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PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE - SECOND REPORT 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [2.48 pm]:  This whole episode has been a very unfortunate one in the 
history of this Parliament.  To a significant extent, it has brought the whole of the Parliament into disrepute in 
the public arena.  I was a member of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee that was -  

Mr A.D. McRae:  You were the Deputy Chairman.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I was the Deputy Chairman, as the member for Riverton pointed out, of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee during the last Parliament and in the second half of 2004 when the committee 
inquired into the Windimurra vanadium issue.  I was of the view and the understanding that the inquiry into this 
matter was established in good faith, and I think that a majority of members of the committee - certainly, three 
members of the committee - also would have had that view because it is the case that valid issues should have 
been inquired into, or were certainly worthy of being inquired into.  In particular, there were questions about the 
infrastructure provided by the state to support the establishment of industries and matters relating to the role of 
governments in resource development and ensuring that Western Australia has a productive mining industry. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  There is an awful lot of noise in the chamber, with a number of 
different conversations going on.  If members were cognisant of the job that Hansard has to do, the reporter 
might be able to hear the member with the call. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  There were valid issues into which it was appropriate to inquire, and the inquiry itself was an 
appropriate one to undertake.  However, in establishing an inquiry such as this, it is important that members have 
some idea of the real motivation for it.  Given what has come out in the past few months, initially at the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and now through the Procedure and Privileges Committee report, it is 
difficult to escape the view that the whole thing was contrived in an attempt to benefit one particular commercial 
entity that was in argument with another commercial entity.  If that was the motivation, at the very least we 
should have been told that that was the case.  Unfortunately, we now know that the process was corrupted by the 
provision of the draft report to one of those commercial entities - Roderick Smith of Precious Metals 
Australia Ltd.  Therefore, to some extent, the final report of the committee has been tainted, even though all 
members of the original committee are of the view that the general outcome of the report is still worthy of 
support.  There were some important recommendations in the report, not all of which - if indeed any - have been 
taken up by the government, but that is an issue for discussion on another day.  Unfortunately, as I said, the 
whole report has been tainted as a result of the process being corrupted.  That calls into question the validity of 
the report, as regrettable as that may be. 
As far as the members of this house who were involved in leaking the report are concerned, there has previously 
been a significant focus on the member for Murchison-Eyre.  There is no question that he made a big mistake.  
At the very best, he was naive in providing a copy of the draft report to Julian Grill, and he certainly should have 
known better.  I would have thought that any person elected to Parliament would have a reasonable, innate -  

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am sorry to interrupt the member for Darling Range, but there are conversations going on 
and it is quite a loud noise on the floor of the chamber.  I wonder whether people who want to discuss issues 
would go outside. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  However, I urge members to be cognisant of the 
member on his feet. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I was saying that I would have thought that anybody 
elected to this place would have a reasonable, innate understanding of what is right and what is wrong in acting 
as a member of Parliament.  Clearly, that has been shown not to be the case in all circumstances, unfortunately. 

The member for Murchison-Eyre was, in my view, used in a very big way by Julian Grill.  The member has 
apologised, and I believe he is genuinely remorseful.  I share the view of members of the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee and, I think, of all members of this house that, nevertheless, he should be given a second 
chance with the penalty which has been applied to him and which is supported by members on both sides of the 
house.  The member for Murchison-Eyre certainly made a big mistake, but I think he was sincere in his apology.  
Hopefully, he has learnt a lesson from his serious misdemeanour. 
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There is no question that Julian Grill, a former member of this place, should have known better.  Indeed, I have 
no doubt that he did know better than to act in the way he did and put the member for Murchison-Eyre in a 
difficult position; that is, through the early contacts he had with the member, the abuse of their apparently close 
personal friendship and passing on a copy of the draft report to Roderick Smith of PMA.  He has abused his 
friendship with the member for Murchison-Eyre in a big way and in a way that is inexcusable. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  Hear, hear! 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am gratified to hear a “hear, hear” from the other side of the house.  There will be further 
debate, with support most likely from both sides of the house, on a stronger penalty of some sort for Mr Grill. 
The member for Riverton was the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee.  He certainly 
had a strong interest in all inquiries that the committee undertook, including this one.  It defies logic and 
commonsense, and indeed, it defies the evidence that has been presented in the PPC report that was tabled last 
night, that he did not know what was going on with the actions of the member for Murchison-Eyre. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That’s just not fair. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  It does not give me any pleasure to make these comments, because we were members of the 
same committee. 
Mr M. McGowan:  Do you support the recommendations of the committee? 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I support the amendment that has been moved by the opposition.  It is open to this house to 
make a judgement about what is appropriate action, and that is the debate we are having at the moment.  There 
has been a recommendation from the committee, of which you are a member, Madam Deputy Speaker, but it is a 
recommendation of this house and it is open to all members to look at the evidence and then make a judgement 
about what is appropriate action. 
At the very least, the member for Riverton should have asked questions of the member for Murchison-Eyre 
about where all the proposed amendments were coming from.  If he did not have some suspicion about that, he 
should have told the member for Murchison-Eyre to bring the proposed amendments to the committee as a 
whole, as opposed to their being made covertly by himself and the member for Murchison-Eyre on, it seems, the 
member for Riverton’s computer prior to the amendments being raised in the presence of all five committee 
members.  If that process had been followed and appropriate discussion had occurred, I have little doubt that at 
the very least alarm bells would have rung about what was going on.  Unfortunately, the other three members of 
the committee - me, the former member for Vasse and the member for Collie-Wellington - did not have the 
benefit of the knowledge about the process that was being applied by the member for Riverton.  The member for 
Riverton should have done that at the very least to fulfil his obligations appropriately.  In addition to that matter, 
there is plenty of evidence -  
Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The member for Riverton makes a valid point; however, he really backs up my point, because 
the amendments that I and the other two members that I have mentioned would have put forward would have 
been done with the committee meeting as a whole.  Some of those amendments might have been forwarded in 
writing or by electronic means, but they certainly would not have been forwarded to one member and then 
passed on to the committee, as opposed to being brought before the committee as a whole.  That is the important 
point. 
As I said, there is plenty of evidence of contact between Roderick Smith of PMA and the member for Riverton, 
and other members have spoken about that matter.  That evidence is contained in volume 2 of the report that was 
tabled last night. 
Mr A.D. McRae:  Do you recall those matters being discussed at the committee? 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Those matters of contact between the member for Riverton and Roderick Smith?  I cannot say 
that I do recall them being discussed at the committee.  It is very difficult to recall every discussion that occurred 
two and a half or three years after the event.  If the member would like to explain further in this debate exactly 
what happened, I will certainly give him the benefit of a very good hearing.  There was an email - as disclosed in 
evidence under PPC30 - from the member for Riverton to Roderick Smith.  There was also an email from 
Roderick Smith to the member for Riverton on 28 June - about the time that the inquiry was established.  The 
point is that the member for Riverton must have had a strong degree of knowledge that Precious Metals Australia 
and Roderick Smith had a very strong interest in the outcome of the inquiry.  Indeed, I guess that was obvious to 
all members of the committee.  The point is that the member for Riverton’s contact with Roderick Smith went a 
lot further than the contact that other members of the committee had or would want to have had.  Anyone in the 
position of chairing one of these committees - I have not chaired a parliamentary committee, but I have certainly 
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chaired a number of other committees - should have a good understanding that he needs to operate at an arms-
length manner, particularly for a sensitive matter such as this.  Committee Chairs need to behave in a 
dispassionate way, collect all the evidence, weigh it up and then come to a judgement.  In the case of a 
committee such as this, a collective judgement is arrived at after due process has been followed.  It does not give 
me any pleasure to say that I do not think the member for Riverton, as chairman of the committee, fulfilled his 
obligations as well as he should have.  We are also now aware of evidence that Roderick Smith attended a 
fundraising function for the Australian Labor Party Riverton campaign while the inquiry was underway. 

For those reasons, the opposition believes that a stronger penalty should apply to the member for Riverton.  I do 
not believe that the opposition is going over the top.  We are certainly not calling for the member’s expulsion 
from Parliament, and we have resisted any move to call for the expulsion of the member for Murchison-Eyre, 
notwithstanding the fact that if people in a professional capacity, such as accountants or lawyers, had breached 
confidentiality in this way, they might well face the loss of their jobs.  The opposition believes that people 
should be given a second chance.  I certainly do not suggest that the member for Riverton or the member for 
Murchison-Eyre should be sent off to a dark dungeon for 12 months or anything of that nature.  However, the 
opposition believes that a stronger message should be sent out to make it known to the public of Western 
Australia that this Parliament will act very strongly to ensure that proper standards are applied and maintained, 
and that when a strong breach of due process by individual members has been shown to have occurred, as in this 
case, the Parliament will take stronger action than is proposed by the government or was proposed in the 
recommendation from the Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

The amendment moved by the opposition is not in any way, as the Premier suggested, an attack on the privileges 
committee.  The opposition recognises that the committee had a difficult job to do.  In my experience of 
committee discussion - I think they have all been unanimous recommendations - a consensus is formed.  
However, it is open to the Parliament as a whole to make a judgement about what is appropriate; to look at the 
evidence provided and to then make a decision about whether a slightly different course of action should be 
taken.  The opposition accepts most of the recommendations of the privileges committee, but it suggests - 
indeed, urges - that the house should go a little further in addressing the actions of the member for Riverton.  The 
opposition does not seek to go over the top; it simply seeks to send a stronger message than has been sent so far, 
on the basis of the evidence presented.  I hope that all members - certainly the two members directly affected - 
have learnt some very strong lessons from the very unfortunate episode that has been revealed to the house and 
the people of Western Australia.  In moving this motion, the opposition believes that it is sending a stronger 
message than would otherwise be the case. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.04 pm]:  I make some comments on the 
amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition.  I begin by responding to comments made by the Premier 
and the Treasurer, who suggested that it was not the role of members of the opposition to make comment and to 
debate the findings and recommendations of the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  I find that very difficult 
to understand.  The committee has completed its investigation.  It has made recommendations that have come 
back to Parliament for members to debate and to either endorse or disagree with.  I thought that was actually the 
process that every committee goes through.  In my experience, there is a parliamentary process for every 
committee report by which members who agree with the committee’s recommendations say so, and those who 
disagree make their points well known.  That is exactly what we are doing today.  I am very happy to speak on 
the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition. 

The member for Avon was the National Party representative on the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  In his 
contribution to this debate last night, the member for Avon asked the Parliament to look at the recommendations 
of the committee and make its judgement.  He said it was a very difficult process, that it was a process without 
precedent and that it was very difficult for the committee, when trying to frame its response to the findings, to 
refer to a previous event of a similar nature.  The member for Avon implored Parliament to examine this matter 
closely today.  He used the analogy of the committee putting a case forward and Parliament acting as a jury on 
the recommendations.  That is exactly what we are doing.  The Leader of the Opposition, by moving an 
amendment to the motion put forward by the Premier, is saying that the opposition believes that there is more 
scope for a greater penalty to be enacted against the member for Riverton.  That is the process we are going 
through. 

In his comments last night, the member for Avon stated - 
The question for members is - 

Point of Order 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  I ask that the Deputy Speaker check with the Leader of the National Party what document he 
is quoting from. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The Leader of the National Party. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am quoting from the uncorrected Hansard.  The member for Riverton is exactly right in 
his point of order.  The member for Avon may want to come in later to correct the point I am making, but I sat 
here last night and heard what the member for Avon said.  He made it very clear that it was now up to members 
to decide how to pitch the penalty. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is a point of order.  I am sure that the member for Merredin is actually 
paraphrasing from his memory of what the member for Avon said.  The point of order is upheld, but with a 
warning to the member for Merredin, in the spirit of cooperation! 

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am very glad that the member for Riverton is now the arbiter of parliamentary standards.  
This is fantastic.  I am really glad that he is doing that.  This is unbelievable.   

I am making the point that the member for Avon, in his contribution to the debate last night, was very clear that 
his role on the committee was to make recommendations and that members should have this debate today and 
put forward their thoughts on those recommendations.  Government members do not believe that to be correct.  I 
look forward to every committee having its recommendations fully endorsed and implemented by the 
government. 

I turn to the substance of the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition and make comments about 
what I have seen of the recommendations, the available transcripts and the comments made over the past few 
days by those involved.  The transcript evidence shows that the member for Riverton was clearly building a 
relationship with Roderick Smith and Precious Metals Australia, and that this relationship-building was being 
aided by Julian Grill.  The transcript evidence also shows that the member for Murchison-Eyre arranged for the 
chairman’s draft report to be emailed to Mr Grill.  The report was forwarded to Mr Smith, who amended it to the 
benefit of Precious Metals Australia, and then returned the amended report to the member for Murchison-Eyre.  
At 10.14 pm on 8 November, the member for Murchison-Eyre emailed the amended report to the member for 
Riverton.  This action has resulted in the member for Murchison-Eyre receiving the harshest penalty in the 
history of the Western Australian Parliament.  Over the 25 hours that followed, further amendments were made 
by the chairman, the member for Riverton.  At 12.10 am on 10 November, he emailed the report to the 
committee’s principal research officer.  The next day, at 7.45 am, the principal research officer opened this 
email, and within 13 minutes made the assertion that there had been a breach of privilege.  It took a principal 
research officer 13 minutes to work out that this committee process had been corrupted.  The member for 
Riverton would have us believe that he was oblivious to this fact, yet it took the principal research officer only 
13 minutes to understand and report.  If the member for Riverton does not want me to support this amendment, 
he has to convince me that he was completely oblivious to these events.  The member for Riverton has to 
convince me that he had not established a relationship with Roderick Smith and Precious Metals Australia while 
chairing a committee that was directly investigating that company.  The member for Riverton has to convince me 
that he had no idea that the member for Murchison-Eyre had made the report available to Mr Grill, and then to 
Smith and PMA.  The member for Riverton failed to recognise that a committee colleague of his was putting him 
in such a compromised position.  Is the member for Riverton charged with failing to recognise changes in his 
own chair’s draft report?  The member for Murchison-Eyre referred to these changes in his evidence.  I will read 
from page 9 of the transcript now.  Mr Bowler stated - 

. . . but the changes were so detailed and over the top that, looking back now, I think I realised that 
unless Julian had consulted strongly and closely with PMA, PMA had had a direct hand in it. 

The member for Murchison-Eyre had realised that the changes were so much over the top that he was 
embarrassed about the fact.  However, the member for Riverton failed to recognise this.  I also point out that he 
failed to recognise track changes, recorded as authored by Mr Smith, that took the principal research officer only 
13 minutes to notice.  Is the member for Riverton charged with failing to realise that this report would be seen to 
be corrupted if he sought or accepted fundraising support from Smith, PMA or Grill?  The member for Avon in 
his contribution to the debate last night asked members of Parliament to look at the transcript, to look at the 
recommendations and the findings made by the committee, and to then stand in this debate today and put 
forward our views about how to best respond to this very sad, dark and sorry tale in the history of the Western 
Australian Parliament.  The transcript and the circumstantial evidence condemn the member for Riverton, and 
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lead me to support this amendment.  The member for Riverton has some very serious questions to answer today, 
to me and to his colleagues, if he wants this amendment to be voted down. 

These are difficult times for the Parliament.  I have stood in this Parliament several times over the past six 
months and talked about standards and the way in which we are perceived by the Western Australian public.  I 
agree with the Leader of the Opposition that we need to be seen to be acting very strongly in questioning the 
conduct of the people involved in this circumstance.  I believe that when we get to the stage at which individual 
members of Parliament are calling on their colleagues to be the jury, rather than them acting in the best interests 
of democracy and representing the Western Australian Parliament, we are being put in a very difficult position.  I 
challenge the members who are named in this report: are they doing their best to reflect the important position 
that they hold in the Western Australian Parliament?  By believing that a simple apology is enough to make this 
issue go away, and by believing that a simple apology is the only solution to this problem, I think we are 
underestimating what has happened in Western Australian politics over the past few months and how it is seen 
by the wider public. 

I look forward to hearing the member for Riverton’s contribution to the debate.  I think it is important, as we 
were not all able to attend the committee hearings at which his evidence was given.  It is important that the 
member for Riverton stand today and respond to the amendment to the motion put forward by the Leader of the 
Opposition so that the member can allay some of my fears that what I have read, and my interpretation of that 
reading, puts the member in a very dark light.  The member for Riverton has the opportunity in this debate today 
to rectify that, and I welcome his contribution. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [3.14 pm]:  I have sat and listened to all the contributions to this debate 
today, as have many members, and I have tried to listen very carefully to members on both sides of the house.  I 
must say that members of the opposition have put forward a very compelling case, as has the Leader of the 
National Party just now, to support the amendment.  It seems to me, after listening to the very good summary 
that has just been given by the Leader of the National Party, that the weight of evidence supports the amendment.  
I will not go through, line after line, what others have done, because I think we have already heard that very 
clearly today.  However, I put on the record that I appreciate those contributions from members of the 
opposition. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Member, do you think the committee got it wrong?  Is that what you are saying? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  No, I am not saying the committee got it wrong.  The committee has reported.  It has 
worked hard on this.  It has given us the transcript, given us its report and said, as the Leader of the National 
Party just said and as the member for Avon said last night, “Now look at it and make your judgement.”  I was 
just about to say that I do not agree with the words of the Premier when he said that we have to accept this report 
without question.  We do not.  Each one of us is here to analyse it, think about it and draw our own conclusions.  
The committee did not get it wrong.  It presented us with information to make some assessment of. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  With recommendations. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  With recommendations, and that is all they were - recommendations, just as there are in 
any other report.  What interested me about the contributions of both the Premier and the Treasurer was that they 
did not deal with the substance of this amendment.  They avoided the substance of the amendment.  They talked 
about process.  They attacked the process, and they attacked people for the way that they were not following just 
like sheep and saying, “Yes, we accept these recommendations without question.”  That is not what we are here 
for.  I was really disappointed that they did not actually defend, if they wanted to, the member for Riverton.  I 
wanted to hear a defence from them.  What they really said was that they would not accept the amendment, but 
they did not really say why. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Because we’ve had a committee inquire into it, and it had a much better chance to make a 
considered judgement than we have, because we did not see the witnesses give evidence. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Is the Treasurer telling me that from now on he will accept every finding and every 
recommendation in every report that comes from a committee of this house, because the committee has looked at 
it in more detail?  Is the Treasurer going to do that?  Come on. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  No.  This was more in the nature of a judicial proceeding. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It was different; right.  We have two sets of rules here. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You do have a different set of rules for a policy recommendation and a recommendation 
following what is a de facto trial. 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I have given the Treasurer my point of view, and I am not going to repeat it.  I think the 
Treasurer is wrong.  This process does not begin and end with the report of the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee.  It begins with the committee and ends in this house with us voting on it.  That is what the process is.  
I thought that the Premier presented us with a rather curious argument that we should accept without question the 
recommendations of the committee, and I have already said that.  However, he also said - I think it was right at 
the beginning of his comments - that we should add a penalty in the case of Mr Julian Grill, so he defeated his 
own argument in the first few minutes after he stood up. 

The report of this committee is not an end in itself.  The Procedure and Privileges Committee has presented us 
with its findings.  I add my appreciation of the incredible work that it has done.  It presented us with its findings 
and recommendations for our consideration.  That is what the committee did, and that is what we are doing now.  
We are considering the committee’s report.  The expectation of the Premier seems to be that we all just turn into 
sheep in this case and follow along without discussion and without question, and just agree to the 
recommendations in that way.  I for one am not going to do that.  I will repeat again that what worries me more 
than anything is that the Premier and the Treasurer did not address the substance of this amendment, which is 
incredibly serious.  They just ignored the substance of the amendment.   

As I said earlier, like other members, I have reservations and questions about the role of the member for Riverton 
in the events outlined in the report.  I agree with and appreciate very much the speech made just now by the 
Leader of the National Party, because he summarised many of the questions in my mind over which I have been 
mulling overnight.  The member for Riverton played a pivotal role in making the changes to the draft report, 
based on the amendments given to him by the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I have asked myself: was that 
unusual?  Would it be usual for one member of a committee to give changes to the Chairman just before they 
were going into a meeting to look at the final draft of a report?  Was it usual for the chairman to take them and, 
without question, make changes to his draft report outside a properly constituted meeting?  I find that bizarre, 
having been on a number of committees in the past 16 years.  I have never seen anything like it.  If we want to 
make changes to a draft we take them along as members, present them and discuss them in committee.  We do 
not give them to the chairman and have him make changes in the middle of the night.  It is quite without 
precedent, certainly in my experience.  What was really stunning about all of this - others have mentioned this - 
was that it took the principal research officer, who I think this Parliament should be thanking for having his wits 
about him, only a few minutes to suspect a possible breach of privilege and report that, as he should have, to the 
clerks.  How was it that the principal research officer of the committee suspected a breach of privilege, while the 
chairman did not have any suspicion at all?  How is it that that happened?  This was a chairman who had been 
living through this inquiry, presumably for months.  He did not have any suspicion!  I cannot accept that.  Where 
was he?  It would have been usual, as I see it, for the member for Murchison-Eyre to take any suggestion for 
change he wanted to present to the committee meeting when it was considering the draft and propose them 
during that meeting to allow the committee to discuss them.  Three members of the committee knew nothing 
about those major changes to the report that were done outside the committee processes.  This is the process we 
should be talking about.  
One of the things we need to discuss and really look at in this Parliament is the implications for the committee 
system that this has brought forward for us.  I checked on when the member for Riverton became the chair of the 
committee.  He was placed in the position of chair of a committee as a new member of Parliament.  I question 
whether that was a wise thing to do.  It takes quite a lot of time for new members to find their feet in this 
Parliament and to understand the standing orders and procedures and how committees work.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Our caucus comprised new members in 2005 by a majority of one.  
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I can understand that.  However, not only does it put the new member in a very difficult 
position but also it has the potential, as has happened in this case, to compromise the Parliament.  We must look 
at that, as well as at the whole induction process for new members.  Support structures for new members must be 
looked at.  
When I was thinking about this matter early this morning, I was reflecting on the circumstances of when I was 
elected to Parliament after a by-election.  I had the good fortune to sit between two people who, at the time, were 
probably the two longest serving members of Parliament; the member for South Perth, Hon Bill Grayden, and 
the member for Darling Range, Hon Ian Thompson, who had been the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly.  
Those two men sat with me non-stop for three weeks and did not leave my side while they gave me a very quick 
introduction to what Parliament was about.  I was one of the Independents who had the balance of power.  I 
know how hard it is to come into this place and be dropped in at the deep end.  I feel sorry for new members of 
Parliament when they do not get adequate support.  It is one of the things that has clearly come out of this for 
me.  However, I digress.  Why did not the chairman of the committee, the member for Riverton, tell the member 
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for Murchison-Eyre to bring his suggestions to the committee meeting?  Why did he take them and incorporate 
them into the report and send them to the principal research officer?  He should have said, “Look, just bring 
them along tomorrow; we are having a meeting tomorrow, so we will look at them then.”  Instead, he said, 
“Okay, they look pretty good”.  Whether he knew where they came from I do not know, but I have my 
suspicions.   
The business of this standing committee was systematically manipulated by Mr Julian Grill, and I am very angry 
about that - that a former member of this Parliament can systematically manipulate what is going on in a 
parliamentary committee.  The actions of a now-disgraced lobbyist have permeated and harmed the committee 
system of this house, and we should all be very angry about this.  The member for Murchison-Eyre and the 
member for Riverton allowed Julian Grill to subvert and control the procedures and work of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee.  Why did Mr Roderick Smith formally thank the member for Riverton and the 
member for Murchison-Eyre after tabling the report?  I do not know; I can only guess.  I understand that he did 
not thank other members of the committee in the same way.  
I support this amendment of the Leader of the Opposition and I urge other members to think very carefully about 
supporting it as well.  

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.25 pm]:  I support this amendment, but, frankly, I do not think it goes far 
enough.  I note that the Treasurer and the Premier have said that we should go along like sheep with the 
recommendations.  However, the Premier himself, when he received the written transcripts from the CCC, 
decided the careers of ministers across the board on that side of the house.  He was not at the CCC; he looked at 
the transcripts and said, “Mate, you are out as a minister; you don’t come up to scratch”.  Frankly, the member 
for Riverton does not come up to scratch on this issue.  He showed stunning arrogance last night, after 
everything that we know about him, to stand in this house and say - I am paraphrasing - that he hoped that the 
committee’s findings and recommendations would give people some reason to trust that the committee did good 
work in coming to the conclusions and making the findings it did on behalf of WA.  It seems to be forgotten in 
this debate that $20 million was made out of this, and it involved a mining company.  It goes to the very heart of 
the resources and mining industry.  A committee was manipulated by Parliament for the sole purpose, in my 
view, of ensuring that Mr Burke and Mr Grill, and I think Mr Crichton-Browne, because he was making 
submissions to the original committee, could make sure that the Xstrata name was blackened for closing that 
mine.  I can show that.  For the member for Riverton to stand in this place last night in stunning arrogance to 
prove his point, shows that, as a member of Parliament, he has learnt nothing.  Frankly, I think he should be out 
and should not be allowed back.  I have done an overview, and have concluded that there was an orchestrated 
campaign, to which some members were oblivious.  The fact that Mr Grill was on a retainer of $10 000 a month 
for three months and a success fee of $250 000, when the mine recommenced, should have been a warning sign.  
Why would a committee of this Parliament take it upon itself to inquire into the operations or closure of a mine 
as a result of a private company’s decision, when the company had done nothing wrong within the ambit of 
legislation in this state?  That company had done nothing wrong.  I have looked at why this inquiry should have 
been established in the first place.  The member for Churchlands suggested that we should look at the committee 
system.  In light of this situation, we should look at what type of inquiries committees undertake.  If a private 
mining operation is not economic, a company is entitled to close it.  I will go to what the member for Murchison-
Eyre said in this house on 11 November 2004 - 

The Western Australian Mining Act operates under the presumption that mines will operate because 
they are profitable, and mines will be mothballed because if we hang on to them for a while, the 
economic factors will improve or change and they will be reopened; alternatively, they will be closed 
because they have run out of ore, and it is just a hopeless case.  The theory of the Act is use it or lose it.  
If the resource is not used, the Act eventually kicks in and people lose their tenements. 

Xstrata said it was uneconomic.  It is crucial for members to consider that what the member for Riverton did, and 
he knew he did, was to completely reverse the findings in the draft report.  When the draft report said black, he 
said white. 

It was Dr Gallop who said on 12 May 2004 in this house about the closure of that mine that, “there are no levers 
available to us”.  They found a lever and the lever they found was in the - 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I did raise a point of order and, Madam Deputy Speaker, you said it was not a point of 
order, but it is. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Is the member for Nedlands questioning a ruling of the Chair?   
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, I am pointing something out to you, Madam Deputy Speaker. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  It is not a healthy habit to have. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Standing order 95 reads - 

Members will not converse noisily or otherwise disturb the proceedings.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Is the member questioning a ruling by this Chair?  If the member is, there is a 
process for that and I will sit her down.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am actually referring to a point of order. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Is the member raising a point of order? 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, I said it was a point of order. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Fine.  Make it. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Under standing order 95, members will not converse noisily or otherwise disturb the 
proceedings.  That standing order has a note attached that states - 

Private conversations during debate are disorderly: 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member, I will rule on that and say, once again, that it is not a point of order at this 
stage, because I do not hear any unruly conversations in the house.  Therefore, my ruling stands.   

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.   

The Procedure and Privileges Committee should be an independent body.  Is it appropriate that people who have 
connections with Mr Burke, Mr Grill or Mr Crichton-Browne should be a member of or deliberating on that 
committee?  It is not appropriate.  It would be much better if there were a separate and independent body because 
of the perception and democratic process in Western Australia.   

Frankly, I am not sure why some matters are not in the report.  Firstly, there is not an overview to the effect that 
there was a media campaign, probably cranked up by Mr Burke and his connections to the media.  The inquiry 
was commenced with a mantra.  The mantra that was chanted was that Xstrata closed the mine to help maintain 
international metal prices.  This mantra was perpetuated by Mr McRae during the inquiry.  I am very thankful for 
some of the information he gave during that time because he goes into how much media coverage there was, or 
had been cranked up, on Xstrata and why the mine was closed.   

Let us look at the changes that were made by the member for Riverton to the draft report, because these are the 
most damning.  I go to the Corruption and Crime Commission transcript of the member for Murchison-Eyre on 
22 February.  This is not mentioned in the report.  A fax was received in the member for Murchison-Eyre’s 
electoral office on 5 November from Julian Grill stating that the report was extremely disappointing and 
attaching the notes of Roderick Smith.  It stated that it reflected a better approach to the matter and gave a better 
basis for the recommendations.  The member for Murchison-Eyre got that fax on 5 November and those changes 
to the email were not made until 9 November.  There was plenty of time for the member for Murchison-Eyre to 
contact the member for Riverton.  As the member for Churchlands said, it is highly unusual to get these 
amendments through late at night and then not present them to the committee.   

My next quote goes to the amendment and why the member for Riverton should share the same fate as the 
member for Murchison-Eyre.  At page 827 of the CCC transcript on 27 February Mr Bowler was asked - 

Mr Smith goes systematically through the draft report in this manner.  Now, seeing that does it remind 
you that you received those?  

Mr Bowler said that he could not recall.  The transcript continues - 

Can I tell you, Mr Bowler, that not in respect of every suggestion made by Mr Smith but certainly in 
respect of some of them, a significant number of them, not only were the suggestions adopted but they 
appeared verbatim in the final report.  Do you know how that happened?  

Mr Bowler said that he could not recall.   

The transcript continues - 

Well, can I suggest to you that on the basis that this document was faxed to you, that you must have 
been instrumental in bringing those amendments to the committee for them to appear in the final report? 
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Mr Bowler replied - 

Yeah, look I can’t recall whether I handed it on to the other four members for their consideration . . .  

Mr Bowler did not tell the truth.  He did not reveal that he had sent the changes to the member for Riverton.  
Later in the transcript, at page 829, counsel said - 

Can I tell you, Mr Bowler, that the Commission has done an analysis of the changes that were 
suggested by Mr Smith and compared them with the final report and, indeed, the draft report and that 
analysis is document 12183?  The reason I’m showing you this is to show you the significance of the 
changes that were suggested by PMA because you can see that the draft at the top section . . .  

The transcript states that the draft stated - 

The increasing financial pressure to continue operating the mine was considered by Xstrata to be 
unsustainable. 

Further on the transcript reads - 

Now, whilst his words have not been adopted entirely, the final report which is in the bottom box reads:  

I will not read all of the document, but it supports the recommendations made by Precious Metals Australia.  The 
transcript includes other examples at page 829.  The next three paragraphs are very important.  The transcript 
continues - 

Can we go to page 4 of this document so I can show you another example of these changes? 
The original finding 9 was:  

On the basis of the evidence presented to the committee regarding vanadium prices, it is not 
possible to state with confidence that the future of the Windimurra mine was assured?  

. . .  

That’s how the draft was worded.  

Further on the transcript reads - 

The final, however, says this:  

On the basis of the evidence presented to the committee regarding vanadium prices, it is 
reasonable to believe that the Windimurra project could have been economically stable in the 
long term. 

Counsel said - 

It’s a complete reversal of the position that was originally advanced in the draft.  

When the member for Riverton got these changes and recognised that it was a complete reversal of what the 
member for Murchison-Eyre had said, did he not query where they came from?  Did he not query that the 
wording was not what the member for Murchison-Eyre might use, which is what the principal research officer 
found quickly.  Counsel said - 

Do you see that?  . . . It also happens to be exactly what PMA wanted you to say?   

Further on the CCC transcript reads - 

Let’s go to page 7 and I will show you another example.  . . .  

The increasing value of the Australian dollar since 2000 has hampered the Windimurra mine’s 
viability in the international vanadium market.  

Mr Smith made a suggestion in regards to that and the final report was precisely the reverse.  In the last 
two lines:  

This movement in the Australian currency has not hampered Windimurra’s competitiveness 
when compared with the South African vanadium operations?  

On one hand, the increasing value of the Australian dollar has hampered the Windimurra mine’s viability on the 
international market and, on the other hand, the report states the exact reverse.  The mantra was that the mine 
was economically viable but they were closing it so that they could make more money on the international 
market in other mines.  The member for Riverton has not been asked whether he was concerned when he saw 
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this.  There is another example of an alteration to page 12 of the report.  The transcript from the CCC hearing 
states - 

The original draft had no paragraph in these terms at all.  Mr Smith suggested one and with very slight 
changes in the wording that paragraph was adopted verbatim into the text of the final report.  
Mr Bowler, someone - a cynic perhaps might suggest that PMA was writing this report and not the 
committee? 

Counsel also asked Mr Bowler whether he knew whether the report of the committee was instrumental in 
achieving that settlement.  The overall orchestrated campaign was to crank up the media, get the mantra out that 
Xstrata closed the mine to help maintain international metal prices, even though it was operating entirely legally 
within the current legislation, and then, during the inquiry, crank up legal proceedings in New South Wales.   

In giving evidence on 22 February, Mr Bowler said that it was the member for Riverton who did the bulk of the 
report.  The final report was issued on Remembrance Day.  The transcript states on page 825 - 

The final report contained a number of statements that were critical of Xstrata and the suggestion that 
the mine was uneconomic. . . .  

Do you know who drafted those particular sections?   

Mr Bowler said - 

The committee as a whole.   

Counsel then asked - 

Did you have any input in that regard?   

Mr Bowler replied - 

It was mainly Tony McRae did the bulk of the report - 

I do not think that anybody has asked the member for Riverton - the Corruption and Crime Commission may 
have done so - whether the member for Murchison-Eyre discussed with him the faxed copy that he had received.  
The findings were completely reversed by the member for Riverton in the amendments that were made.  I refer 
to page 840 of the CCC transcript of 27 February, which states - 

All right, now this is a note that was sent by the directors of PMA to Mr Burke and Mr Grill.  You see 
they achieved a settlement of their action against Xstrata and the first part of that settlement was receipt 
of $10 million which goes into their pockets of course not into consolidated revenue.   

The member for Riverton and the member for Murchison-Eyre said that it was in the interests of Western 
Australians that the committee conduct this inquiry.  Bulldust!  Western Australians did not get a cent.  An 
amount of $10 million was paid by cheque to Precious Metals Australia.  The transcript states - 

And the first thing they did on the face of this with the money once they had received it was to write a 
cheque off to Mr Burke and Mr Grill for consultancy fees plus it would seem an uplift which would be 
a success fee.  Did you have any idea how much money they stood to make out of their work for PMA?   

What I cannot understand is why the member for Murchison-Eyre and the member for Riverton would bother 
doing this.  Some people get off on showing that they have influence.  Xstrata had to pay nearly $20 million.  
Precious Metals Australia made $20 million.  The first cheque for $10 million went to Mr Roderick Smith and 
PMA.  What did the member for Murchison-Eyre and the member for Riverton get?  They got a couple of 
thousand dollars for their campaign funds.  However, they also got a letter from Mr Smith on a PMA letterhead.  
The transcript outlines that the letter said - 

The detailed examination of the development and closure of Windimurra by the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee was important to establish the facts and convince the parties that it was 
sensible to settle their differences and allow the project to be considered for re-opening on its merits.   

Mr Hall states at page 843 that - 

The only other letter sent that was attached to Mr Smith’s email is 12614.  Which is to Mr McRae 
which is in almost identical terms to the one sent to you.   

None of the other committee members got a copy of that letter.  Mr Hall asked Mr Bowler - 
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Can you think of any reason why he might do that to you and Mr McRae and not the other members of 
the committee?   

Mr Bowler replied - 

No, I can’t.   

Well, I can.  I do not think that it is at all plausible that the member for Riverton received those emails and draft 
changes that completely reversed the findings of the draft report and did not question them.  The mine was not 
economic and then it was economic!  There were a number of changes.  Frankly, I do not think that the member 
for Murchison-Eyre or the member for Riverton should be in this Parliament at all.  We are focusing on the 
computer, but it is more than that.  It is about the mining industry.  It is about this Parliament having the power 
to make a $20 million deal.  That is what it is.  Frankly, I do not think that the report or its recommendations go 
far enough.  The member for Riverton showed stunning arrogance last night when he said that it was a good 
report. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  It wasn’t arrogant. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  It was arrogant!  Those recommendations were the complete reverse of the draft report.  
Members opposite need to lift their standards.  I do not think that the Parliament is capable of doing that.  There 
should be an independent committee inquiry.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.46 pm]:  It is not with pleasure that I support this amendment.  I am 
actually very sad to have to support such an amendment, because this whole business reflects on every member 
of this Parliament.  The Treasurer said in the house today that we need to think carefully about what we are 
doing, because we have to consider the credibility of members.  The credibility of every member of this house 
has come into question over this issue.  The community does not think that it is only one or two members of 
Parliament who are fishy; they now think we are all fishy.  It is rubbing off on us all.  This government has to 
take stock; it has to lift its standards.  We seem to have almost a continuum of levels of dishonesty from this 
government.  Because of that continuum, some people do not know when they are perhaps going too far, because 
some things are accepted by the Parliament and the government every day.  Promises are given to the community 
and are then broken.  It is considered to be okay to make and then break a promise.  If it is okay for ministers to 
break their promises, maybe it is okay for committee chairpeople to do that.  They have a role and are not meant 
to collaborate with people outside the committee, but what is wrong with maybe a little outside contact?  Where 
does the dishonesty stop?   

After the past two elections, I have put up my name for the Education and Health Standing Committee and the 
Public Accounts Committee.  Are the committees set up according to expertise or on the basis of who might be 
thought to be able to contribute well to them?  I agree that some committee members have done a very good job 
and have a good background for their committees.   

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Good examples?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I would need to go through them committee by committee, but there is no time for 
that.  Let us look at what happens with committees.  Just like this house is a numbers game, the committees are a 
numbers game.  It means that the chair is a Labor member and the committee consists of maybe two other Labor 
members and two opposition members.  Reports that come from those committees amount to nothing.  They 
certainly do not condemn the government in any way, and nor do they go against a certain position.  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have offered to be on committees that have suited my expertise.  However, it is all 
about jobs for the boys and the “yes” people.  The government wants “yes” members on committees.  It wants 
members who will rubber stamp things.   

Ms J.A. Radisich:  That is not true.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Unfortunately, that is true for many of the committees.  I have offered to be a member 
of a committee; however, I am not a “yes” person and that is why I have never been appointed to a committee.  
The member for Nedlands is not a member of any committee.  That is probably because she, too, is not a “yes” 
person.  This amendment to the motion is about what goes on in our committees and refers to the role of the 
chairman of a committee.  Subparagraph (i) of the amendment states that the member for Riverton allowed the 
alteration of a committee report for the pecuniary interest of a party who would substantially benefit from the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee report.  From the evidence that has been presented, I do not believe 
that I can support that notion.  From what has been said in this chamber - I have spoken to other people about 
this matter - the way Microsoft Word works these days and the way one makes changes on his computer is not 
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the same as it was previously.  As far as I am concerned, there is not enough evidence to support 
subparagraph (i).  Subparagraph (ii) states that the member for Riverton failed to take proper steps, as the 
chairman of the committee, to prevent undue external influence over that report.  I support that notion.  I feel for 
the member for Riverton.  He is copping the flak for the government’s failure to educate its members about 
ethics and about what is right and what is wrong.  Members opposite cannot say that they have been educated in 
that way, because if that were the case, why have so many ministers lost their positions?  It is quite interesting, 
because Labor Party member indiscretions have not been confined to this house.  Madam Deputy Speaker, you 
were probably in the house when the member for Cottesloe made a speech about this very subject.  I think he 
must have recently watched the film The Graduate.  Madam Deputy Speaker, you are probably too young to 
remember that movie; however, I remember that movie.  In The Graduate, Mrs Robinson went to a committee 
room meeting and socked it to them one after the other.  That is what has happened in this house.  The other 
week the member for Cottesloe went through the indiscretions of Labor Party members.  He read out the 
indiscretions one after the other.  I am not saying that I do not make mistakes.  I accept that we all make 
mistakes.  However, most of us learn from our mistakes.  This government has not learnt from its mistakes.  One 
government member after the other has been knocked over because of an indiscretion and, if those members 
have been ministers, they have lost their ministerial positions.  There was a breach of the committee process, 
because the member for Riverton was aware of communication between the member for Murchison-Eyre and 
Roderick Smith on behalf of PMA.  Paragraph (iii) states that the member for Riverton sought financial support 
from a party who would substantially benefit from the report.  Again, there is not enough evidence to know 
whether that is the case.  However, I refer to an email that the member for Riverton sent.  I refer members to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee’s second report, volume 2, which reads -  

Julian, many thanks for your support.  please find attached copies of the invoices for you . . . and 
Roderick Smith . . .  Your attention to these and the follow-up as discussed is greatly appreciated.  I will 
also be contacting Roderick Smith asking him for a direct contribution to the ALP Riverton Campaign.   

It does not finish there.  It continues -  

On an unrelated matter, it may be of interest to you that I have also written to the Federal Treasurer 
giving him my support for rejecting the Xstrata bid for WMC (copy also attached).  Best wishes, Tony 

On the next page of the report, a letter written to Hon Peter Costello from the member for Riverton reads -  

Dear Mr Costello,  

Please find enclosed a copy of the Western Australian Parliament’s Economics and Industry Committee 
report into the closure . . .  

I am writing to you to express my concerns about Xstrata’s behaviour in the closure . . .  

It then goes on to sum up the committee’s report.  Although there is nothing concrete in what we have before us, 
it is all a bit whiffy; it smells very strong.  The amendments are on the table because the government has not put 
any resources into educating new members and new ministers.  Today the Treasurer said that it was difficult 
when the government came to office in 2001 because the Labor Party had a lot of new members.  The Treasurer 
acknowledged that a lot of Labor Party members came on board without any political knowledge and expertise.  
Some members had worked either as electorate officers or in some capacity within the Labor Party.  They 
probably had a lot more political experience than I did when I became a member of Parliament.  I again refer to 
Mrs Robinson in The Graduate.  One Labor member after another has been found guilty of an indiscretion.  It 
has been one issue after another.  Each time an issue hits the media, if affects every member of this Parliament.  I 
believe that the government should review the parliamentary committee structure.  Perhaps committee 
membership should be based on expertise, rather than on people who will just say yes. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Have you been on a committee?  No; you’ve never sat on one.  There’s a good reason for 
that. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Some members have questioned why I have not been on a committee of this house.  I 
assure them that I have been involved in various other organisations and have been on several committees, 
including professional development committees.  I could not list the number of committees I have been on. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You’re too straight! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I think that is the problem, member for Nedlands.  I try my best to be straight.  I try my 
best not to be dishonest.  Some money needs to be spent by the government on education.  Were you aware, 
Madam Deputy Speaker, that today the public gallery was full of people who have Parkinson’s disease?  They 
are pleading with the government to extend the funding for Parkinson’s nurse specialist services.  When those 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 21 June 2007] 

 p3547b-3570a 
Mr John Day; Deputy Speaker; Ms Sue Walker; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Tony McRae; Dr Elizabeth Constable; 
Dr Janet Woollard; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Paul Andrews; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John D'Orazio; Mr Bob Kucera; 

Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr Tom Stephens; Ms Dianne Guise; Mr Martin Whitely; Dr Steve Thomas 

 [13] 

people left the public gallery, they said to me that McGinty gets their goat.  How much money has been spent on 
this committee report?  How much money is this government wasting on corrupt areas?  How much money is 
being spent by the Corruption and Crime Commission that should be spent on vital services, such as the 
Parkinson’s nurse specialist program, and on the promises that the government made, such as to build the 
1 000-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Capel! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  As I said initially, there seems to be a continuum of honesty-dishonesty attached to this 
house.  The Premier is in the chamber now.  He has talked about integrity in this place in the past week or so, but 
where is the government’s integrity when it fails to keep the promises it has made?  This sort of thing is going 
on, but nothing is being done about it.  Over the past 12 months there has been one bad news story about 
members of Parliament after another.  That reflects on every one of us.  I hope that during the winter recess, the 
government will have a close look at what has been happening, and that when we return after the recess, the 
Premier will have put in place some educational sessions for his ministers and backbenchers. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  For all parliamentary members. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Yes, for all members.  I would like to go to them.  I have previously suggested that we 
have joint education sessions, but they have never happened. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  There is a flaw in our Parliament.  It is parliamentary, not necessarily governmental, in any 
event. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Swan Hills has just interjected to say that there is a parliamentary 
flaw in the system, and I agree with her.  I hope the Premier is listening to her.  I think she is a very hardworking 
member of Parliament, and I hope that he will give her more responsibility.  This might be a matter that she 
could help with.  Someone needs to put the time and energy into educating members and ministers about 
integrity, honesty and standards.  I hope that the Premier will also have a close look at the various committees of 
this house.  Perhaps someone needs to sit down with the chairpersons and members of all the committees and 
explain to them what the guidelines and standards are all about.  When a chairperson has not taken proper steps 
to prevent undue external influence on a committee, it reflects not only on that committee, but also on every 
other committee of this Parliament, every member of the government and every member of Parliament.  I 
support the amendment. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [4.05 pm]:  My contribution will be short.  There has been much forensic analysis 
today, but the most powerful account I heard was that of the member for Nedlands.  It had a deep impact on my 
wife, who was sitting in the public gallery.  The member’s account was about how much the Parliament and the 
parliamentary process - because the committee is a parliamentary process - have been corrupted by this event to 
advantage a particular mining interest. 

The member for Alfred Cove talked about mistakes.  I believe that this whole issue was more than a mistake; it 
was a wilful act.  We have heard the forensic analysis and I am sure that it has had an impact on all members, 
including the Premier.  It must have had an impact.  Any living, breathing, reasonable person would say that it 
was a significant, wilful act to do wrong.  This place has been corrupted by that act.  We talk about not playing 
politics, but the Premier said that the opposition is playing politics by criticising the committee and its members.  
This issue is above that.  This place and every person in it have been defiled by this act.  That is most frightening 
for the people of Western Australia.  An outside influence has permeated this place and corrupted it.  I have not 
been in this place for long, but I have had an opportunity to make observations in the two and a half years that I 
have been here, and this act has had an impact on me and, I am sure, on everybody in this place. 

I think this amendment is appropriate and the time fits the crime.  Up to this point the member for Riverton has 
been subjected to having to make a simple apology, without any other form of accountability.  Today we have 
heard from many people, including the Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and every 
other member who has spoken, a detailed analysis of how this system had been corrupted.  The member for 
Riverton, we would have to agree, has had a slap on the wrist.  I have also heard some comments about “nothing 
concrete”.  It is obvious, one would have to admit, that the member for Riverton has been up to his neck in this.  
I have got to say that.  I have nothing personal against the member for Riverton.  However, I have something to 
say about our reputation and our credibility among the people of Western Australia.  What time fits this crime 
and is perceived that way by the community?  The people of Western Australia would expect us to do nothing 
less than agree to this amendment to have some account paid for this crime that is a wilful act that has defiled us 
and, most importantly, let down the people of Western Australia.  They will not see us in a very good light for 
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that act unless we are accountable.  That is why I support this amendment to bring the member for Riverton more 
to account and to fit the sentence to this crime.   

MR P.W. ANDREWS (Southern River) [4.12 pm]:  The entire scenario that members have put to the chamber 
today, every single point that I have recognised, was analysed in the committee.  From all the evidence that was 
presented to us, the committee constructed the scenario that members have created today, particularly regarding 
the member for Riverton.  We constructed the scenario of a conspiracy to incorporate into this report the 
amendments written by Mr Smith.  We did that.  We went through every single point along the way that would 
have shown that the member for Riverton was guilty and part of this conspiracy.  At every single point along the 
way we tested each hypothesis.  At the end of the day, it simply did not add up.  There is nothing that has been 
raised today that we did not go over and over and over again.  We sifted every piece of information that we had 
and came to the conclusions that are in the report after four months and some two dozen meetings of going 
through every point that members have raised and tested.  Members can see today that it is very easy to put 
together the scenario that proves, by circumstantial evidence supposedly, that the member for Riverton is guilty.  
However, the committee did not come to that conclusion.  Members can only accept that we genuinely tried to 
prove that.  What we hear today are words like would have, should have, could have, might have - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Probably did. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  - probably did - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Almost certainly did. 

Mr P.W. ANDREWS:  - almost certainly did, clearly.  When we looked at “clearly”, it was not clear at all.  
When we looked at “would have”, it was not clear at all.  The member for Murchison-Eyre had nothing to lose 
by telling the truth as he saw it.  We quizzed him about what the member for Riverton knew about Mr Smith’s 
amendments: did the member for Riverton know that they were written by Mr Smith?  The member for 
Murchison-Eyre said that he would have known.  We asked him again and the member for Murchison-Eyre’s 
response was yes, no, he would have, yeah; the member for Riverton, he would have known that they were from 
Smith.  Guilty!  The committee thought, “We’ve got Tony McRae, the member for Riverton.”  By his 
colleague’s own words, he would have known.  We tested it when Mr Bowler was sitting in front of us.  We 
asked the member for Murchison-Eyre what did he see that made him come to the conclusion that Mr McRae 
would have known.  Oh, nothing.  We asked Mr Bowler what he received in terms of an email that would have 
indicated to him that Mr McRae was part of this.  Oh, nothing.  I almost got to the point of asking him whether 
he had received a courier pigeon.  The member for Murchison-Eyre had come to the conclusion that the member 
for Riverton would have known, but when we tested him and pushed him on it, he could not give us any 
evidence.  What discussion did they have?  Oh, none.  The assumption, the would have, the could have, the 
might have - at the end of the day, there was nothing there.  I ask members opposite and my own colleagues: 
would members like to be convicted in this place on the basis of circumstantial evidence only?   

I like the member for Merredin and I often respect his opinion.  I listened to him very carefully today and some 
of the things that he said built up a strong case.  However, when we actually look at it, it also works the other 
way.  He used words to the effect that this circumstantial evidence condemns the member for Riverton.  That is 
what is happening: the circumstantial evidence condemns him.  I will give members the evidence that I put 
forward yesterday.  The member for Merredin also accused the member for Riverton of failing to recognise that 
a colleague had put him at risk.  I agree with the member for Merredin.  That is not part of the conspiracy.  The 
member for Riverton made the fatal crime of failing to recognise that a colleague had indeed put him at risk.  
That does not prove that the member for Riverton knew anything about it.  In fact, it proves the opposite.  It was 
the member for Murchison-Eyre who put the member for Riverton at risk.  The member for Merredin put 
forward circumstantial evidence: did he know that it took only 13 minutes for the principal research officer to 
recognise that Mr Smith had written these amendments?  Therefore, he claims, the member for Riverton must 
have been guilty of putting them through.  If it took only took 13 minutes for the principal research officer to 
recognise that the member for Riverton had put through amendments written by Mr Smith, that shows me either 
that Mr McRae is not a very good conspirator or that he simply did not know that they were written by 
Mr Smith.  It was so easy to detect with the technology used by the principal research officer that the 
amendments were written by someone else.  Why?  The circumstantial evidence is simply not there.  Would 
Mr McRae, with his whole career on the line, really be part of a conspiracy so slack that he would simply send 
through these amendments written by Mr Smith with his tag on them?  No, he would not have done that.  It does 
not make any sense at all.  Members have all the documentation in front of them.  They should look through it 
and find something from anyone - Mr Smith, the member for Murchison-Eyre, Mr Grill - that refers to Tony 
McRae knowing about these amendments written by Mr Smith; that Mr Smith wrote these amendments and 
Tony McRae knew that.  Find it.  It is not there.  There is far stronger circumstantial evidence that shows that the 
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member for Riverton was not part of this conspiracy.  What did he have to gain from it?  Absolutely nothing.  
Again, I put it to members that the biggest mistake that the member for Riverton made was that he failed to 
recognise that a colleague had indeed put him at risk.   
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.19 pm]:  I feel it is incumbent on me to make a contribution to the debate on 
this amendment today.  I say at the outset that, as a committee member, I had only 10 minutes last night to put 
forward comments.  However, I have listened very closely to the comments that have been made by members in 
this chamber, predominantly on this side of the house.  I also listened to the comments that the Premier and the 
Treasurer made.  I say, first of all, that I take no insult whatsoever from any members on this side of the house 
who may disagree with any recommendations contained in the report of the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
that was tabled yesterday.  It seems that the Premier and the Treasurer believe that every report that comes into 
the house should be accepted or rejected unanimously inasmuch as we either reject the whole lot or accept the 
whole lot, and then put the recommendations into policy.  That has never been the case. 
I say at the outset that the Procedure and Privileges Committee, of which the Speaker is Chairman, has worked in 
a very harmonious way, not just on this issue, but ever since I have been on the committee, and that is some 
years now.  When a committee works in the way in which our committee has worked, it works in harmony.  
Members compromise on certain matters, and they try at the end of the day to come down with a report that not 
everyone may be happy with, but one that they are prepared to let go through and be tabled in the house.  What 
the Premier and Treasurer have said is that if I was wrong and if the member for Avon was wrong - because we 
made some comments yesterday in our 10-minute speeches - we should have brought down a minority report; 
that is, a minority report by me and/or another one by the member for Avon.  We did not want to do that, 
because that is not the way this committee has worked.  However, we were happy for the committee’s 
recommendations, as they were formed and as they were put in the report, to come into this house. 
Members of that committee know that I was not particularly happy.  I was not satisfied with the recommendation 
about the member for Riverton.  There was no question about the member for Murchison-Eyre.  He pleaded 
guilty.  We did not have to do much work at all in relation to the member for Murchison-Eyre - very little - apart 
from follow the trail to see who else was implicated.  Therefore, very little work needed to be done in relation to 
the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I specifically wanted to know what was involved with the member for 
Riverton, because he was the chairman of that committee; he was the captain of that ship at the time.  From the 
evidence that was given, I accept that there was not hard-and-fast, 100 per cent proof, because the member for 
Riverton never put his hand up and said, “Yes, fair cop; I did it.”  He never did that.  He did not satisfactorily 
answer all my questions in the open hearings, and we had conversations in the open hearings.  Nevertheless, I 
have had some doubts.  I said yesterday that I do not believe he was aware at the initial stages that the report had 
been leaked by the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I do not believe he was.  That was done by the member for 
Murchison-Eyre.  We know that the member for Riverton knew - he said it in evidence - that Julian Grill was 
aware of the report, and I honestly believe that the member for Riverton was aware that Roderick Smith would 
have had some input as well.  We know all about the tracking and we know all about that report being altered on 
the member for Riverton’s computer in the final days.  I suggest that he was the one who did it.  I do not think 
there is really much doubt in our minds about that. 
We have had a lot of debate today about what is appropriate.  Why should we not simply accept the 
recommendations of the Procedure and Privileges Committee?  The committee made a recommendation, but it 
has not actually recommended any form of punishment whatsoever for the member for Riverton; it has not 
recommended any punishment at all.  I will read what we said in the recommendation so that members are aware 
of it.  We said: “that the Member for Riverton be given the opportunity to apologise to the house”.  We did not 
even say that we directed him to apologise to the house.  That was what we put forward. 

As a member of that committee, and speaking as a member of this house, as I am today - I am not speaking on 
behalf of the committee - I believe that it is quite appropriate for this house, when it gets a report, even from 
probably the most important committee that this chamber has, which is the Procedure and Privileges Committee, 
to be able to reject, uphold or amend that report.  For instance, if members in this house felt that the 
recommendation for the punishment of the member for Murchison-Eyre was not strong enough, somebody could 
move an amendment, speak on that amendment and vote on that amendment.  If the majority of members of this 
house felt that those areas of punishment which we have outlined and which we believed were appropriate were 
not strong enough, they could do that, and there would not be any problem with that.  That is democracy at work.  
That is this house doing its job. 
This house has now had an opportunity to review all the evidence and all the transcripts that were given to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee.  That was over quite a period, as has already been said.  In fact, the 
Premier, the Treasurer and the Leader of the House have already contradicted their argument, because they were 
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quite happy for an amendment to be moved in relation to Hon Julian Grill.  We simply recommended that he be 
found to be in contempt, and we were going to leave it to members to see whether any further punishment, other 
than the mere fact of him being found guilty of contempt, was necessary.  Certainly, the Premier and the 
Treasurer have shown a great willingness to go further than simply finding him to be in contempt of this 
Parliament.  They have done that and I accept that.  I think that is very responsible on their part. 

However, what I am saying to the Premier and his colleagues today is that they have the same opportunity to do 
more than just give the member for Riverton an opportunity to apologise.  Apologise for what?  That is what 
some members may be thinking to themselves.  Is it because he inappropriately, in my view, and I think 
probably in the committee’s view, allowed an outside commercial party to go to a fundraising event for his 
election campaign?  It was not just one person; it was a table of seven, which is quite a substantial number of 
people.  Was that appropriate?  I do not think that anybody in this house would agree that that was appropriate.  
He has now apologised for that.  I do not blame him.  If I had been in that position, I would have jumped up as 
quickly as he did to apologise.  He did not do it in the hearings.  Not for one moment did he say, “No, I think I 
actually did wrong.  Perhaps I shouldn’t have done that.”  Not once did he show any contrition for his 
inappropriate behaviour; that is, as the chairman of that committee, he held a fundraiser, and the main proponent 
from PMA was invited to come along and pay money.  That is one part of it.  For that alone, members may feel 
that simply saying that he should be given the opportunity to apologise is enough.  It is obvious that many 
members, particularly on this side of the chamber, do not believe that is enough.  I do not in my heart of hearts 
believe it is enough.  I think that the member for Riverton, as the chairman of that committee, had an absolute 
responsibility, like the captain of a ship, to ensure that that committee was not tainted. 

He knew that amendments were made by an outside party to the report that he had worked on - that is what I 
believe - and he allowed those to go through to the principal research officer.  As has been said many times, that 
is not the way that a committee works normally.  A committee member would normally send the report with his 
or her amendments to the principal research officer; he or she would not normally send them to the chairman of 
the committee by email, fax, or anything else.  They would normally go to the principal research officer.  That is 
the way things work, and that is why I have had a big question in my mind about whether the member for 
Riverton has been completely truthful.  I have to say that.  I believe that his association with, his comments to 
and his communications, both socially and in relation to the committee itself, with Julian Grill and Roderick 
Smith were completely inappropriate.   
The committee presented all the back-up evidence of all those communications, social occasions, fundraising 
occasions and, indeed, communications between the chairman of the committee and an outside proponent.  I was 
a chairman of a parliamentary committee in my time in Parliament in the early days, and I would never have 
dreamt of talking to a proponent outside the committee process.  I am on a committee at the moment and I am 
pretty sure the chairman of that committee, the member for Joondalup, would not dream of having private 
conversations on items that are before that committee.  It is usually done through the principal research officer 
and the committee clerk, because that is the way the process works.  That is the way it works, Premier  -it really 
is - and that did not happen in this case.  I do not believe in my heart of hearts that the Premier can sit there and 
accept that a simple “I apologise” is good enough on both of those areas of action.  Firstly, it was the 
inappropriateness of allowing Roderick Smith and his party, knowing full well that they were the main 
proponents, to attend that fundraiser and to pay $1 650 to do so.  That was more than just an indiscretion; it was 
stupid.  Quite frankly, it was dumb for anyone in that position to allow that to happen.  I do not think the Premier 
would turn up at a meeting for one minute if he were in that position.  It was totally inappropriate to even suggest 
that the member for Riverton should solicit more funds from that proponent.  Why would he do that - because he 
had done a good job?  The member for Riverton received a big thank you letter from Roderick Smith, as I 
believe did the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I am pretty sure that the member for Darling Range and even the 
member for Collie-Wellington, a Labor member of that committee, and the former member for Vasse, did not 
receive a letter of congratulations - “Fantastic; well done; you did a good job” - straight after the final report 
came down.  

Mr J.H.D. Day:  I received a letter but whether it was the same letter received by the member for Murchison-
Eyre, I suspect is another matter.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I suspect it probably was.  It is obvious to me that both the member for Riverton and the 
member for Murchison-Eyre worked in unison.  I can understand why they left out the member for Collie-
Wellington.  The member for Murchison-Eyre, a very good friend of Julian Grill, and the chairman of the 
committee probably thought that was it.  My very good friend and colleague the member for Southern River said 
in his speech that, at the end of the day, the member for Murchison-Eyre did not say that the member for 
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Riverton would have known anything about what was going on.  However, I will indicate once again that that is 
not quite the case.  The report states -  

. . . Mr Bowler agreed at one point that Mr McRae “must have suspected” that the amendments came 
from a third party.  

That was the evidence from the member for Murchison-Eyre.  
Mr A.D. McRae:  That was the opinion of the member.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They were his comments; that was the evidence from the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I 
do not believe that the member for Riverton is a stupid person.  He might be irresponsible sometimes, but he is 
not a stupid person.  I believe the member for Riverton is very au fait with and has a fair amount of expertise in 
information technology.  We know for certain now the trail of the amended report and whose computer the 
amendments were made on and who made them.  The member for Riverton was the last person to deal with 
them, and he sent them through to the principal research officer at 10 past midnight on 9 November last year.  He 
has not put his hand up to it - I accept that - and we could not get concrete evidence of it, but there has been 
enough circumstantial evidence -   
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This is not a court of law; we can base our opinion on circumstantial evidence.  We could 
be having the same debate about the member for Murchison-Eyre.  If he had not been an honest person and 
admitted guilt in this Parliament for what he did - 
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is true.  If he had not admitted guilt, the committee would have had a much harder job 
of finding him guilty.  If we had not had the evidence from the CCC, that would have been a much harder job.  
Members will not always answer questions truthfully; they divert to a different topic or obfuscate to avoid 
answering questions.  At the end of the day, do members opposite honestly believe the member for Riverton had 
no clue whatsoever about an outside influence on those recommendations?  They should remember that we were 
told that the member for Murchison-Eyre had tried to pass them off as his amendments.  He may well have 
succeeded in passing them off to the rest of the committee.  I am suggesting he may not have done it to the 
chairman of the committee because the chairman had discussions with Julian Grill, Roderick Smith and the rest 
of them.  If, as chairman of the committee, the member for Riverton genuinely believed those Smith alterations 
were 100 per cent Bowler alterations, why did he then not question why the member for Murchison-Eyre wanted 
to water them down a bit?  Why did he not question that?  Anyone in his right mind would have questioned that 
within a day or so.  
Mrs J. Hughes interjected.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Kingsley can try to defend her colleague; that is her right and what she 
would do anyway.  
Mrs J. Hughes:  Didn’t you ask those questions in committee?   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What questions?   
Mrs J. Hughes:  Didn’t you ask those questions in committee?  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes.  What we got was that old Labor mantra, “I can’t recall”.  One day I counted the 
number of times the member for Riverton said, “I can’t recall”.  He said it quite often, I promise members.  
Those questions were not answered.  Many of the questions I asked were not answered, my friend, because all I 
heard was “I can’t recall”, which is a cop-out.  Unfortunately, those words are a tag attached to the Labor Party 
from the dirty old WA Inc days.  That was the problem.  I ask members opposite to sincerely look into what has 
been presented.  They should read all the paperwork and decide whether the member for Riverton was so naive 
that he could not possibly have noticed that those alterations might have come from an outside body.  If so, they 
are living in cloud cuckoo land and trying to protect another member.  Members on this side are asking for his 
actions to be judged, even if it is only on the monetary side of things; forget the rest of it.  If members opposite 
really think he acted inappropriately - I hope they do - are they satisfied with simply saying, “Well, we should 
give him the opportunity to apologise; we are not directing him to apologise”?  We are not doing anything; we 
are just saying that we should give him the opportunity.  Anyone has the opportunity to apologise in this place 
any time they want.  If members opposite think that is strong enough, that is fine; they can live with that.  At the 
end of the day, I can understand why members on this side of the house particularly feel that justice is not being 
done in relation to the member for Riverton.  What is being asked by members on this side of the house is simple 
justice; that is all.  They have outlined very good reasons so far why that should be the case.  It gives me no 
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pleasure to support this amendment.  I was not going to speak today, but my colleague the member for Southern 
River spoke, and the member for Avon is going to speak.  I wanted to debunk some of the comments the Premier 
and Treasurer have made about being a member of that committee.  Should I feel insulted over people attacking 
me?  I do not feel insulted.  At the end of the day, any committee report can be amended; it can be supported or 
rejected.  That is the way this Parliament works. 
MR J.B. D’ORAZIO (Ballajura) [4.40 pm]:  In the seven years that I have been in this Parliament, I do not 
think I have sat in the house all day listening to a debate.   
Several members interjected.  
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  This is an important matter and members should not joke about it.  This is the most 
important debate that has come before this house in the seven years that I have been in this place.  I have sat here 
all day listening intently to this debate.  I appeal to every member of Parliament to take off their political hat 
today.  This debate is not about politics.  What we have before us is fundamentally abhorrent.  We are talking 
about taking from a member of Parliament his fundamental right to represent his electorate.  When we are 
elected we come into this place and we should defend the right to be here.  I have a great problem with the 
Parliament, by a simple majority, taking that right from a member, especially when they have not been convicted 
of anything.  It is a real problem.  The Procedure and Privileges Committee has gone through a process and 
recommended action.   
I have trouble with this house suspending the member for Murchison-Eyre for three months.  Members should 
understand what that means.  It does not affect that member in the pocket.  It means that the people in the 
electorate of Murchison-Eyre will not have a representative in this Parliament for three months.  Members 
should ask: who will be affected?  Members must protect the democratic right of each member to be in this place 
to represent his or her electorate.   
I have a real problem with the amendment.  I do not have any problems with the political stunts that occur in this 
place - moving dissent motions and no confidence motions.  That happens every now and again, and this is the 
place in which it happens.  As someone said, it is the theatre of the Parliament.  When the Parliament takes away 
the right of a member of Parliament to represent his community, members need to think about it very deeply.  
Why has it never happened in the history of this Parliament other than for unruly behaviour?  It has never 
happened because members before us understood what that means.  It is not a decision that is made lightly.  It is 
not a decision that is made on political grounds.  It is not a decision that is made based on someone’s opinion.  It 
is a decision that we, as members of Parliament, should never take.  There are better ways to punish members of 
Parliament than to take away their right to represent the community.   
This issue has highlighted the need for a penalty process to be in place so that members who transgress the 
parliamentary standards can be punished without their electorates being punished.  They should not have their 
democratic right to represent their communities taken away.  It is not the community’s fault that a member 
transgressed.  A community is being punished because it will not have a voice in this Parliament.   
The members involved, both ex-ministers, have already paid a huge financial price.  I am happy for this 
Parliament to have another process for further punishment, but I have a fundamental problem with taking away 
their right to be in this Parliament to be the voice for their communities.  More importantly, what we are doing is 
taking away the right of those communities to have a voice in this Parliament.  We need to think about that very 
carefully.   
It is above politics and crosses all party lines.  I have spoken privately to a few members today and asked them 
whether they understand what will happen as a consequence of this issue.  They said that it will get lost anyway.  
That is not the point.  Members of Parliament need to be in this place to protect that fundamental right.  This 
amendment cannot be carried.  Can members imagine the precedent that we will set for the future?  I remember 
sitting on this side when I was a minister and the then Leader of the Opposition was being brought to task.  I said 
to myself that if the house moved to suspend him, I would cross the floor regardless of what the party decision 
was.  It did not happen; however, I thought about it at the time and I knew the decision I would have made.  It is 
not the right of this Parliament to take away the right of a member to be in this Parliament.  This amendment is 
awful in its nature.  If paragraphs (d) and (e) were not in the amendment, I would probably not have taken this 
strong stance.  I have sat here all day thinking that members should understand what they are doing.  
Mr J.E. McGrath:  What would be the case if a member commits a serious crime?   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  If a member commits a serious crime, there are processes in place to take care of that.  
Most members would do the honourable thing and resign.  In this case nobody has been convicted of anything.  
The parliamentary committee brought no recommendation like that to this Parliament.  That is the reason I will 
support the recommendation pertaining to the member for Murchison-Eyre, even though I have a problem.  
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There must be a better way to deal with this matter than taking away the right of a member of Parliament to 
represent his community.  That is what we need to consider.  The fundamental right to be here is something that 
should not be challenged.  Can members imagine if I used this process as a political stunt because I did not like 
the member for Hillarys because he has white hair and called me a bugger?   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Blonde hair.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Sorry, blonde hair.  Do members understand my point if this amendment is adopted?  
What will happen in the party political system?  It cannot be allowed to happen.   
Dr S.C. Thomas:  You must have a minimum standard.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  An absolute minimum standard.  Most members understand what those standards are.  If, 
in the past, members transgressed the acceptable standard, they have done the right thing and resigned.  We 
should not take away the right of an MP to represent his community in Parliament.   
Mr B.J. Grylls:  Normally people have resigned; now we are leaving it to the Parliament to judge.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The member for Riverton has not been convicted of anything.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  He has.  Read the report.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The recommendation is that he apologise to the Parliament.  Now we are debating taking 
away his right to represent his community.  There must be better ways to deal with issues when members have 
transgressed the processes and procedures and committed misdemeanours, but the right of a member to represent 
his community must be sacrosanct.  We all need to support that process as our predecessors did.  It is above 
politics and personal opinion and it is something we should defend.  This amendment is an attack on the 
democratic foundations of this place and the community that elected us.  I would not want any member to be in a 
position to have to lose their right to represent their communities.   
MR R.C. KUCERA (Yokine) [4.48 pm]:  I cannot support this amendment.  Anything that is held to hold a 
penalty has to be supported by evidence.  I come back to what the member for Ballajura said and refer to 
recommendation 2 of the Procedure and Privileges Committee’s report, which reads - 

Your Committee recommends that the Member for Riverton be given the opportunity to apologise to 
the House for potentially diminishing public trust in Parliamentary institutions -  

The day we jump from a potential to a reality is the day we should give it away.  Much of what I want to say has 
been said by the member for Ballajura.  Unless issues are supported by evidence, and not supposition and 
innuendo, it would be remiss of the Parliament to act in any other way than the committee recommended.  Like 
the member for Ballajura, I have no problems at all with the issues that were raised with the member for 
Murchison-Eyre, but if we were to take the premise that has been put today, we should examine the actions of 
the member for Kalgoorlie in 2005.  I ask members opposite, if they look at what they are proposing for the 
member for Riverton, whether we should not revisit the whole issue of the member for Kalgoorlie and the way 
that he deliberately interfered with documents that were to become part of the record of this Parliament.  He then 
had the hide to allege in this house that another member of the house had removed their documents.  When the 
findings of the report of the Procedure and Privileges Committee were released, I did not hear any apology from 
the member for Kalgoorlie about the allegations that he had made.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What did the committee say?   
Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I know what the committee said.  I know which staff member removed the documentation 
from my personal file.  That was never admitted by members on the other side of the house.  We know who that 
was; he was brought before the committee.  If we are to revisit the issues concerning the member for Riverton, 
we should also revisit the issues concerning the member for Kalgoorlie, because they were never brought to a 
conclusion.  If members opposite want to talk about people being dissatisfied with outcomes, I, for one, was 
certainly dissatisfied with the outcome of the censure against that member, as indeed were members on the other 
side of the house, because just after that they sacked him as their leader.  Members opposite should not 
pontificate about members on this side of the house not considering these things.  We think about them.  I have 
agonised over this matter.  I came into this Parliament some six years ago wanting to make a difference and to 
uphold the principles of the Westminster system.  What has come out of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
disgusts me, quite frankly.  I have no sympathy for anyone who would use the Westminster system to do what 
they have done.  By the same token, because I lived for 35 years under the yoke of evidence, the evidence has to 
be clear.   
Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 
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Mr R.C. KUCERA:  Despite the parliamentary stunt by the member for Hillarys - I do not blame him for that, 
because I would hate to see - 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  Where was the evidence against Peter Mickelberg?   
The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Hillarys! 
Mr R.C. KUCERA:  It must have been very difficult for the member for Hillarys to say what he did today about 
taking off his committee hat.  I can imagine the agony that he went through, together with the member for Avon, 
the Speaker and everybody else, in examining these issues.  I wish to raise a point of order in a moment about 
comments that were made by the member for Nedlands.  Committee members must have gone through agony in 
looking at and judging their colleagues.  That probably gives them an indication of what Supreme Court judges 
go through every day of the week, quite frankly.  The committee came to a good decision and produced a good 
set of recommendations, which were based on the evidence presented to the committee and not on supposition or 
innuendo.  I applaud you, Mr Speaker, and the members of the committee for doing that.  To then turn it around, 
as the member for Hillarys has done, diminishes him a little in my eyes.  I thought that the committee reached a 
good decision.   
How on earth does one judge one’s peers?  I will talk about the penalties.  Each one of those members has been 
fined $100 000 a year already, and so they should have been, by losing their ministries.  Nobody knows that 
better than I do.  The member for Ballajura is quite right; we need to revisit issues in this house about censuring 
members, particularly in these days of accountability.  I applaud the fact that we now have a strong 
anticorruption program.  I was extremely critical of the old Anti-Corruption Commission and how it operated.  I 
am not critical of the CCC.  I have some concerns about public hearings of the CCC and how they are handled, 
but at the end of the day this matter was handled properly.  The Procedure and Privileges Committee has done its 
job properly by examining what was available to it.  Many times over the past 30 years I had evidence put before 
me but was unable to charge someone.  It does not matter whether this is not a court of law; it is akin to a court 
of law.  The committee made a good decision.  If we are uncomfortable with its recommendations, there are 
ways forward in the future.  We should consider them without our political hats on.  As the member for Ballajura 
rightly pointed out, this affects each and every one of us as a member of this Parliament.  Our credibility has 
suffered since the CCC hearings began.  Nobody can doubt that.  Some people’s reputations have suffered.  I 
cannot support this amendment.  The committee reached a sensible set of agreements and recommendations, 
which we should honour.  If members feel that things need to be changed, there is a process for doing that.   

Point of Order 
Mr R.C. KUCERA:  Before I sit down, I would like to take a point of order.  Mr Speaker, you perhaps need to 
examine the Hansard for comments made by the member by Nedlands about particular members who formed 
the basis of your committee.  I believe that she should withdraw those comments under standing order 92, 
because she made some imputations about members’ relationships with people who were mentioned during the 
CCC hearings.  Otherwise, I ask you, as the Speaker of the house, to examine Hansard.  If you feel that she has 
breached standing order 92, she should be ordered to withdraw her remarks.  I am sorry that this is a belated 
point of order, but the member left the house just after making those comments.  This is a sad day for Parliament 
in Western Australia.  It has set a precedent.  Nobody likes groups of people having to judge their peers.  One’s 
peers cannot be judged on innuendo, smear and political tactics; they have to be judged on evidence and 
evidence alone.   
The SPEAKER:  In relation to the point of order, I do not know what was said.  If the member attacked the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee, I will have a look at the transcript to see whether any action is required.   

Debate Resumed 
MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [4.55 pm]:  As members know, I was not here until approximately 3.30 pm 
today and I am not totally aware of what was said prior to that time.  A few members have approached me and 
have said that some of the things that I said yesterday have been referred to in today’s debate.  It is a little 
unfortunate that committee members are involved in this debate in even a minor way.  However, I guess that is 
inevitable.  The report was tabled yesterday.  I am no longer standing in the chamber as a member of that 
committee but as Max Trenorden, member for Avon.  I have been listening to a bit of the debate.  I am a bit like 
you, Mr Speaker; I have been through the mill for several months over this matter and was not really looking 
forward to continuing the debate.  However, the debate is occurring today, so I might be a little slow in my 
speech.  The last two speakers from the other side of the house said that you, Mr Speaker, cannot remove a 
member from this chamber.   
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I didn’t say that at all.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is what the member said.  I am not trying to criticise the member directly; I am 
trying to debate with him.  He said that once a member is put out of this chamber, he loses some part of his 
democratic processes.  That is correct.  However, that is only for the period of time that we are talking about.   
Mr R.C. Kucera:  We’re not arguing with that.  We’re saying that it has to be based on evidence and not 
innuendo.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We again get into the debate.  There is clear evidence that the member for 
Riverton - 
Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  If members want to read the report, it contains clear evidence of the guilt of the 
member for Riverton. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You should have said that in your recommendations.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We did.  The member for Yokine said that he supports the outcome of the report.  
That is why this debate is ridiculous.  I do not want to run through all that evidence.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Member for Avon, can I just say that I accept the committee’s finding - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You have got such a thick hide!   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Member for Nedlands, why don’t you just shut up for once?  Why don’t you just shut your 
face for once?   

Several members interjected. 
Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  Member for Nedlands, do you not see that I am on my feet?  Do you 
understand the rules on that?  Clearly not.  I call you to order.  The member for Riverton made an 
unparliamentary comment.  I direct him to withdraw that comment.  I urge the member for Avon to make his 
comments without taking interjections.  This debate has progressed reasonably well, but every now and then it 
breaks down.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I withdraw, Mr Speaker.   
Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What the member for Riverton was going to say is what I am going to say now.  The 
point that the member for Riverton made last night was true.  He has admitted it. 

Point of Order 

Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Earlier in the day the member for Nedlands raised a point of order with your 
replacement in the chair, Mr Speaker, about the idle chatter of other members across the chamber while a 
member was speaking.  She raised that serious point of order.  However, ever since the member for Avon has 
been on his feet, the member for Nedlands has not stopped engaging in idle chatter, which is a breach of the 
standing orders of this place.  What is good for the goose should be good for the gander.  

The SPEAKER:  The day is getting long.  I am sure that the member for Nedlands does not wish to be called to 
order yet again.  I do not want to have to call any member to order.  I ask members to allow the member who is 
on his or her feet to be heard.  If members want to contribute while sitting on their backsides, I ask them to do so 
outside the chamber.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I agree with you, Mr Speaker; it continues to be a long day.  I am trying to put a 
point of view with which the member for Riverton has agreed.  In fact, I had a conversation with him about this 
matter in the corridor.  The house has the right to deal with this matter as it sees fit.  That was the point I made 
yesterday.  I am not trying to get up the nose of the member for Riverton or any other Labor member.  I am 
stating the facts of the matter.  Mr Speaker, in your correct and measured address yesterday you raised the point 
that we are living in brand-new times.  We are dealing with new ground and the issue must be thought of in that 
manner.  We are dealing with a new set of circumstances.  What I believe the Speaker was referring to, and what 
I was referring to in my speech yesterday, is that procedural hearings in the chamber have been a political 
dogfight across the chamber.  In the end, the opposition member is hanged because of the numbers.  We cannot 
continue the procedures processes in that manner.  At the same time, the opposition has every right to say what it 
wants to say about the report.  Any point made in the report is not a direct reflection on anything that I or any 
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other member of the Procedure and Privileges Committee has done.  As I said yesterday, we are the prosecutors.  
We have delivered the brief.  Members of the house are the jury.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I was on the Procedure and Privileges Committee when the member for Kalgoorlie 
appeared before the committee.  We went through the same process.  What is the member for Yokine referring 
to?  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Lots of people weren’t happy because of what he got.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Surprise!  Lots of people in the chamber today are not happy about a raft of things.  
That is the point of today’s debate.  Everyone has a right to express their opinion.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  In that instance, members didn’t question the committee or its recommendations.  That is the 
difference.    
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  My memory on that particular report is not that good.  I have been focused on this 
issue.  I would be amazed if there was not some criticism of that outcome.  I would be amazed if that was not the 
case.   
Mr R.C. Kucera:  I don’t think there was. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member should check Hansard.   

We are dealing with a different matter today.  The important thing is that we deal with this matter today.  
Members’ support of the committee’s recommendations is one matter.  The house is free to hand down whatever 
finding it wants to hand down against the member for Riverton on the basis of his statement yesterday.  I am not 
trying to be nasty to the member for Riverton.  I just want to make that point.  The house will make a decision.  I 
arrived at Parliament at 3.30 pm.  I read the government’s motion and then I read the opposition’s amendments 
to the motion.  If I removed the politics from the situation, I would say that there is very little difference between 
the government’s motion and the opposition’s amendment to the motion.  After I read both of them, I wondered 
what all the noise was about.  Points 1 to 7 of the Leader of the House’s motion are strongly aligned with what 
committee members had to say yesterday.  Point 8 is pretty hard to argue against.  The opposition’s amendment 
to the motion is signed by the Leader of the Opposition.  Paragraph (a) and subparagraphs (i), (ii) and (iii) are his 
words.  The rest of the words are our words but, again, subparagraphs (i) to (iii) are pretty hard to argue against.  
The point is that it is up to the house to make a decision.  Subparagraphs (i), (ii) and (iii) are correct.  The 
member for Yokine can sit on a deckchair of the Titanic and wonder about the length of a piece of string.  
Members of the committee argued this point.  The member argues that it is not a metre long, and he is right.  
However, the words are correct.  That is my view.  Mr Speaker, you have offered the best advice.  The day is 
getting long.  I hope that we can reach a sound resolution of which this house can be proud.  When the time to 
vote comes, if members vote according to party lines, the government’s side wins.  That is all there is to it and 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee process will be what it has been in the past.   

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [5.08 pm]:  I spoke about this issue last night.  I have 
listened to the debate all day.  As a member of the committee and as a member of Parliament, I have a right to 
express my point of view.  It is the absolute right of the house to ask questions about the committee’s report and 
to debate our recommendations.  It has been pointed out that we were asked to make a recommendation with 
regard to a finding of contempt, should one come about, for the member for Murchison-Eyre.  If the committee 
finds a member guilty of contempt, it is not normal procedure for the committee to make a recommendation, 
which is why we were silent about Julian Grill.  We believe that that is the role of the house.  I wanted to clarify 
that situation.  The committee made a recommendation about the member for Riverton because it was outside the 
contempt guidelines.  The member for Southern River outlined the extensive evidence that we heard and the 
extensiveness of our deliberations.  Every issue that was raised today was investigated by the committee.  
Having served on the Procedure and Privileges Committee for some time, I can tell members that committee 
members do not see themselves as politicians; rather, they see themselves as parliamentarians.  Every now and 
again I get a glimpse of those members who are parliamentarians and those who will never be parliamentarians, 
because they cannot get beyond party politics.  We did not approach the investigation into the former Leader of 
the Opposition’s conduct or the current investigation from that angle.  We approached our investigations as 
parliamentarians upholding the institutions and processes of this place, which we hold dear, on behalf of all 
members.  We approached our investigations as guardians of the Parliament.  It is a bit difficult for other 
members, because they were not privy to the months of investigations, and nor did they hear all the evidence.  
Every time we went down a rabbit hole, counsel helped us pluck ourselves back out.  We went down a few of 
those holes.  We investigated the very issues that were raised today.  We investigated them in-depth.   
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The opposition’s amendment to the motion fails because it tries to take this matter to the next level; it tries to 
prove wilful contempt.  It fails in subparagraphs (i) and (ii); that is, that the member for Riverton allowed the 
alteration of a committee report and that he failed to take proper steps to prevent undue external influence.  Both 
points are based on the premise that the member knew.  To prove wilful contempt, we must go beyond 
circumstantial evidence.  We were told this time and again when we investigated the former Leader of the 
Opposition.  We were warned about it.  We must follow due process.  We are the law-makers of this state.  
Okay; we might not see ourselves necessarily as a court of law, but we are the law-makers.  If the opposition 
wants to take it to another level, it must provide the hard proof that the member knew and then failed to take 
proper action.  The committee thoroughly investigated all the points that the opposition has raised.  There is no 
smoking gun.  Opposition members have failed to produce it, just as we did when we tried to prove those matters 
to go to the next level of wilful contempt.  Had we gone down the path of accepting circumstantial evidence, the 
finding that we made last year may well have been very different.  We chose not to do that, and I again urge 
members today to think about that when they make a decision on this recommendation.  We went down this path 
and we sought the advice of counsel.  We did not believe that the evidence stacked up and that we could prove 
conclusively beyond all reasonable doubt that the member wilfully entered into what the opposition has charged 
him with doing.  Members opposite cannot go down that path, and I think the committee’s findings about the 
member for Riverton stand.  In all conscience, I cannot support this amendment, no matter which side of the 
chamber I sit on. 
MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.11 pm]:  I will be brief.  I want to put on 
the record that my opposition to this amendment is motivated not by which side of the house I sit on, but by the 
factors that have been outlined by the member for Wanneroo. 
It is clear from my understanding of the information in the report and the speeches given by committee members 
that it has not been established that the member for Riverton was aware that the report was altered by a person 
working for someone with a pecuniary interest in the matter that was being considered.  That has not been 
established.  As the member for Wanneroo said, there is no smoking gun.  If we were to accept this amendment, 
this court - it is a court in this case because we are empowered with a right to set penalties - would be acting like 
a kangaroo court.  We would be accepting supposition and hypothesis in the place of evidence.  I have seen and 
heard nothing to convince me that the member for Riverton knew the source of the alterations to the report. 
The amendment refers to the failure of the member for Riverton to take proper steps as the chairman of a 
committee to prevent undue external influence.  What steps would the chairman have taken in these 
circumstances?  What steps would any chairman take in circumstances in which a member of a committee comes 
to the chairperson with recommended alterations to a report?  That has not been outlined by the members who 
support this amendment.  I have sat on numerous committees of this Parliament and I cannot see how any 
chairperson could anticipate that the source of an amendment sent to him by another member of the committee 
was a third party.  I cannot see how any chairperson would know that or, quite frankly, would believe that he or 
she should be looking for that.  I do not think that the chairperson of any committee that I have been on has taken 
the sorts of steps that would have been necessary to prevent this sort of external influence.   
Unless we want this chamber to become a kangaroo court rather than a court with the power to dispense 
penalties, which in this case it is, this amendment must be opposed.  A recent event has given me time to reflect 
on the power and parliamentary privilege that members enjoy.  We have seen recent evidence that many 
members of this Parliament do not understand those powers or the status of this chamber.  I am not prepared to 
support an amendment that is, frankly, more befitting of a kangaroo court than the Parliament of Western 
Australia. 
MR T.G. STEPHENS (Central Kimberley-Pilbara) [5.15 pm]:  I will be very quick.  In the media coverage of 
this debate, there has been reference to the fact that I was the last member of state Parliament to be found guilty 
of contempt of Parliament and to be suspended from the services of Parliament.  That is an accurate media report 
that refers to an incident in the Legislative Council in November 1993.  It was a controversial time in the life of 
that house when, for the first time in the history of Parliament, the then newly elected Court government, under 
the leadership of Leader Cash in the Legislative Council, moved to gag and guillotine the debate to facilitate the 
fast movement of the native title legislation through Parliament.  In the course of that debate, the temperature 
rose.  It was clear in my mind that the Presiding Officer had not maintained an impartial approach to the 
handling of the affairs of the house.  Members can think, know and believe something like that, but they cannot 
say it. 
Dr E. Constable:  What did you do? 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  I had the misfortune of going up to the press gallery to try to cool down and telling the 
press what I thought.  Unfortunately, I cooled down a few moments later and thought that I probably should not 
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have said that to the journalist.  I went back up to talk to her and I said, “Wendy, Wendy” and she said, “I’m 
busy, Tom” and then pressed the send button.  I asked her what she had done and she said, “That’s going in the 
first edition” and I said, “For goodness sake!”  However, she corrected the second edition so that it read that 
Mr Stephens thought that the Presiding Officer ran the risk of being considered partial.  I raced back to the house 
to apologise in advance of the publication of the article, and the Leader of the House then told the chamber that 
if it was reported in the press, God help me. 
Dr E. Constable:  And did he? 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  No, he did not. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  The honourable minister was in the chamber at that time and she did a great job of 
defending me in the hand-to-hand combat on the floor of the chamber and tried to help me retain my right to 
hold my seat in the house for the native title debate.  The Liberal government of the day had the overwhelming 
majority in the house.  Despite the fact that I pleaded guilty to, and apologised for, the contempt, I was 
convicted - with my own vote.  I was then expelled from the chamber for four days, which coincided with the 
native title debate.  I had to stand in the teller’s corridor and pass my speech notes to my colleagues to help them 
through the debate.  Members might find it interesting that those speech notes included the Hansard record of 
what had occurred in this house during the debate on that legislation and that one of my colleagues Hon Tom 
Helm read those speech notes word for word and then passed them to Hansard.  Members will note that in the 
record of that debate, the interjections that occurred in the Legislative Assembly debate were transcribed as 
interjections that occurred in the debate on the native title legislation in the Legislative Council.  A number of 
members of the Legislative Assembly managed to interject, at least in the Hansard record of the debate.  I was in 
the teller’s corridor passing these notes into the chamber, and the debate continued for a long time.  The effect of 
expelling me from the chamber was somewhat in vain. 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Was that the one with an eight-hour speech? 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  No, that was another one.  I will be brief, Mr Speaker. 
This document, which some members might like to rely upon - a summary of research into findings of contempt 
of Parliament in the Australian jurisdiction - is not a comprehensive document.  I draw members’ attention to the 
missing finding of Speaker Quinlan in 1910.  There was a finding of contempt and a conviction at that time.  
There may be others missing from the document; that is the only one I noticed.  Houses of Parliament are 
typically partisan in the handling of breaches of privilege and contempt proceedings, particularly against 
members.  On this occasion, the privileges committee has not been partisan but bipartisan, both in its findings 
and its recommendations.  It would be wise for members on both sides of the chamber to recognise that it is 
almost a unique experience in the handling of members of Parliament for a bipartisan approach to emerge in that 
way, and for there to be a recommendation for a penalty that has bipartisan support.  It would be unwise for 
members to simply do what chambers are too regularly tempted to do in handling such important matters as this, 
which is to make a political response.  To have been thrown out of the chamber in the Legislative Council was 
particularly offensive when the government’s majority was so narrow, and the balance of the house was altered 
by those circumstances insofar as it robbed the opposition of a chance to utilise its numbers to some good effect.  
However, removing a member on this occasion will not alter the numbers in the house.  I presume the committee 
took that into account before it made the recommendations.  It is a relevant consideration.  It is not a debate for 
this moment; it is for the future.  One would not want to rely on this precedent, because sometimes, in a house 
that is evenly balanced between the government and opposition, the expulsion of a government member could in 
fact bring down the government. 
Dr E. Constable interjected. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Yes, but - 
Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 
Mr T.G. STEPHENS:  Yes; okay. 
The precedent of throwing a member out of the house, whether it is the Legislative Council or the Legislative 
Assembly, does not always need to be taken as the right way forward.  However, a bipartisan committee of this 
house has recommended it, and the recommendations should be embraced without further amendment by this 
chamber. 
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (18) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson  
Mr M.J. Cowper Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr S.C. Thomas  

Noes (23) 

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

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr G.A. Woodhams Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr G. Snook Mr M.P. Murray 
 Mr M.J. Birney Mr S.R. Hill 
 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr J.N. Hyde 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden Mrs D.J. Guise 
 Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P.W. Andrews 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Adoption of Recommendations by House - Motion Resumed 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [5.27 pm]:  It is not the intention of the opposition to drag this debate out any 
further.  We thank the committee for its work.  I simply make a point about the substantial question of mateship.  
There are two types of relationship; one is symbiotic and the other is parasitic.  The opposition recognises the 
strong value of mateship.  I have some sympathy for the member for Murchison-Eyre.  I am sure that he has been 
taken advantage of.  I hope that is a lesson learnt by all members.  The opposition does not intend to drag this 
out.  We think the motion should proceed. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.28 pm]:  It might be an appropriate time to set the record straight.  
When I said during the debate that I supported the second part of the amendment - I do not have a copy of it in 
front of me - it was for the chairing of the committee.  I referred to the relationship between the member for 
Murchison-Eyre and Precious Metals Australia.  The member for Riverton was aware of the contact between the 
member for Murchison-Eyre and Julian Grill, who was working on behalf of that company.  I want to make that 
clear, because I believe that during the debate I mentioned the name of the person from PMA. 

Question put and passed.  
 


