked and how the CCC responded to his answers. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  You have been talking for 20 minutes and have not got to the evidence before the CCC, 
which is the substance of this debate.  You have done everything but address the corruption that has been 
displayed within the hearings of the CCC. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Unfortunately, I have to disagree with the member for Cottesloe.  I have addressed the 
issue not only today, but also on numerous other occasions when it has come before me.  That concerns not just 
Hon Shelley Archer but other members who are far more senior in their roles than she is.  As pointed out, there 
are still a couple of members in the Parliament who are living proof of that.   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Can you say it?  Can you say that she behaved corruptly? 
The SPEAKER:  I distinctly remember the member for Cottesloe giving his speech and then sitting down.  I 
urge him to allow the Premier to give his speech. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member for Cottesloe is full of bluster.  However, when we strip what he says in a 
lot of these debates back to its substance, we find absolute nonsense.  That has been his form in Parliament over 
a long period.  It is all bluff and bluster, and when we penetrate it, we realise there is nothing there; it is absolute 
gibberish.  He is effectively demanding that I break the law.  I choose not to; I choose to act lawfully.  I think I 
will set a better example to the people of Western Australia if I act lawfully than if I act unlawfully.  I certainly 
feel better in myself if I act lawfully rather than unlawfully.  That was the thrust of the member for Cottesloe’s 
argument, aside from attacking the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and then pretending to recant.  I am 
very grateful for the contribution of the member for Nedlands.  I expected that she would be unable to resist 
honesty when the question was put to her.  She has answered the question honestly and provided us with a little 
insight into the people sitting on the other side of Parliament; that is, that some of them are over there by dint of 
what they owe to Noel Crichton-Browne, despite the facade that is put up to try to pretend otherwise.  She made 
a very good contribution, and I am sure she will win a lot of support and friends amongst her colleagues for 
letting us all know that.  That, in essence, is the response to the motion.  I am the Premier, and when information 
about any member of the government has come to my attention from the Corruption and Crime Commission, I 
have acted in a fashion that I considered appropriate.  If I have not acted appropriately, I will be judged by the 
broader population.  That is the job. 
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.32 pm]:  Today, the retiring 
commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission, Kevin Hammond, said that charges would inevitably 
result from the recent high-profile public hearings.  The report of his statement in The West Australian stated -  

Many influential holders of public office “wouldn’t recognise a conflict of interest if it walked up and 
kicked them in the backside,” he said. 

Right now, the Premier has Hon Shelley Archer right beside him and Kevin Reynolds kicking him in the 
backside.  The Premier said in this Parliament that on the day that he was intimidated in his position, he would 
walk out the door.  However, because he has been intimidated, he has not dealt with Hon Shelley Archer.  He 
said that if she was a minister, he would have sacked her.  Would he have then been in breach of the Spent 
Convictions Act?  He sacked the members for Ballajura and Murchison-Eyre from the Labor Party.  Hon Shelley 
Archer has done exactly the same thing as they did.  She has been found to be corrupt by the Corruption and 
Crime Commission on three occasions, and they have been articulated here today.  The Premier knows that.  He 
has sacked the people who were not involved in the union movement, but those who are involved in the union 
movement are still sitting in this house.  The Premier is intimidated.  Not only that, but also the members for 
Ballajura and Yokine and the Minister for Energy all say that she should go.  What message is conveyed to the 
people of Western Australia when the Premier is pictured in election advertisements with his arm around 
Hon Shelley Archer, saying that she is the person for the job?  Did the Premier know about the charges and the 
spent conviction? 
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  No.  
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Premier did not know.  Does the Labor Party have any procedure for asking about 
convictions?  Does the Labor Party have as any part of its preselection process a requirement for people to report 
previous convictions?  This person deliberately broke the law 35 times.  The Premier might say that he cannot 
discriminate under that act, yet he would have sacked her if she had been a minister.  He makes conflicting 
comments.  He cannot say one minute that if Hon Shelley Archer had been a minister, he would have sacked her, 
and then in the next minute say that it would have been illegal if he had done so.  That is what he is saying here 
today.  The Premier was prepared to sack the members for Ballajura and Murchison-Eyre from the Labor Party, 
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but he is not prepared to sack Hon Shelley Archer.  It was found conclusively in the Corruption and Crime 
Commission that she breached the Corruption and Crime Commission Act through her activities; not once, not 
twice, but three times.  Not only that, she acted as a go-between, giving confidential information to Brian Burke.  
The Premier continues to make smart remarks about people on this side of the house when he knows himself that 
if it were not for Brian Burke and Julian Grill, he would not be in the position he holds today.  He might not have 
gone out and directly sought that position himself, but he knew that Brian Burke and Julian Grill’s apparatchiks 
were voting for him to get him into that position.  The Premier was the person who brought Norm Marlborough 
into the ministry and brought Brian Burke and Julian Grill back into vogue.   
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Who did? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The Premier did, through his actions in bringing Norm Marlborough back into the Cabinet.  
He gave carte blanche approval for Brian Burke and Julian Grill to act corruptly in Western Australia.  However, 
it is not just Brian Burke and Julian Grill; the Premier’s ministers allowed Burke and Grill to manipulate them 
into breaking the law.  The Premier has a lot to answer for and there is no doubt in my mind that he needs to sack 
Hon Shelley Archer or he will have no credibility in this state.  The Premier has been intimidated.  He said that 
when he felt intimidated, he would walk out the door.  Unless he sacks Hon Shelley Archer, everyone will know 
that he has been intimidated. 
MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.37 pm]:  These are questions for every 
member of the Western Australian Parliament.  Does the Western Australian Parliament forgive dishonesty and 
corruption and ignore unacceptable and reprehensible behaviour?  I respect my role as the member for Merredin 
and the leader of the Western Australian Nationals.  This Parliament should not forgive dishonesty and 
corruption; it should set and adhere to standards of behaviour.  Hon Shelley Archer has abused her position and 
brought disrepute to this Parliament, but she remains a member.  The Labor government, the labour movement 
and the state bureaucracy have been infiltrated by corrupt people.  Vested interests have gained influence and 
bad decisions have been made.  Hon Shelley Archer is not fit to be a member of Parliament.  She should not 
have the support of the Premier or any member of the Western Australian Parliament.  If there is any truth to her 
title - the honourable member for the Mining and Pastoral Region - she should resign from this Parliament.  If 
we, as a Parliament - the elected representatives of the great state of Western Australia - are not prepared to 
condemn and demand the resignation of members who have acted in this way, we are all culpable for lowering 
the standards and the public standing of the Western Australian Parliament.  The time has come to demand 
accountability.  The question for every member of this chamber is: are we prepared to act, or is it easier to ignore 
this? 
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [4.39 pm]:  I do not defend the actions of Hon Shelley Archer, 
either last year or 15 years ago.  However, I find this motion unusual.  Firstly, it is unusual in a procedural sense.  
For the first time in my memory, the house is dealing with a motion about the character of an upper house 
member.  It is interesting to compare the way the house is dealing with the issues relating to the member for 
Murchison-Eyre with the way it is attempting to deal with the issues relating to Hon Shelley Archer.  When it 
comes to a member of this house, the government accepted an opposition motion to have an inquiry by the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee, in which evidence will be heard and the matter tested and judged, and then 
a recommendation made to the house.  When it comes to a member of the other place, the opposition jumps 
straight to a conclusion.  The opposition has taken the lead on both of these matters.  It is unusual that we are 
dealing with a motion relating to a member of the other house.  It is usually the case that each house takes care of 
its own.  It is also unusual that we are dealing with a motion such as this without hearing evidence and dealing 
with the matter properly, as in the case of the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I want to know what the rules are 
with regard to these matters because I smell the stench of hypocrisy from the other side.  I note that members on 
the other side used the words “convicted fraudster”.  I wondered which of those words was the key word.  Is the 
key word “convicted”, because if it is, the Leader of the Opposition should not be in this Parliament, let alone on 
the front bench, because he is the only person I am aware of in this house who has been convicted of a criminal 
offence.  I am not going to go further on that matter. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I think we have finished with that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the key word is “fraudster”, I want to know why Hon Peter Collier is still a member of the 
opposition front bench, because he apparently had some trouble with signatures on Liberal Party membership 
forms.  As I remember, the member for Nedlands came off stress leave to defend Hon Peter Collier. 

Point of Order 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have never been on stress leave.  I was on long service leave.  This keeps being raised 
and I would like to correct the record. 

The SPEAKER:  I think the point of order has corrected the matter. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I smell the stench of hypocrisy from the other side.  I want to look at the case of 
Hon Anthony Fels because I think that bears on the standards that the opposition has expounded.  I think the 
member for Cottesloe said that the relevant rule was that one could not help a lobbyist to make money.  If one 
did that as a member of Parliament, one was not a fit and proper person.  What did Hon Anthony Fels do?  Noel 
Crichton-Browne wrote a motion and a speech that Hon Anthony Fels read into the parliamentary record almost 
word for word.  It was embarrassing to see Hon Anthony Fels on his feet delivering his speech and the words 
written by Noel Crichton-Browne appearing on the screen.  He was helping a disgraced lobbyist to make money.  
He knew what he was doing; he knew that Noel Crichton-Browne was representing IMF.  That has been given in 
evidence to the CCC.  He went further, because Noel Crichton-Browne dictated to him the terms of reference for 
a possible inquiry by a parliamentary committee.  He knew that Noel Crichton-Browne was a paid consultant for 
Cazaly Resources.  So, if the relevant rule is “convicted”, one member of the opposition is gone; if the relevant 
rule is “fraudster”, another member of the opposition is gone; and if the relevant rule is that a member through 
improper use of his parliamentary position helps a lobbyist to make money, when the member knows that is the 
case, another member of the opposition is gone.  Yet no action whatever has been taken against those three 
members of the opposition.  Hon Anthony Fels may have left the front bench, but he was sent on a trip as 
compensation.  He is still a member of Parliament.  The Liberal Party has not put forward a motion to say that 
Hon Anthony Fels is not a fit and proper person to be a member of Parliament.  This is immense hypocrisy from 
the Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues.  I do not support the actions of Hon Shelley Archer, nor do I 
support the actions of Hon Anthony Fels.  I want to see standard rules applied to the activities of all members of 
Parliament.  I do not want to see the unparalleled hypocrisy that we have seen from the opposition.   

Another matter I want to deal with is the question of law.  We do not govern according to our whims.  We are 
not here as autocrats or dictators, doing whatever we want.  This is a government of laws, not of people.  We 
exercise our powers according to law.  I criticised the member for Cottesloe because all too often he has scant 
regard for the legal obligations and paradigms in which ministers have to operate.  We have had plenty of 
debates on this issue in which the Leader of the Opposition has come in here and said, “You are a minister; just 
roll up your sleeves and do it.  Don’t worry about what the law says.”  We have had the same argument again 
from the member for Cottesloe.  He has asked the Premier to break the commonwealth Crimes Act.  I do not 
regard that as a proper line of argument in this house.  I do not believe that has proper regard for the rule of law 
or for the fact that we must govern according to legal constraints, not according to political expediency or our 
whims.  It is gross hypocrisy from the other side.  I cannot vote for this motion. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [4.46 pm]:  This motion begs the question of who is a fit and proper 
person to be a member of Parliament.  I think it is worth looking up the word “honourable”, because it is a title 
carried by members of the upper house.  What does “honourable” mean?  What sorts of attributes can we conjure 
up in our minds to associate with “honourable”?  Perhaps it might be some of the following: admirable, worthy, 
praiseworthy, moral, principled, good, respectable, upright, proper, reputable, decent, and acceptable.  I am sure 
we could think of many more.  One might say that in a democracy it is the voters who make the final decision 
about who is fit and proper.  With our system of elections for the upper house it is not the ordinary voter who 
makes that decision.  It is in fact the preselection process of a political party and the people involved in it that 
decide who will get a seat in the upper house.  The current system of electing people to the upper house here 
depends to a large extent on the wisdom or otherwise of members of political parties and the preselection 
processes they engage in.  The dependence on political parties is particularly evident in our upper house, where 
almost all people vote according to a party ticket rather than for an individual, as happens in the lower house.  
Any candidate who is preselected in a winnable position on a political party’s ticket is virtually assured of easy 
passage into a seat in the Legislative Council.  Then they are given the title “honourable”.  In these 
circumstances the voters rely on the wisdom or otherwise of the members of political parties who choose those 
people to have the title “honourable”.  It could be said there have been occasions when people who are 
commonly called party hacks have had easy passage into Parliament as a reward for long service to the party.  
Perhaps Hon Shelley Archer is a case in point.  What sort of checks does the Labor Party carry out, and the 
Liberal Party for that matter, on candidates standing for preselection?  Do the members of the Labor Party care 
that a candidate for public office was found to have been engaged in Centrelink fraud on multiple occasions?  Do 
they bother checking that out?  Do they discuss it?  How is it that a person with this sort of history can be 
preselected?  Does the Labor Party really believe that a person with this sort of history is a fit and proper person 
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to be preselected for a safe upper house seat?  Apparently, members of the Labor Party do believe that because 
Hon Shelley Archer has the title “honourable”.  Does she pass the “honourable” test?  A person who examined 
the information from the Corruption and Crime Commission hearings could be forgiven for concluding that she 
has failed that “honourable” test miserably.  I support the motion. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [4.50 pm]:  I thank the Premier for the opportunity to say something.  Luckily, I 
find that I have two minutes left.  What was it that the Premier thinks the member for Ballajura did that was 
worse than what Shelley Archer has done?  The situation with the member for Ballajura occurred before these 
recent exposures by the Corruption and Crime Commission.  The member for Ballajura neglected to pay 
superannuation payments to his staff and issues arose concerning his meeting with Mr Minniti.  What did he do 
that was so much worse than what Hon Shelley Archer did that warranted the Premier’s demanding he resign as 
a minister and leave the Labor Party?  I contend that the only difference is that Hon Shelley Archer has a union 
member and union movement standing behind her and the member for Ballajura did not have that.  I believe that 
when the Premier was in that meeting with Hon Shelley Archer - I know the Premier; I know what he is like - he 
asked her to resign and she said, “No; no way am I going.”  I want to know what the Premier said in reply.  I can 
see his smile.  I know I am right; I know that is what he said to her.  He considered her behaviour as a go-
between at the beck and call of Brian Burke, and he knew in his heart that her actions were totally inappropriate 
and he asked her to go, but she said no.  He knew his hands were tied.  To be fair to the action he took against 
the member for Ballajura, he should have said, “She goes or I go.”  That would have met the Premier’s line in 
the sand and would not have led to the drawing that was in the newspaper of the line in the sand and the circle 
around Shelley Archer with Kevin Reynolds standing behind her.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  It was a cartoon.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  He lacked the courage.  It was a great cartoon, and its depiction was absolutely accurate.  He 
told Shelley Archer to go; she would not go and the Premier wimped out.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.52 pm]:  I support this motion, based on the findings of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission.  The Premier is muddying the waters by referring to the spent conviction.  I 
believe he is hiding behind the commonwealth act rather than basing his view on state legislation.   
Mr A.J. Carpenter:  It is a commonwealth offence.   
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Under the Constitution, we as members of Parliament are not employees.  However, 
that should not be the issue.  The issue should be the findings of the Corruption and Crime Commission, and on 
that basis I support the motion.  
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (23) 

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

 

Noes (31) 

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

Question thus negatived.   
 


