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HON JULIAN GRILL - CONTEMPT OF PARLIAMENT 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

On motion without notice by Mr T. Buswell (Deputy Leader of the Opposition), resolved with an absolute 
majority - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the following motion to be 
moved forthwith - 

That this house -  

(1) calls Hon Julian Grill to the bar of the house to apologise for his contempt of the 
Legislative Assembly by reason of his actions of forwarding the Chair’s draft report 
to Roderick Smith; and 

(2) withdraws indefinitely, as from today, access to Parliament House and the benefits 
extended to Hon Julian Grill as a former member of Parliament. 

Motion 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.30 pm]:  I move - 

That this house - 

(1) calls Hon Julian Grill to the bar of the house to apologise for his contempt of the Legislative 
Assembly by reason of his actions of forwarding the Chair’s draft report to Roderick Smith; 
and 

(2) withdraws indefinitely, as from today, access to Parliament House and the benefits extended to 
Hon Julian Grill as a former member of Parliament. 

I will not take up too much of the time of the house in speaking to this motion.  Effectively, the opposition is of a 
view that although the Procedure and Privileges Committee has gone through its processes and found Mr Grill 
guilty of contempt of the Parliament, the committee has asked the Parliament to consider a certain punishment.  
Therefore, I do not think that this could necessarily be seen as a criticism of, or indeed an argument that is 
inconsistent with, the outcomes that the committee has come up with.  I think that what the committee has said to 
the Parliament is, “We believe that Mr Grill has been in contempt.  You’re the Parliament.  You decide what the 
punishment should be.” 

I think it is quite clear that, in the eyes of most members of this Parliament, the actions of Mr Grill, as captured 
in all their glory in the report of the Procedure and Privileges Committee, are completely and absolutely 
unacceptable.  Indeed, it is quite clear from that evidence that it was Mr Grill who oversaw the corruption of the 
parliamentary process that led to the member for Murchison-Eyre providing him with a copy of the draft report 
of the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee, so it would be grossly negligent of the 
house to not take action against Mr Grill.  Unfortunately, the actions available to the house are somewhat 
limited.  However, we feel that the two recommendations that this motion entails are a fair and reasonable place 
to start.  The first is that Mr Grill present himself to the house and, in the prescribed manner, make a formal 
apology to the house.  I think that is a fit and proper recommendation.  The second is that, effectively, the access 
that Mr Grill enjoys to Parliament House, as a former member of Parliament, be suspended. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Indefinitely.  He will enjoy only the access to this Parliament that every other Western 
Australian enjoys, outside of those who have served in this place. 

I will spend a bit of time describing why we have formed that view.  There is absolutely no doubt that the actions 
of Mr Grill, if we were to put them on a continuum of extremes, are at the extreme end.  They far and away 
overshadow the actions of the member for Murchison-Eyre and, indeed, of the member for Riverton to the extent 
that those actions were captured in the evidence presented to the committee.  I know that the Premier has 
belittled the opposition for making this statement, but I think I can speak on behalf of everyone on this side of 
the house when I say that we feel a genuine obligation to protect the integrity of the processes and protocols of 
this place.  That is why we are moving this motion.  Effectively, all that the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
has done is punish the puppet and not the puppeteer, and this is an issue that must be addressed. 

I will look at the role that Mr Grill played, which was captured by the evidence given to the committee.  
Effectively, Mr Grill oversaw a very complex course of action that ultimately resulted in Precious Metals 
Australia receiving a significant payout from Xstrata.  That was a complex course of action that involved the 
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following.  It involved the use of a parliamentary committee, and ultimately the corruption of the preparation of 
a final report by that parliamentary committee.  That is clear.  That was instigated by Mr Grill, and Mr Grill was 
involved right throughout the process, from the point of instigation in June 2004 until the final preparation of the 
report in November.  Indeed, we now know that Mr Grill played an important role in doctoring that final report 
for no other reason than to serve the interests of PMA. 

What else happened in this complex course of action?  PMA launched legal action against Xstrata, which 
happened in parallel with the preparation of the committee report.  I suspect that Mr Grill and, more than likely, 
Mr Burke - in fact, there is evidence to suggest this - actively encouraged certain members of the committee to 
engage the press in Western Australia in becoming involved in a media campaign to further the better interests of 
PMA.  In the middle of this intertwined set of activities sat Mr Grill, pulling the strings and directing the efforts 
of a range of people.  Why did he do it?  It was to provide $17.5 million ultimately to PMA in a payout from 
Xstrata.  Why else?  It was to feather his own nest.  We all know that Mr Grill, on his own evidence, received a 
success payment in the vicinity of $133 000, I think.  No doubt he received other moneys from PMA as part of 
his lobbyist activities.  What we have is a financially driven desire by Mr Grill that led to the corruption of an 
important process of this Parliament. 
I will read from a copy of the email forwarded by Simon Kennedy, who I assume was involved with the 
committee - he was the principal research officer of the committee - to each of the committee members.  This is 
the email that was then passed on by Mr Bowler to Mr Grill.  It states - 

As you would be aware, the Report is subject to parliamentary privilege.  Disclosure of the documents 
to any member or other person who is not a member of the Committee or an officer of the Legislative 
Assembly may constitute a contempt of the Legislative Assembly. 

That was known to the recipients of the email.  That is why the member for Murchison-Eyre is now on leave 
from the Parliament.  However, it was also known to Mr Grill.  As we heard before, he was a longstanding 
member of Parliament and a minister of the Crown.  He knew full well what he was, I suspect, demanding of the 
member for Murchison-Eyre as part of this process.  To further highlight the point, when he passed that report on 
to Roderick Smith from PMA, he said, “Here is the draft report.  It must be handled with the utmost discretion.”  
Therefore, by his own actions, he acknowledged that this was a sensitive document.  He knew the implications.  
He tried to keep it covered up, and he was caught out.  Ultimately, as I said, Mr Grill sits at the centre of this 
attempt to manipulate the parliamentary process.  We have no option but to call him before the house to 
apologise, and we have no option but to suspend indefinitely his rights to access the Parliament - rights that all 
members of this Parliament have enjoyed for many years. 
Before I finish, I will quickly touch on what gives us the capacity, as a Parliament, to call a member before the 
house.  That right is bestowed on the Parliament by the Parliamentary Privileges Act 1891.  Under the heading 
“Privileges, immunities and powers of Council and Assembly”, section 1 of the Parliamentary Privileges Act 
states - 

The Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly of Western Australia, and their members and 
committees, have and may exercise -  

. . .  

(b) to the extent that they are not inconsistent with this Act, the privileges, immunities and powers 
by custom, statute or otherwise of the Commons House of Parliament of the United Kingdom 
and its members and committees as at 1 January 1989. 

I will not read it out now, but Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice basically says that if a person has 
committed a contempt or has been found by the Parliament to be in contempt of the Parliament, we, as a 
Parliament, can demand that that person come to the Parliament and apologise.  There are some other actions 
that we can also demand be taken, but it was felt that in this case an apology would suffice.  We can do that.  
Members of Parliament need to understand the severity and the importance of what we are asking Mr Grill to do.  
What will happen if he decides not to come when called to the house?  That is covered by section 8 of the 
Parliamentary Privileges Act, which refers to disobedience to any order of either house or of any committee duly 
authorised to attend the house.  This has occurred once before in the history of the Parliament, as far as I am 
aware.  It occurred in the upper house some time ago, albeit it is a matter that I will not canvass tonight.  It 
involved Mr Easton on 22 June.  

Mr T.G. Stephens:  It has happened more than once.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am talking about the one time I know about.   

The issue is that Mr Grill will be requested to appear before the house to make an apology in the proper manner.  
If he chooses not to do that, he will again be in contempt of the Parliament.  If he chooses to take that course of 
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action, the Parliament can choose to either fine him or have him sent to jail.  The point I am trying to make is 
that this is a very serious step for the Parliament to take.  I am sure that Mr Grill will give it due consideration 
before he responds to the request, which will no doubt come from you, Mr Speaker, or the Clerk of the house, to 
come down here and apologise to the house.  

I conclude where I started; namely, it is the opposition’s view that the Procedure and Privileges Committee has 
asked the Parliament to determine treatment for Mr Julian Grill.  It is our view that this whole inquiry centres 
around and has been driven by the greed and desire of Mr Julian Grill to provide a financial gain to his customer, 
in this case Precious Metals Australia, and by extension, a payment of at least $133 000 to his name.  Mr Grill’s 
actions have ruined the political career of his supposed good friend the member for Murchison-Eyre, and they 
have brought disrepute onto the Parliament and the processes of the Parliament.  It is fit and proper that Mr Grill 
come before the house to apologise and that he not be allowed to have access to this place that other former 
members of Parliament enjoy.  

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [5.42 pm]:  The government supports the motion.  I 
will give some reasons for that and for this procedure.  It does not in any way reflect on the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee and its inquiry.  We passed a motion just a few minutes ago that reflects the 
recommendations of the report from the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  As a house, we have accepted its 
recommendations.  Those recommendations were in response to the terms of reference that were given on, I 
think, 28 February this year.  The terms of reference went both to inquiring into and reporting on the member for 
Murchison-Eyre and matters that I will not go into.  Secondly, under the terms of reference, the committee was 
to make both findings and recommendations for what action should be taken by the house as a result of the 
member for Murchison-Eyre’s actions.  The Procedure and Privileges Committee met those specifications of the 
terms of reference.  In finding that the member for Murchison-Eyre was in contempt, and in keeping with the 
terms of reference, the committee went on and listed four things that could be seen as penalties.  

Julian Grill’s behaviour was not a matter that was referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee; that was 
something that unfolded as the investigation took place and information became available to the committee.  
Therefore, the recommendation with respect to Mr Grill is what was passed in paragraph 7 of the motion, which 
means that this house has found Hon Julian Grill in contempt.  It now comes to us to decide what penalty should 
be attached to that.  That, clearly, is the force of this motion.  Before nine o’clock this morning, I started 
discussing with members opposite and an Independent member whether there should be some penalty and what 
penalty would be appropriate.  One option was clearly to refer the matter of a penalty back to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee for its recommendation.  That would have taken some considerable time.  I think there was 
a general expectation from all members that it was appropriate that today we should pass a further motion to put 
in place some formal penalties for the contempt by Julian Grill.  The discussion that went on behind the Chair 
sought to find a way of doing that.  I gave an undertaking very early this morning that standing orders could be 
suspended for a second time, and that second suspension has occurred.  We agreed to allow the opposition to 
move that suspension - although the opposition could have picked someone with more standing in this place 
when it comes to standards.  Its choice causes concern, so we hope the opposition is treating this matter 
seriously.  

This motion in two parts is a compromise.  My personal view is that calling Julian Grill to the bar to apologise is 
not necessarily the best action to take with someone who is not a member of the house.  In the previous instance, 
when the member for Kalgoorlie was found in contempt, he was requested to apologise.  It is appropriate that a 
member of Parliament be required to apologise.  The member for Murchison-Eyre has apologised, and much 
more has gone on after that.  I am not convinced that bringing in outsiders to make an apology is the right way to 
go.  However, in the spirit of compromise, to ensure a penalty is imposed, I have recommended, and this side 
will accept it, that an apology should be part of what should follow as a consequence of Mr Grill being found in 
contempt.  However, I strongly support the imposition of a direct penalty and to exclude an ex-member from the 
usual privileges, whether that be the use of the dining room or the gym or the ability to come into the Parliament 
and converse with members.  As a result of the second part of the motion, Hon Julian Grill will not be able to 
draw on those benefits as a former member and have easy access to Parliament House.  

That opens up a bit of an issue for us, because this chamber does not control Parliament House.  We control what 
happens in the Legislative Assembly, but we have with the other place a joint committee that controls Parliament 
House.  So I say to our members in the other place that we do not wish to usurp any right or cause offence.  We 
think that if those members look at the facts in this report, they will support us in this.  I hope that is not taken as 
being presumptuous, but we need to deal with this matter.  I do not think motions need to go backwards and 
forwards between the houses.   

I think it is quite appropriate that we put in place these penalties given the seriousness of the contempt.  I have 
not discussed the details; the mover of the motion covered some of them.  The fact is that, having read the report, 
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clearly the contempt by Julian Grill was very serious.  I assume that most members have read the report, so I will 
not go over that ground, given the time.  The government will support this motion.  

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Central Kimberley-Pilbara) [5.47 pm]:  There have been instances of people being 
brought before the bar of the house.  They are not pleasant instances when they occur; there are other ways of 
handling such matters.  They include people being directed to apologise in writing to the house.  That has 
happened and has been effective; nonetheless, the house will embark on whatever it wishes.  We should keep in 
mind, however, as members know, that I have been around here for a long time and I have watched what people 
can do.  I, for one, promise members this: I will study that CCC report very carefully indeed when it deals with 
the matters concerning the member for Vasse.  We will have the opportunity when we study it to see whether we 
believe the member for Vasse in his evidence before the CCC, based on what we know from others of what he 
said in the south west about the activities of Senator Noel Crichton-Browne.  We will be able to consider 
whether we want to bring him before the bar of the house and to put him through some public cross-examination 
over the evidence he gave to the CCC and what he has told various people in the south west about what 
Crichton-Browne said to him.  I remember too well what Premier Court did to the then member for Ascot, Mal 
Bryce, with reference to the privileges of this house and the way Premier Court tried to use the numbers in this 
house.  

A government member:  And the Easton royal commission 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  And the Easton royal commission.   

What I have experienced in this house is that members opposite are the members who never observe the 
protocols, precedents and procedures of this house.  They abuse them endlessly and use their numbers 
dramatically against Labor people.  My view is that what is good for the gander is also good for the goose.  I 
encourage members on this side of the house to recognise how members on the other side handle Labor people 
politically and make some of them stand up for the standards that they claim they do.  I will watch this with great 
interest.  I know a bit about what the member for Vasse had to say in the south west about Crichton-Browne.   
Mr T. Buswell interjected. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I will wait for that report to be released.  I know - 
Mr T. Buswell:  Do you? 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Yes, I do and that is why I will wait and watch for that report.  I have a good idea what 
went on in the car pack and I will wait for the report and then I will share my information with my members.  
We might get the member for Vasse before the bar of the house.   
In 1994 I watched a petition presented to the upper house.  It was when the personal affairs of people were 
dragged into the Parliament - the psychological ill-health of people was played upon.  A privileges committee 
was established and I served on that committee.  Eventually, we required a Mr Easton to apologise, which he did, 
and a member of the house, John Halden, to apologise to the family members affected by the incident.  In recent 
days I have watched members opposite engage in activities that I think are comparable to what Halden and 
others were up to at that time and for which they were required to apologise to the upper house.  Now we have 
this hypocrite stand up and move this motion when he is tarnished with the way he has behaved. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER:  I know the member is a passionate debater; however, the word “hypocrite” is a reflection on 
somebody’s character.  I direct the member to withdraw the remark. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I conclude my remarks and encourage members on this side of the house to watch 
members opposite and learn from what they do, because they have not done that.  Members opposite, 
particularly the member for Vasse, need to be taught some lessons on ethics.  It is time he was taught ethics. 
There are members on his side of the house who know it only too well.  Perhaps we might get their vote when it 
comes to that point. 

Amendment to Motion 
MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee - Premier) [5.52 pm]:  I am advised that the motion needs a time and date 
and that we should amend it to give effect to that need.  Therefore, I move - 

To insert after the words “bar of the house” the following - 

on a day and time to be determined by the Speaker 

Amendment put and passed. 
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Motion, as Amended 
DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.53 pm]:  It is disappointing that the Leader of the House has had 
discussions behind the chair and behind closed doors today.  The member for Kimberley-Pilbara has put another 
option to the house; that is, that Hon Julian Grill should send a letter of apology to this house.  I would like all 
the alternatives debated in this house.  I understand the government will support the motion, as amended, which 
means that it will be passed.  I wonder what other options would have been available to the house.  Whatever 
they are, they should have been discussed in the house rather than behind closed doors.   

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 
 


