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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 6 April.   
HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [12.25 pm]:  I wish to begin my Address-in-Reply debate by 
congratulating the Labor Party on its election victory.  I am sure it would not surprise government members to 
learn that I was hoping for a Liberal government after February 2005.   

I also wish to congratulate Judy Hughes, the new member for Kingsley.  I am pleased that she was elected, and 
not the Liberal candidate who was forced upon the Kingsley electorate by the manipulation of the Liberal Party 
preselection process.  I do not know Judy well, but I have been told by a number of Kingsley residents that she is 
hardworking and honest, and someone who demonstrates a high level of integrity.  I am told that she is not 
selfish or corrupt, and nor will she allow personal ambition to hinder her representation of the Kingsley 
electorate.   
Hon Ed Dermer: Those residents are good judges of character.   
Hon ALAN CADBY:  Absolutely.  I might add that a couple of those residents were lay Liberal Party members.   
I was interested when the Governor’s address referred to the priorities of the Gallop government in the area of 
education and training.  I was reminded of the Blair Government’s promise in the last British election when it 
said it would highlight education and training issues.  Having communicated with a lot of people in educational 
circles in the United Kingdom, I can tell members that all the government’s promises were just that.   
I was in the United Kingdom in 1974 when the school leaving age was raised from 15 to 16 years of age.  It was 
a project called the raising of school leaving age.  I must be honest and say that my experience was not a happy 
one, the reason being that the curriculum programs offered to students who were staying at school against their 
will were not appropriate.  Of course, that does not have to be replicated in Western Australia.  The combination 
of school, work and training has the potential to meet all the needs of students who will stay on for an extra year.  
In 2006, students will have to stay on until they are 16 years of age; in 2008, they will have to stay on until they 
are 17 years of age.  I am concerned about whether schools, training institutions and workplaces will be ready for 
that change.  I wish the government well.  I hope that students who embark on this new program realise the 
opportunities they have to move into a career.  The idea of combining those three areas is wonderful.  It is about 
time the education system was modernised.  
I now wish to move to a different topic, which is one vote, one value; in other words, electoral reform.  I realise 
that I cannot discuss the bill and I have no intention of discussing the bill.  I wish to explore the reason the bill 
was introduced into the other house and will probably be introduced into this house today.  We all know about 
the 2003 High Court decision and the need for an absolute majority in this house.  The government has a 
majority in the lower house.  The majority has to occur at both the second and third reading stages of a bill.  I 
have heard members of the Liberal Party say in the other house how disgraceful it was for the government to 
bring in the bill at a time when there is a newly elected Council waiting to start on 22 May.  We know that both 
major parties have used that window of opportunity to push their particular bills.  It is a little hypocritical of the 
Liberal Party to cry foul.   

I remind the house that there was a bill that was first read in the other house called the Electoral Act Amendment 
(Fixed Terms) Bill 2004.  Clause 12 of the bill proposes an amendment of terms in the other house by deleting 
“May” and inserting “March”.  It means that if the bill had gone through both houses, I would not be here today; 
I would be in retirement.  Who rejected the bill?  The government certainly did not reject it, but the Liberal Party 
did.  The Liberal Party has to look at itself.  Its members put us in this position.  I was a member of the Liberal 
Party when the bill was discussed in the party room.  That is all I will say about the party room because, for me, 
what happens in there remains confidential.  The Liberal Party had the opportunity to ensure that any member of 
the thirty-sixth Parliament would not be standing here today.  

Hon Norman Moore:  Some of us are quite happy that you are here today. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Thank you.  If I were not here, I might have been able to gain employment as a full-time 
teacher starting in February.  Despite that, I will move on. 

As it stands at the moment, the house has 12 Labor members, five Greens and four Independents.  One of the 
Independents is a former Liberal member of Parliament, namely me.  I will use this time to explain why I am 
now an Independent member of Parliament.  It has probably given the window of opportunity to the government 
to push through its one vote, one value legislation.  No deal has been done on the outcome of the bill.  The 
Greens and, I imagine, the other three Independent members have yet to decide their position on the bill. 
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There is a definite distinction between sharp political manoeuvring and blatant dishonesty and corruption that 
would not pass the test of any moral or legal scrutiny.  I will set out matters that fall, without doubt, in the 
second category.  I will trace steps taken at two Liberal preselections for the Legislative Assembly and 
demonstrate, hopefully, the considerable level of corruption by some members of the Liberal Party.  I might add 
that I am not talking about any member of this house.  They are without doubt the most honest and highly 
respected members or people I have met.  The actions I intend to describe were blatant, transparent and 
committed without shame or apology.  The actions were contrived and conducted at the highest levels of the 
Liberal Party.  I do not for a moment suggest or imply that the beneficiaries of such action condoned it.  
However, I urge that, on learning of it, they condemn it as I condemn it today. 

I will talk first about the state seat of South Perth.  The facts as I understand them are as follows.  When Phillip 
Pendal announced his retirement from the other house, it was widely understood that Tony Rocchi had the 
support of his branch and would be a front runner for the seat of South Perth for the Liberal Party.  Mr Rocchi’s 
principal opponent was Andre Timermanis, the president of Swan division and a member of a factional Liberal 
Party group that included Mr Colin Edwardes, who is the man who wanted a clean sweep of the North 
Metropolitan Region ticket so he and his mates could gain the places; Mr Peter Collier, a man we have heard 
about in both houses and who is being investigated by the police for forgery; and Mr Mathias Cormann, a person 
who has come from nowhere to be an influential and, in my opinion, dangerous operator within the Liberal 
Party.  Certainly, he is a man without any morals or conscience.  It is clear that the South Perth branch is at the 
heart of that electorate.  Mr Rocchi had majority support of the preselection delegates of the South Perth branch.  
However, he did not have majority support from the branch office bearers.  He did have the support of the 
branch secretary and vice president, Mr Ken McGovern, who occupied both positions.  In the Liberal Party, the 
office bearers of a branch are not necessarily on the preselection committee.  The problem of overcoming Mr 
Rocchi’s preselection support in his branch was easily overcome.  The solution was to eliminate the South Perth 
branch from the preselection process by whatever means was available to those people who were against him.  
The mechanics to achieve the goal are quite easy.  Under Liberal Party rules, for a branch to participate in a 
district preselection, it needs to have 50 per cent of members plus one additional member who either works or 
lives in the electorate.  What action did these people take?  They got some of the branch members to resign and 
then stacked the branch with other people who lived outside the electorate.  That meant that the branch was still 
constitutional but because of its make-up could not participate in the preselection process. 

The president of the South Perth branch, Ms Marlene Jennings, a member of the Edwardes-Cormann-Collier 
group, called a committee meeting to be held just four hours prior to nominations closing.  Notice of committee 
meetings is required under the Liberal Party constitution to be given “reasonable notice”.  Notice may be given 
orally or in writing.  It is not a necessity for the committee to state why it is meeting.  In this case, it did not.  It 
seems to me a common courtesy to explain why there is a meeting so people can judge whether they need to be 
there.  The trick to make sure that Jennings had the numbers at the meeting was to notify those who would 
probably speak against it rather late.  That is precisely what happened.  They were notified quite late and neither 
of the two people were told why they were meeting.  This was a belt and braces job.  Just to make sure they did 
not get to the committee meeting, not only were they told about it very late, but also the meeting was called at 
Stirling Highway, well away from their home base, at one o’clock on a normal working day when it is very 
difficult for working people - one is a teacher - to take time off.  The people who organised this meeting knew all 
of that.  Therefore, remember, a short time span of notice, the other side of the city and at a time when working 
people cannot get time off to get there.  This was done because those two people who received late notification 
would not have supported the exclusion of their own branch from the preselection process.  After all, that branch 
had worked hard to be part of the process.  It is stupid to think that they would exclude themselves.  It was done 
for only one purpose; that is, to make sure that Tony Rocchi was not preselected. 

The meeting was held and the minutes were written.  It is interesting to note that members from two other 
branches, namely Manning-South Como and Welshpool, were transferred into this branch.  The president of the 
Welshpool branch is none other than Mr Timermanis, who was Mr Rocchi’s principal opponent, and the 
president of the South Como branch is Mr Andrew Murfin.  We have all heard of Andrew Murfin; he had a 
colourful career as a candidate for the seat of Swan in the last federal election.   

The constitution of the Liberal Party states that five or more members of a committee must be present at a 
committee meeting.  I understand that fewer than five committee members were present at that meeting, but 
there were more than five Liberal Party members.  Just to make sure that everything went well, Mr Timermanis 
attended that meeting, although he was the president of a different branch.  He had nothing at all to do with that 
branch.  Also in attendance to make sure that the branch was disqualified was Mr James Grayden, who was also 
a candidate for preselection.  Can members imagine that a member of a branch who is a candidate for 
preselection would have his branch excluded from the preselection process?  If that is not corruption, I do not 
know what is.  It is morally indefensible.  However, at the close of nominations, the branch did not have 
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sufficient numbers to meet the criteria of 50 per cent plus one from that electorate; therefore, it was taken out of 
the game and disqualified just hours before the closing of nominations.  Also remember that Mr Murfin relied on 
Mr Timermanis for his own preselection for the federal seat of Swan, so he owed him a favour, and that was the 
payback.   

I suppose the question to be asked could be: what is reasonable time?  There is some legal argument about what 
is reasonable.  A number of statutory declarations were sworn and signed by the two members concerned.  I am 
not sure whether I should name them; I think at this stage I will not.  However, they made it clear that in their 
minds reasonable time was not given.  I think any reasonable person would agree with that.  By “any reasonable 
person”, I am not talking about anybody in the upper echelon of the Liberal Party.  Remember, I am making a 
distinction between the people who sit in this house as members and those who do not sit in this house but who 
are Liberal supporters.  Are they Liberal supporters?  They are probably not, but they are Liberal members.  
After that had occurred, Mr Ken McGovern, the secretary of that branch, appealed to the state director, Mr Paul 
Everingham, that due process had not been followed.  Paul Everingham’s response was that he was satisfied, 
following investigation, that reasonable notice had been given and, as a result, the argument on that issue was 
dismissed. 

Let us consider how Mr Everingham investigated the matter.  He rang the lady who organised the meeting, Ms 
Jennings, and asked whether the notice had been reasonable.  She said yes, and he said that the investigation was 
finished.  At no stage were the people who could not attend the meeting questioned about whether they thought 
the notice had been reasonable.  The bottom line is that they did not want those two members there because they 
felt positively that if they were, they would do two things: first, they would not vote for the new members to join 
their branch, thus preventing the disqualification of the branch and, secondly, they might be able to persuade two 
committee members to vote against the new members.  It was therefore important for this conspiracy to make 
sure that those two members were not present. 

The rorting of the branch and its membership did not stop there.  The party’s legal and constitutional committee 
had ruled previously on the admission of members into a branch.  Remember, Dan Sullivan, the member for 
Leschenault - the member for Mitchell at the time - was caught up in this matter.  The crucial branch of Mitchell 
in Dan Sullivan’s preselection was disqualified because the legal and constitutional committee found that the 
membership forms, having gone through the process to the branch secretary and the divisional president, had not 
been presented to head office.  It is like a flow chart; it moves up the levels from one to another.  The problem 
was that the membership forms had been sent directly to the state director.  As members know, there was 
tremendous pressure on Dan Sullivan to get out and they thought this was a way of getting him out, or at least 
giving him a shock. 

In the case of South Perth, the membership forms were not presented to the branch secretary and, therefore, 
never presented to the divisional president.  The state director, therefore, failed to enforce his earlier ruling, 
which caused Dan Sullivan such pain.  The South Perth members were accepted, in spite of the identical 
technical defect that was fatal to the Mitchell branch.  In other words, they both followed the same process but 
Mitchell was knocked out because it had not followed due process.  South Perth was not knocked out; in other 
words, the members were accepted, even though they should have been knocked out because of the 50 per cent 
plus one rule.  That is a bit complicated and I probably did not explain it very well; however, I am sure members 
have got the gist. 

To add to the rotten state of the Liberal Party, the state director allowed favoured party members to access head 
office computers; they were then in a position to manipulate records.  When the scandal threatened to engulf the 
party, the state director stopped that practice and placed some security on the computers.  I do not know whether 
“security” means secure.  Who knows?  I am not a member of the Liberal Party any more.  The senior party - 
that is the South Perth branch - was not the only branch corruptly excluded from preselection for the South Perth 
Assembly seat.  The South Perth Young Liberals were also disqualified.  In the case of this branch, the party 
administration did not even present a facade of proper process.  The branch was refused accreditation to the 
preselection, without excuse or explanation.  As I understands the situation, the records have been forensically 
examined, and there is absolutely no doubt that the branch was eligible to be at that preselection; nothing was 
wrong with its membership.  However, despite countless requests by the secretary of the Young Liberal 
Movement and various other interested parties - I am sure there were many interested parties - Mr Everingham 
refused to explain himself.  He just said the branch was out; there was no more communication.  After persistent 
demands by Mr Rocchi for an explanation, Mr Everingham informed him that he had taken advice from the 
party’s constitutional and drafting committee, which had ruled that Mr Everingham was not obliged to disclose 
the reason.  I add at this point that the chair of this committee - which is, if we like, the court of the Liberal 
Party - is Mr Michael Mischin.  Michael Mischin is, by his own admission, the best friend of Peter Collier.  
Follow all the tentacles and see where they go!  When the state director was challenged about the integrity of his 
decisions, he announced that from that point on he was not obliged to explain or justify his rulings.  Despite this 
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overt and blatant dishonesty, Tony Rocchi actually won preselection for the seat of South Perth by one vote - Mr 
Timermanis got 18 votes, and Mr Rocchi got 19 votes. The other player in this preselection was Mr James 
Grayden, who got one vote.   
The Liberal Party constitution gives unsuccessful candidates three working days in which to appeal.  I am sorry 
if I am keeping the Minister for Education and Training awake -  
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Not at all.  I am fascinated.  It is a great speech.   
Hon ALAN CADBY:  Mr Rocchi’s first knowledge of the appeal was by way of gossip some weeks after his 
preselection.  That is the way things go in the Liberal Party.  It is all by gossip, because no-one gives members 
any information.  Mr Rocchi’s source of gossip was Mr Timermanis, a defeated candidate for preselection, and 
the husband of a member of the appeals and disciplinary committee.  That is how he heard about it.  There was 
nothing official.  

The appeal was lodged by Mr Grayden, who got one vote.  When Mr Rocchi phoned the state director about the 
appeal, he refused to confirm or deny that an appeal had been lodged.  Following advice from the media - it is 
strange that we need to go to the media to find out what is happening about our preselection - that the appeal had 
been held and that preselection had been overturned, Mr Rocchi again spoke to the state director, who would say 
only, “Sorry mate; the appeal has been upheld and it has to go back”.  However, it did not go back to the 
branches and the people who know the candidate; it went to the state council.  Why did it go to the state council?  
That is an easy question to answer.  It went to the state council because the likes of Mathias Cormann, Peter 
Collier and Colin Edwardes, supported by senators Johnston, Campbell and Ellison, have control of state 
council.  State council is the body that appoints the senators, so it is very important that it has control.  The 
people on the state council were against Tony Rocchi, so they did not want the preselection to go back to the 
branches, because they knew that if they did that, Tony Rocchi would win despite all their manoeuvring.  They 
therefore set up a process that would ensure that Tony Rocchi would not win.  That was easy.  They took it to 
state council, because that is where the boys have the numbers.   

I turn now to the grounds of the appeal.  The second and third grounds alleged a grave irregularity and unfair 
treatment arising out of the conduct of an intruder to the meeting, who addressed delegates when not entitled to 
do so, and distributed unauthorised printed material to delegates.  Ground three also referred to statements made 
to certain delegates, when they had the opportunity to question the appellant, that supported the conclusion that 
the irregularity alleged in ground two had influenced the selection committee.  What does that mean?  What 
actually happened was that Mr Ken McGovern had attended the meeting before it had started and had handed out 
the minutes of the last committee meeting.  Mr Rocchi was not allowed to attend the appeal against his 
preselection, and he was not allowed legal representation.  In short, he was not afforded natural justice.  
Mr Rocchi obtained statutory declarations from all of the preselection delegates who had placed him ahead of Mr 
Timermanis.  Each of those 19 delegates swore that they had not been influenced by the presence of Mr 
McGovern before the meeting commenced, nor by the South Perth minutes.  The effect of the committee’s 
finding was that the South Perth preselection was so irredeemably tainted by Mr McGovern’s actions in handing 
out the minutes as to be incapable of producing an unbiased decision.  It is like saying that if a person is on a jury 
in a court case and he was alive when the offence was committed, he will be influenced so much that he should 
not be allowed to be there.  It is ridiculous.  The appeal did not go back to the branch.  It went to state council. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  Is that what the party rules say must be done? 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  Not necessarily.  It can go back to the branches, as it did in my case, and I will explain 
that a little later.   

When state council reached that item on the agenda, state council ruled that neither Mr Rocchi nor his lawyer 
could attend or address the meeting.  That meant that Mr Rocchi was being judged by state council, but he could 
not say anything.  The most prominent of the persons who had voted against Mr Rocchi, and who was allowed to 
be heard, was Mrs Daphnie Bogue.  Daphnie Bogue is a member of state executive as president of the state 
women’s council.  She also sat on the appeal against Mr Rocchi.  She is also a leading member of Curtin 
Division, whose president is, surprisingly, Peter Collier.  Mrs Bogue already has form in acting dishonestly.  She 
had earlier telephoned 6PR talkback radio to read out a written defence of Andrew Murfin.  When asked whether 
she was a member of the Liberal Party, she lied.  She rang anonymously as Daphnie from the suburbs. However, 
she was caught out.  If we follow it all the way through we can see that it was a conspiracy against Mr Tony 
Rocchi.  The South Perth preselection was reopened by state council, and Mr John McGrath was selected.  I wish 
John McGrath well for the future.  I do not intend at any stage to imply that he was involved in any of this.   

I turn now to the seat of Serpentine-Jarrahdale.  The rorting in this preselection was as transparent as it was 
dishonest.  Perhaps it is just coincidence, but once again one senior branch of the Young Liberals was 
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disqualified by the state director.  Both branches were sympathetic to the candidate, Monica Holmes.  Monica 
Holmes is well known to all members. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Before the suspension, I was talking about the rorting and the corruption of the processes 
of the Liberal Party with the electorate of Serpentine-Jarrahdale.  If members remember, I said that two 
branches, one senior branch and one Young Liberals branch, were ruled out of the preselection process because 
the state director, Paul Everingham, stated that they did not meet the requirement of 50 per cent plus one living 
or working within the electorate.  That assertion was simply untrue.  In a subsequent appeal, Monica Holmes 
produced a map that showed the addresses of the membership of both branches, which made it abundantly clear 
that the majority of members lived or worked in the electorate.  Paul Everingham was not moved by the truth of 
the matter.  He said that the branches were out because he said so.  That meant that six members of the 
preselection committee from the Roleystone branch and three members of the Young Liberals who were entitled 
to be involved in that preselection process were improperly disqualified from taking their places.  That meant 
that nine delegates were locked out of the meeting to decide who was going to be the candidate for that district.  
The result was interesting because Monica Holmes lost the preselection by one vote.  Remember that nine people 
who were supporters of Monica Holmes were not allowed to take part in the preselection process.  Monica 
Holmes appealed the decision and then corruption was added to corruption.  The committee refused to 
investigate the senior Roleystone branch disqualification.  However, it did find that the Young Liberals branch 
was incorrectly excluded.  The state director accepted that three members who should have been involved in the 
preselection process and were disqualified should not have been disqualified.  In a breathtaking decision, which 
would appal any lawyer with a shred of decency, the Appeals and Disciplinary Committee headed by Peter 
Collier’s best mate Michael Mischin, who happens to be a public prosecutor, ruled that the erroneous exclusion 
of three delegates in a contest won by one vote was not a grave irregularity, and the preselection stood.  I could 
go into a kindergarten class and put a couple of piles of beans on the table, one pile containing one more bean 
than the other.  I could put three beans on the side and say, “If I add those beans to the piles, is it possible that 
rather than pile A having the most, pile B could have the most?”  Of course, the answer would be yes!  It is a 
very simple question.  Kindergarten kids can work that out, but not the Liberal Party.  The Liberal Party said that 
the three who were disqualified would have made no difference to the outcome of a preselection process in 
which the victor won by one vote.  This was an act of dishonesty that defies any explanation except crude 
corruption of the law.   

Hon John Fischer interjected.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I will come to the canal a bit later.  I reiterate that I am not being critical of the two new 
members of Parliament who have taken their seats.  I am confident that they will represent their electorates in an 
exemplary manner.   

I now turn to my situation.  At the preselection for the North Metropolitan Region in 2001, there was one 
vacancy because of the retirement of Hon Max Evans.  When I say one vacancy, we are all aware that one 
vacancy means one vacancy in a winnable position.  I was one of 15 members of the Liberal Party who stood for 
the one real vacancy.  As well as the two existing members going for preselection - that is, Hon George Cash and 
Hon Ray Halligan - there was Colin Edwardes.  As it turned out, the selection committee, and there were 100-
plus delegates there, preselected Hon George Cash to No 1 on the ticket, me to No 2, Ray Halligan to No 3 and 
Peter Collier to No 5.  Colin Edwardes was not put in a winnable position.  In fact, I do not think he was actually 
in the seven positions, but I could be wrong.  Following that disappointment, Colin Edwardes, along with others, 
manipulated the truth and was able to secure a re-run of the preselection.  A preselection of 100-plus delegates 
from all the divisions and branches went through, but Colin Edwardes and his group were unhappy because he 
was not placed in a winnable position, so he manipulated the system and went to state council, which, as I have 
told members before, is controlled by that particular group.  The result was a re-run, and all the delegates had to 
come back.  In the meantime, that group was able to manipulate the system so that some of the delegates who 
had taken part in the process and who were supporters of perhaps me and others of my persuasion were 
excluded.  Following the re-run, the order on the ticket was Cash, Halligan, Cadby and then Collier.  Once again, 
Colin Edwardes was not on the ticket.   

From that date, Colin Edwardes, using the likes of Peter Collier, Mathias Cormann - remember that name - Bob 
Cronin and Richard Ellis, who was chief of staff for Colin Barnett, decided he would seek revenge on me by 
getting me dumped from the ticket and then getting himself on the ticket.  This group is known as a northern 
alliance, and those who read the newspaper will have seen many references to the northern alliance.  In reality, 
the northern alliance is Colin Edwardes, Mathias Cormann and Peter Collier.  Edwardes boasted on several 
occasions that he would secure my spot on the upper house ticket, and that he would do anything to get there.  
The tactics used by him and his team included lies, corruption, persuasion, strongarm tactics, branch stacking 
and the like.  It was easy for him to persuade Collier to join in his activities, because Collier was motivated by 
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blind ambition; he wanted to go along for the ride and get a place in this house.  The three people who were at 
the core of this action were Richard Ellis, Mathias Cormann and Colin Edwardes.  However, standing behind 
were Senators David Johnston, Ian Campbell and Chris Ellison.   

About two years ago, David Johnston came to my office.  He had written a letter to all members of Parliament 
saying that he was a new senator and would like to assist the Liberal Party in winning the next state election.  I 
wrote to him and said that I would love to see him because I really wanted his help to win the seats of Mindarie, 
Wanneroo and Joondalup.  He sat down with me in my office, I gave him a glass of wine and some nice cheese, 
we had a little conversation and then he said, “I do not know why you’re bothering with this because you will 
not be there when the next election comes around.”  I said “Why, what have I done?”  He said, “You have done 
nothing.  You have not spoken in the house, you have not represented the Liberal Party and you have not 
supported your branches, etc.”  I said that that was not true.  David said that he had not seen me at any of his 
meetings.  I said that that was strange, as I had never seen him at any of my events.  I am sure that Hon Graham 
Giffard, Hon Ed Dermer, Hon Ken Travers or Hon Giz Watson could have told him that I had been around and 
about in the North Metropolitan Region on a regular basis.  I certainly had spoken in the house on a number of 
matters and certain responsibilities had been given to me by the Leader of the Opposition.  I asked David where 
he was getting his information from, because a senator does not really know what is going on in our house.  He 
said that he had heard it from Colin Edwardes.  He said, “Colin Edwardes is telling everybody that you’re 
useless.”  I said that that was not true, and that I could prove it.  He then changed tack.  He said that the real 
problem was that I was a member of the Noel Crichton-Browne faction.  I told him that between 1989 and 2003 I 
had met Noel Crichton-Browne on only two occasions.  I think that those meetings involved just a shake of the 
hand, as one does.  That was my involvement with Noel Crichton-Browne in those 13 or 14 years.  I told him 
that I was not part of the Noel Crichton-Browne faction and that I was a fairly independent person.  His next tack 
was to say that my mates were members of the Noel Crichton-Browne faction.  I asked what that had to do with 
anything, as I was an individual.  His next tack was to say, “Leave your mates behind, join us and you’ll be 
right.”  To my cost I ignored that advice.  I am quite pleased that I ignored that advice.   

Also actively involved at that time was Danielle Blain, state president of the Liberal Party and very close friend 
of Peter Collier, and Colin Barnett, the member for Cottesloe, whose divisional president was also Peter Collier.  
I have mentioned Mathias Cormann.  I will examine his role in these sordid affairs.  He is the state senior-vice 
president of the Liberal Party.  The role of the senior vice-president is to work for the party and to position the 
party to win government through, of course, the parliamentary representatives.  What did he do?  He went 
around the state trying to disendorse good, sound members of the Liberal Party.  That is not his role.  He has 
done so much damage to the party that I think it will take many years for it to recover.  In reality, he is a nothing; 
yet this nothing was the chief organiser of the conspiracy to get rid of well-respected and long-serving members 
such as Hon George Cash, Hon Norman Moore and Hon Peter Foss.  He succeeded in getting rid of me.  I do not 
put myself in the same group as those honourable members.  I was inexperienced, but I think I was getting there.  
He had no interest in winning government; his only interest was in replacing those members with people from 
his group, who would therefore be compliant with his and his backers’ wishes.  Mathias Cormann must take full 
responsibility for the position in which the Liberal Party now finds itself.  Danielle Blain must also share that 
responsibility, as she was either a joint conspirator or was rather stupid in allowing these things to happen.  I 
suggest that it was the former.   

Hon John Fischer:  They would not be mutually exclusive.   

Hon ALAN CADBY:  That is very true; I had not thought of that.  As a mathematician and having some sense, I 
should have done.  She knew what was going on.  Indeed, at a branch meeting at which I spoke, I told her of the 
danger of not supporting sitting members in the goal of winning the seats of Mindarie, Wanneroo and Joondalup.  
I said that if we did not win at least two of those seats, we would not win government.  It is disgraceful that both 
the state president and the senior vice-president of the Liberal Party were prepared to sacrifice government in 
their desire to have their mates elected to Parliament.   

I will look briefly at the influence of Colin Edwardes.  It is well known that Colin Barnett relied heavily on the 
advice and support of Cheryl Edwardes.  In fact, it is true to say that she was the de facto Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition.  Of course, behind Cheryl was Colin Edwardes.  Most people who know him would agree that he 
exerts considerable pressure and influence on Cheryl.  Maybe Colin was in essence the de facto Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition.  Colin Edwardes also worked as chief of staff for the federal Minister for the Environment and 
Heritage, Senator Ian Campbell, whom I have already mentioned.  I put to the house that the disastrous decision 
to mention the word “canal” was influenced by Colin Edwardes.  I believe that the consortium of Colin 
Edwardes, Ian Campbell and Colin Barnett thought up the idea of the canal.  What a disaster it was for the 
Liberal Party!  Suddenly all the emphasis of the campaign shifted to the idea of building a canal, which never 
gave the Liberal Party the opportunity to question the record of the Labor Party, which is what it should have 
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been doing all the time.  The American poet Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, who lived between 1807 and 1882, 
said -  

We judge ourselves by what we feel capable of doing, while others judge us by what we have already 
done. 

Colin Edwardes lost the seat of Kingsley and played a major role in the coalition losing the state election.  I hope 
that the Liberal Party will judge him accordingly.   

I will read from a couple of articles that pretty well describe the situation in which we now find ourselves.  Much 
has been written, so I had plenty of choice.  I do not want to bore members too much, so I will read just a few 
things.  I will first read from an article that appeared in the WA Business News of 17 March 2005.  The article 
was written by Joe Poprzeczny, who is better known as Joe Pop, in the section known as “State Scene”, and was 
headed “Cadby dumping may haunt Liberals”.  It reads in part - 

Not widely realised is that the Liberal parliamentary contingent has two wings - those opposed to 
OVOV, -  

That is, one vote, one value -  

the so-called ‘push from the bush’, and those who either back it or feel the present arrangement is too 
unfair so needs modification.   

For years Mr Barnett belonged to the latter group. 

But after becoming leader he switched to the ‘push from the bush’ to help thwart the McGinty 
legislative and judicial moves and curry favour with the Nationals, whose very existence hinges on rural 
voter weighting.   

Another like the earlier Mr Barnett was former upper house Liberal Alan Cadby.   

While Mr Cadby was a Liberal MP he acceded to party discipline and voted against OVOV.   

This, however, dramatically changed last year when a powerful group called the ‘northern alliance’, 
which included Mr Barnett’s chief of staff Richard Ellis, succeeded in disendorsing him.   

Not surprisingly Mr Cadby resigned from the party and signalled to Labor he was prepared to discuss 
OVOV.   

That is not true; I did not resign from the Liberal Party.  I resigned from the Parliamentary Liberal Party, but not 
from the Liberal Party.  In fact, I was expelled by the Liberal Party; I did not resign.  The article continues - 

All State Scene’s sources say he’s now set to back Labor legislation to scrap WA’s anti-city voting bias.   

Dumping Mr Cadby was the Liberals’ big mistake, even graver than leaving Doug Shave in charge of 
the mortgage broking sector, since the former’s vote will be crucial until late May, when he leaves 
parliament.   

One of those behind the disendorsement of Mr Cadby was Mr Ellis, whose boss, Mr Barnett, could surely have 
seen and warned of the dangers of the northern alliance’s move.   

Another heavily involved in unseating Mr Cadby was Colin Edwardes, husband of one of Mr Barnett’s 
strongest backers, Cheryl Edwardes, and then a senior staffer of Liberal Senator Ian Campbell.   

Surely Senator Campbell also saw the consequences of Mr Edwardes’ move.  Perhaps he and Mr 
Barnett were completely oblivious to the inevitable.   

But many Liberals are asking that, if they weren’t oblivious, then why didn’t they instruct Messrs Ellis 
and Edwardes to back right off. 

The next part I will quote does not make sense, but this is how it reads - 

More Liberals than care to raise their hand fear that WA’s next non-Labor government may not emerge 
until late well after 2010. 

And many in this presently mute group see the Shave and Cadby affairs, most especially the latter, as 
the reason they’re in their precarious position.   

If all this eventuates, neither of the party’s past two leaders - Messrs Court and Barnett - nor Senator 
Campbell will be favourably considered by future Liberals. 

After my dumping at the preselection, there was some speculation that I would become the President.  This was 
in July last year.  Let us look at that scenario.  If I had become President, I would have had 10 months in which I 
would have earned the President’s salary.  That would have been an enormous boost to me.  It would have 
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increased not only my salary but also my superannuation.  Therefore, if I were after personal gain, I would have 
become President.  However, I must tell everybody in this house today that I never approached any member of 
the government or anybody associated with the government about my becoming President, and nobody in the 
Labor Party, the Labor government or anybody associated with them ever approached me about becoming the 
President.  Both parties acted with propriety.  The media hype was wrong.  Dan Sullivan did write to divisional 
presidents about the dangers, and he was right to write about the dangers; but, in fact, it did not eventuate.  The 
only problem is that that letter was not passed on to the delegates at state council, for obvious reasons.   

To reinforce my point, I will read a couple more things, if I may.  An article written by Steve Butler and Monica 
Videnieks appeared in The West Australian of Wednesday, 5 May 2004.  It contained speculation about what I 
would do.  Referring to me, it states - 

But he told The West Australian last night he had worked too hard with other Liberals in Perth’s 
northern suburbs to desert the party. 

. . .  

“As a Liberal, I will do nothing that will be giving the Labor Party any advantage at the next election 
. . . I will still be encouraging Liberal members who have supported me over the past years to continue 
to work hard on winning the seats of Mindarie and Joondalup.” 

That was my position.  Even after being dumped, I made it clear that I was still a very strong supporter of the 
Liberal Party.  Certainly, I did make a brief statement in which I said that I was disappointed with Colin 
Barnett’s loyalty.  However, that was very mild.  In fact, I was criticised because it was so mild, but that was just 
me.  A story then appeared in “InsideCover” on Tuesday, 16 November 2004.  I received a letter from the 
Liberal Party, and so did all my family members, because they were all members of the Liberal Party, and they 
remain members of the Liberal Party.  As I said, I am not because the party expelled me.  It was a begging letter.  
I am sure that everybody in every party gets a begging letter saying, “An election is coming up.  We need 
money; we need your support.  Please send your cheque to us.” 

Hon Paddy Embry:  We still get them, even though we are no longer in a party. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Precisely.  I did too.  I will read only part of the article.  It states - 

Dumped Liberal Party MP Alan Cadby was gobsmacked - 

These are the journalist’s words, not mine - 

when the party wrote to him asking for a donation.   

The begging letter came last week - five months after the Libs rejected him as a candidate for the next 
State election.   

I am quoted in the article as saying - 

“I received a letter from Menzies House informing me that I had been automatically expelled from the 
Liberal Party . . . Shows how desperate the party is when it comes to money.  They have no scruples 
when it comes to fundraising. 

“I will write to them telling them to…..” 

The article then says - 

We’ll leave readers to fill in the blanks . . .  

I did write a letter, and I want to read that letter now.  It is dated 16 November 2004, the same date that the 
article appeared in the paper.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  The letter reads as follows - 

Danielle Blain 
President 
Liberal Party of W.A. 
PO Box 49 
West Perth WA 6872 

Dear Danielle 

Thank you for the kind invitation to donate monies to the Liberal Party for the forthcoming State 
Election.  Since joining the Liberal Party in 1989 I have donated several thousand dollars towards a 
cause I believed in, and despite recent events I still think the money was well spent. 
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Although I would wish for a Liberal Government after the State election I am confident that you will 
understand if I decline the offer to donate to Menzies House at this time. 

I am however prepared to assist Dean Solly and Mike Lowry in their endeavours to win the seats of 
Joondalup and Mindarie; that is if they are free to seek assistance from me. 

There we are.  After being dumped in the preselection process and after being expelled from the Liberal Party, I 
was still prepared to work for the Liberal Party to win those two seats.  What was her response?  There was no 
response.  I did not get any response at all.  We all know the influence that members of Parliament can have on 
campaigns - that is, without campaigning from our offices, of course.  It is a positive influence.  Danielle Blain 
did not even bother to respond to my pleas to help the Liberal Party.  We were not doing well.  We lost 
Mindarie, Joondalup, Wanneroo and Kingsley.  I am not saying that my assistance would have turned around the 
results in those seats, but I am damn well sure that we would have done better - I keep saying “we” and I 
apologise; I still think of myself as a Liberal - than we actually did; but, no, the Liberal Party rejected all 
assistance I was prepared to offer.  Does that sound like a man who is trying to hurt the Liberal Party?  I put it to 
members that it does not.  As it turned out, I did help a Liberal in his campaign.  I worked very hard, and that 
person won the seat.   

Despite the actions of others within the Liberal Party, which have had a substantial effect on me, I still maintain 
my support for the Liberal Party.  I add that many people have been disappointed with my stance, because I have 
not shown sufficient anger over the situation.  It seems that those people who have done it to me and to the 
Liberal Party will probably get away with it too easily.  However, I must be honest: I feel very comfortable with 
the way I have behaved, because I am me; I am not anybody else.  Despite all the actions I have described, I 
remain a very positive and optimistic person.  I look forward to the challenges that the future may hold for me.  I 
have tried to approach the Address-in-Reply in a scientific manner without emotion or bitterness, but I assure the 
house that deep down inside there is a great deal of disappointment and a little anger aimed towards, not the 
Liberal Party, but the few individuals who now seem to have control of the Liberal Party.  In a way, the Liberal 
Party must take responsibility, too.  If members allow a group of corrupt and manipulating people to take charge, 
then they are at fault as well.  I call on the majority of members of the Liberal Party who are not corrupt, but are 
good, decent people, to take back the Liberal Party so that the Liberal Party can sit on the government benches 
rather than on this side of the house.  Those people who have taken charge have demonstrated that they could not 
give a damn for the long-serving members of the lay and parliamentary Liberal Party, and who were the heart 
and soul of the once proud WA branch of the Liberal Party of Australia. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Bruce Donaldson. 
 


