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FINANCE BROKERS - LOSSES INCURRED BY INVESTORS 
Motion 

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [3.36 pm]:  I move - 
(1) That this house expresses its concern - 

(a) at the plight of those retirees and others who have been so badly affected by the 
finance brokers scandal; and 

(b) at the inordinate length of time that has passed since the government was elected 
without there being any substantial satisfaction of the claims of those affected. 

(2) That in particular this house notes that - 
(a) over 200 mainly elderly retirees affected by the finance brokers scandal have died 

since 10 February 2001; 
(b) seven finance brokers, borrowers and others, who were responsible for these losses, 

have been jailed and a number of others are presently before the courts or under 
investigation; 

(c) the then Labor opposition  - prior to 10 February 2001 - and the Labor government-
appointed Royal Commission into the Finance Broking Industry both condemned the 
Finance Brokers Supervisory Board for being incompetent; 

(d) the same total amount of loss, of approximately $130 million, remains outstanding in 
2006 as was outstanding in February 2001; and 

(e) many of the mainly elderly retirees have been effectively abandoned by this 
government and consequently condemned to a life of poverty or economic hardship. 

(3) That this house urges the government to take a bipartisan approach and honour the promise 
made to these mainly elderly retirees to facilitate a speedy and equitable mediation process to - 
(a) determine the merits or otherwise of the claims against the Finance Brokers 

Supervisory Board; 
(b) determine whether the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board is liable for the losses; and 
(c) determine a fair quantum for settlement of the claims in the event that the Finance 

Brokers Supervisory Board is found to be liable. 

(4) That this house urges the government to lay down a timetable for the mediation process and 
for it to pledge its full cooperation and commitment to fund the State Solicitor’s Office to 
engage in and facilitate a speedy, transparent and meaningful mediation process. 

Since I first gave notice of this motion on 11 May, there appears to have been some progress on this issue.  As I 
understand it, Mr Hugh McLernon, a litigation funder of IMF (Australia) Ltd, was delegated by the victims of 
the finance brokers scandal to undertake negotiations with the State Solicitor and the Attorney General with a 
view to making some settlement on this issue.  I further understand that negotiations proceeded to the point at 
which the State Solicitor informally sought advice from the victims on whether they would accept a settlement in 
the order of $25 million for claims against the state government.  Mr McLernon subsequently reported back to 
the victims for their further instructions.  The victims committee advised Mr McLernon that the offer was 
unsatisfactory but that they would be prepared to recommend to all victims that they accept an amount of 
$30 million as full settlement of the claim.  Mr McLernon met the Attorney General and the State Solicitor on 
6 July of this year for further discussions.  At that meeting Mr McGinty said that he would pursue the matter 
further with the Premier.  I gather from the victims that they have not heard since from the Attorney General.  
However, that is not to say that matters are not proceeding somewhere within the bureaucracy. 

These unfolding events give me some hope that the matter can still be settled.  It would seem on the face of past 
events that the government, and Mr McGinty in particular, is of a mind to settle the matter and bring to an end 
this tragic episode that has destroyed the lives of hundreds of people and their families.  There can be no more 
stark and blindingly obvious case of justice delayed being justice denied than that of these poor victims of the 
finance brokers scandal.  What more tragic reality can there be than the fact that more than 200 victims have died 
since proceedings first began in 2001 for the recovery of over $100 million that was defrauded from 
approximately 2 500 innocent and mainly elderly Western Australians?  The number of people who have passed 
away will continue to grow exponentially over the months ahead.  In each case these people have gone to their 
graves devastated by the financial and emotional destruction that has been brought upon them as a result of the 
direct failings of a Western Australian state agency.   
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This result is not one that can be resolved in some leisurely fashion, as the normal course of legal proceedings 
meander through the courts and the legal process, by the casual deliberations of lawyers with no sense of 
urgency.  This case is one that cries out for urgent action.  If it is not forthcoming, more people will die having 
not resolved the situation or received any justice.  It is now urgent, if for no other reason than there is a clear 
impression that those in whose hands the victims’ fate rests have not felt sufficient compassion or shown 
sufficient care for them.  The cruel irony of this matter is that although these victims have not received one cent 
of the hundreds of millions of dollars that were stolen from them, some of the people who stole their money were 
prosecuted, convicted and sent to jail some years ago.  Three inquiries have been held into this shameful affair: 
the Labor government royal commission, the Liberal government Gunning inquiry, and the Legislative Council 
parliamentary inquiry chaired by Hon Ken Travers.  These inquiries all found that the administrative and 
supervisory roles of the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board were deeply flawed, and that it had failed to carry 
out its duties and responsibilities.  The royal commissioner, Ian Temby, QC, went so far as to suggest that the 
Finance Brokers Control Act 1975 should be repealed.  The victims of this scandal would probably have been 
better served had they not depended upon the laws of this state to protect them, because they might have taken 
more care to protect themselves.  History is now repeating itself with the Westpoint Corporation scandal, 
particularly in Western Australia, because the laws of this state have utterly failed the people who invested in 
Westpoint.  It would appear that members on both sides of politics have learnt nothing from this sordid affair, 
other than that the Liberal party was, unfortunately, in office at the time it occurred.   
Years after these inquiries made their common findings about the culpability of the Finance Brokers Supervisory 
Board, the innocent victims are still waiting to get back the first cent of their money.  One by one, they are dying 
while waiting for justice to come knocking on their door.  That is not a circumstance about which any of us can 
be proud or for which we can find any justification.  The tragedy that is being faced by these people, and the 
destruction and ruin of their lives and the lives of their families, is no secret.  It is not hidden from sight.  It is 
something about which we as legislators are very much aware.  These victims are not just statistics in a court 
case.  They are husbands and wives, fathers and mothers, grandfathers and grandmothers.  They are almost 
without exception ordinary people within the community.  They have done nothing to deserve the poverty into 
which many of them have been plunged.  Their only failing is that they believed that the Western Australian 
laws and legal system would protect them from the criminal behaviour of crooks, cheats and con men.   
Perhaps we should not have had any regulation of the finance broking industry.  The Finance Brokers 
Supervisory Board was set up to regulate that industry.  This Parliament has passed legislation that is designed to 
prevent this type of thing from occurring.  This should send a clear warning to all members of this Parliament 
that when we make laws to fix a problem, we may not always be doing the best thing.  In fact, often when we 
make a law to fix one problem, we create another problem.  In this case it was not the laws that caused the 
problem.  It was the failings of the people who were charged with administering those laws.  Those failings have 
caused great devastation to the lives of the innocent victims of this scandal.  Those people know that they will 
never be able to recover all their money.  However, they are attempting to recover some of their money.   
I will refrain from recounting the long and painful journey that these people have been taking, because it is well 
known to not only this house but also the wider community.  This issue was heavily canvassed in the press prior 
to, and during, the 2001 state election.  It has dominated the pages of the newspapers at various times since that 
time.  In fact, in a political obituary to the former Premier, Geoff Gallop, published earlier this year in The West 
Australian, Labor’s victory in the 2001 state election was again attributed to the ramifications of the finance 
brokers scandal.  Former Premier Geoff Gallop established a royal commission into the Finance Brokers 
Supervisory Board - a statutory board - at a cost of $5 million.  The current Premier, Alan Carpenter, made much 
of the fact when in opposition that the then Minister for Fair Trading was ultimately responsible for everything 
that went on in his portfolio.   
As I said in an earlier speech on this subject, I want to make it crystal clear that the purpose of this motion is not 
to seek any political advantage.  The purpose of this motion is not to embarrass the government.  The most 
important purpose of this motion is to invite a bipartisan debate on this issue.  The lives and dire circumstances 
of the victims are far too important, and in many cases far too tragic, to be exploited for political purposes.  What 
I am asking in this motion is that the Labor government act expeditiously and with a sense of urgency, and that 
the Attorney General instruct his department to resolve this matter once and for all.  It is now five years since 
Labor was elected to government.  I respectfully suggest that it is not asking too much to request that 
Mr McGinty and his government give these people the justice that they undeniably deserve.  I assure 
Mr McGinty that he will have the full and unqualified support of the opposition if he does so.  I move this 
motion in the earnest hope that it will be supported by all members in this chamber.  I urge the government and 
the Greens to support the motion.  I remind the chamber of the words of the motion -  

(1) That this house expresses its concern - 
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(a) at the plight of those retirees and others who have been so badly affected by the 
finance brokers scandal; and 

(b) at the inordinate length of time that has passed since the government was elected 
without there being any substantial satisfaction of the claims of those affected. 

(2) That in particular this house notes that - 
(a) over 200 mainly elderly retirees affected by the finance brokers scandal have died 

since 10 February 2001; 
(b) seven finance brokers, borrowers and others, who were responsible for these losses, 

have been jailed and a number of others are presently before the courts or under 
investigation; 

(c) the then Labor opposition - prior to 10 February 2001 - and the Labor government-
appointed Royal Commission into the Finance Broking Industry both condemned the 
Finance Brokers Supervisory Board for being incompetent; 

(d) the same total amount of loss, of approximately $130 million, remains outstanding in 
2006 as was outstanding in February 2001; and 

(e) many of the mainly elderly retirees have been effectively abandoned by this 
government and consequently condemned to a life of poverty or economic hardship. 

(3) That this house urges the government to take a bipartisan approach and honour the promise 
made to these mainly elderly retirees to facilitate a speedy and equitable mediation process to - 

(a) determine the merits or otherwise of the claims against the Finance Brokers 
Supervisory Board; 

(b) determine whether the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board is liable for the losses; and 

(c) determine a fair quantum for settlement of the claims in the event that the Finance 
Brokers Supervisory Board is found to be liable. 

(4) That this house urges the government to lay down a timetable for the mediation process and 
for it to pledge its full cooperation and commitment to fund the State Solicitor’s Office to 
engage in and facilitate a speedy, transparent and meaningful mediation process. 

No reasonable and fair-minded person could view this motion as anything other than a clear and simple 
statement of agreed facts.  I have not moved this motion to condemn the government.  This motion calls on this 
house to express its concern.  I have deliberately kept my speech brief, because I am anxious that this motion be 
dealt with and brought to a vote as soon as possible.  I appeal to the decency, compassion and sense of fairness 
of all members of this chamber in seeking their support for the motion.  I commend the motion to the house.   

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.48 pm]:  The government will not 
be supporting the motion.  It is important to remember that it was the dishonest behaviour of finance brokers that 
caused these losses.  This government inherited this mess when we won the 2001 election.  Since that time we 
have been at pains to ensure that every possible assistance is offered to those investors who lost their life savings 
in what was a disgraceful scandal overseen by Doug Shave, a minister in the previous government.  It is 
somewhat ironic that the motion is being moved by someone on the opposition side of the house, given Doug 
Shave’s involvement in the matters for which the member seeks the sympathy of the house.  There was a degree 
of complacency by the previous government, which ignored warning signs and did nothing to assist the victims 
of the scandal.  The regulatory authorities that were overseen by Doug Shave failed to properly address what 
were clearly cases of systemic fraud.  The Gunning inquiry established by the previous government had a limited 
frame of reference.  It could not inquire into the minister’s involvement because that government was more 
interested in protecting Doug Shave than in ensuring outcomes for the victims.  Prior to the state election in 2001 
the Labor Party made five very specific promises to support the victims of the scandal, and it has honoured each 
promise.  

The first promise was to hold a judicial inquiry into the finance broking scandal, with broad terms of reference.  
That was honoured by appointing the Royal Commission into the Finance Broking Industry chaired by Ian 
Temby, QC.  Sixty-three days of hearings were held between 20 June and 13 December 2001, 166 witnesses 
gave evidence and 889 exhibits were tendered.  Mr Temby reported and made recommendations in late 
December 2001.  The royal commission was provided with broad terms of reference to ensure that the extent of 
the wrongdoing within the finance broking industry was revealed.  

The Labor government’s second commitment was for legal assistance.  A finance brokers legal assistance fund 
was established through Legal Aid WA to help investors recover losses from finance brokers, company directors, 
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valuers, banks, auditors, accountants, lawyers and anyone else responsible for losses.  At all times, it was made 
clear that the funding would not be available for actions against the state.  Legal Aid WA has taken action or 
entered into negotiations on behalf of 770 investors.  So far, more than 200 investors have recovered their losses.  
In addition, a claim involving a further 50 investors is expected to settle shortly.  The balance of the legal claims 
is ongoing.  The state government has provided $1.125 million to fund these actions, and has indemnified 
investors against costs ordered in the event that their legal actions are unsuccessful.  

In addition, the state government has funded the supervisors appointed to a number of finance broking 
businesses that collapsed during the late 1990s, and that has greatly assisted in reconstructing records and the 
distribution of any trust moneys to beneficiaries.  The state government has also provided funding to enable the 
liquidators of certain finance broking businesses to take recovery action against various parties.  For example, a 
government-funded action commenced by the liquidator of Grubb Finance against the St George Bank recently 
settled, resulting in the recovery of $9.6 million.  According to estimates provided by the liquidator, that means 
that investors with Grubb Finance may recover 70c in the dollar.  To ensure full disclosure, the government has 
provided to the plaintiffs and their lawyers thousands of documents, including some legal advice provided to the 
then Ministry of Fair Trading or the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board, to assist them in pursuing their legal 
action.  The government scanned these documents and provided them in electronic form to assist the plaintiffs.   

The fourth commitment was to facilitate court action to resolve the liability.  A writ commencing legal 
proceedings against the now defunct Finance Brokers Supervisory Board was filed in February 2002.  A 
substantially amended statement of claims was filed in October 2002.  The board filed its defence in June 2003, 
which was in the time frame allowed by the court for the filing of the defence.  The Supreme Court temporarily 
halted the action between March 2004 and June 2005 because of the funding arrangements between the 
Insolvency Management Fund, the Solomon Brothers and the plaintiffs.  

The state government has facilitated the processes throughout the period that we have talked about.  The 
Attorney General has consistently requested that the government lawyers be rigorous but not delay or put any 
barriers to an early resolution of the question of legal liability of the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board.  The 
government supports mediation as a process that may assist the resolution of this matter, and is discussing the 
possibility of proceeding towards mediation with its legal representatives.  However, it is important to note that 
we are talking about a significant amount of money.   

I have just been told that I am pushing a button with my leg.  Have I now turned it off?   

Hon Barry House:  Someone else will push your button for you!   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I am not going there.  

In April this year, the Premier and the Attorney General made a number of statements about mediation.  Indeed, 
the government is amenable to mediation.  All litigation, particularly complex litigation, will at some stage reach 
a point at which it is sufficiently developed to go to mediation to resolve issues and to avoid the legal process.  
However, we do not yet have a final statement of exactly how much is being sought or a detailed statement of 
claim, for example, on how any moneys will be disbursed or what proportion of any moneys that might form part 
of a settlement will be disbursed to whom.  In the scheme of things, we do not know how much will go to the 
victims and how much might go to other players.  The government supports mediation when the time is right and 
when all the details are in front of the government.  We are not saying that because we are seeking to use that as 
a delaying measure.  It is a matter that must proceed cautiously because we are talking about potentially 
hundreds of millions of taxpayers’ dollars.  Therefore, in expending that money we must understand exactly 
what is being asked of us and how it will be disbursed with due diligence.   

The government does have sympathy for the people involved and, indeed, expressed that with great vigour once 
it became clear exactly what had happened to people as a consequence of the actions and inactions of the 
previous government - Doug Shave in particular.  We cannot, however, start handing out taxpayers’ money 
without being very clear about how all those moneys are to be disbursed.  The government is not dragging its 
feet in reaching mediation.  At the time mediation is appropriate - when the government knows exactly what is 
being asked of it and exactly how any public moneys will be disbursed - I am sure the government will seek to 
bring mediation to a close.   

It is simply not the case that a Gallop or a Carpenter Labor government has cost these people money.  It is not 
the case that a Gallop or a Carpenter government has dragged its feet in resolving these issues.  It is astonishing 
to me that a member on the other side of the house has suggested that a Gallop or a Carpenter government has 
been treating these people with disrespect.  With due respect, it is not this government that put these people in 
that position.  It is not this government that failed to act in accordance with due diligence.  It is not this 
government that failed to protect taxpayers’ money; it was the people sitting on this side of the house under the 
Court government.  
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Hon Anthony Fels:  The finance brokers board didn’t do its job properly.  

Hon SUE ELLERY:  Members opposite should not invite me to respond to interjections.  

Hon Anthony Fels interjected. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Don’t start. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  That is exactly right; I am saying, do not start.  It is not the case that a Gallop or a 
Carpenter government led to the situation these people find themselves in.  It is the case that the Gallop and 
Carpenter governments have delivered on all the promises they have made and that the government is treating 
with absolute diligence the process of finding a resolution to this issue.  It is not the case that either the Gallop or 
Carpenter government has been opposed to mediation.  We are acting with due diligence and to ensure that we 
provide the assistance that people who are victims of this very unfortunate episode in the state’s history deserve.  
We are continuing to provide them with assistance.  When all the details of the claim, including how moneys are 
to be disbursed, and all the material that we need to advance a mediated settlement of this matter is available to 
the government, I am sure that is what will happen. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]:  What a pity the 
parliamentary secretary found the need to wander down the path that she has just taken following a very 
measured and moderate speech in support of this motion by Hon Anthony Fels.  It seems to me that the 
government’s mind is occupied more than anything by the fact that this is an opportunity to throw some more 
mud and blame somebody else instead of accepting the fact that this is a motion with the proper motive to try to 
encourage the government to do something about a problem that still exists.  Hon Anthony Fels has, in my view, 
very carefully and clearly explained to the house that the so-called victims of the finance brokers scandal are still 
waiting for some justice and completion of the circumstances in which they find themselves.  Of course the 
Gallop and Carpenter governments did not cause the problems faced by those people who invested with finance 
brokers prior to 2001.  Labor was not even in government then, so how could those governments be involved?  
Nobody is blaming those two governments for what happened during the 1990s, so I do not know why the 
parliamentary secretary is so sensitive about that. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The motion says this government has abandoned those people. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right. 

Hon Kim Chance:  The parliamentary secretary has every right to deny that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hang on!  She was saying that the Gallop and Carpenter governments did not cause 
the problem, and I accept that that is right.  Members opposite were not in government then.  The problem 
happened before they were even thought of as a government, and regrettably came into existence. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Before it was a twinkle in the electors’ eyes. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Exactly right.  One of the reasons members opposite became more than just a 
twinkle in the electors’ eyes was the way in which Mr McGinty and his colleagues in opposition exploited this 
issue to the absolute maximum and were able to convince the public of Western Australia that Doug Shave was 
the devil incarnate and the Court government should have been hanged, drawn and quartered because of its lack 
of consideration for the investors.  This was a very significant issue, and it caused the defeat of the Court 
government.  There is no question about that.  One would have expected that having been elected in very large 
part on the basis of the way in which the Labor opposition was able to exploit this issue, the first thing it would 
have done in government was to fix the problem.  Here we are nearly six years down the track and the problems 
have not been fixed.   

Hon Anthony Fels has raised an issue that was an embarrassment to us in government and, risking the sort of 
speech he got from the parliamentary secretary, has tried to say to the house, “There are people who still have 
problems.  What are you doing about it?  Here is a way forward, and we are putting it forward with the proper 
motives.”  He took the risk of our being beaten up on the basis of what happened during our term in office in 
order to get across the message to the government that the issue is still there.  There are still investors who have 
not had their just rewards. 

I want to spend a moment or two talking about what happened with this matter when we were in government and 
I want to relate that to the findings of the royal commission and the Gunning inquiry.  While the parliamentary 
secretary might have had a lot of pleasure talking about Doug Shave as an individual and blaming him for all of 
this, she ignored the fact that neither the Gunning report nor the royal commission found any fault with 
Mr Shave.  What an extraordinary situation.  Here is this devil incarnate, the man they pilloried for month after 
month, who one would have thought had single-handedly ripped money out of the pockets of these people, but a 
royal commission headed by Ian Temby, not a renowned Liberal supporter, found no fault with Doug Shave.  
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Yet the parliamentary secretary still wants to blame him for it.  He took responsibility as the minister under 
whose jurisdiction the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board came.  One of the reasons that a Finance Brokers 
Supervisory Board was established was to look after matters affecting finance brokers - a statutory authority as 
opposed to a government department - in view of the expectation in that body of law that there be an arm’s 
length relationship between the board and the minister.  That is why we have statutory authorities - so that 
ministers do not have direct control on a day-to-day basis of those supervisory and other regulatory boards that 
we have on our statute book. 

Ministers have the power of direction with most statutory authorities, but it is used on a very limited basis 
because of the very nature of statutory authorities.  If we wanted ministers to be in control of government 
agencies on a day-to-day hands-on basis, we would do it through having them as government departments.  
When one looks at our statute book, one sees that many other groups of persons who are running businesses in 
the community come under supervisory boards and they are all at arm’s length from the minister and have their 
own statute.  I have always had the view, since the thirty-sixth report of the Standing Committee on Government 
Agencies, I think it was, that if ever I was a minister with enough time I would get rid of probably every 
statutory authority relating to my area of responsibility and replace it with a government department, because 
then at least I could run it and make it work instead of having to say that because it is a statutory authority I 
really should be at arm’s length from it.  Who gets the blame when something goes wrong with a statutory 
authority?  It is the minister.  It is never the chairman of the statutory authority; the chairman always disappears 
when there is a problem.  CEOs always say they are doing what their boards have told them to do, and the 
minister carries the can.  If I were Doug Shave, in retrospect I probably would have sacked the board when the 
smell started to arise, and fixed it.  He took the view that it was a statutory authority and it was entitled to make 
its own judgments, and only under extreme circumstances should he intervene in its activities.  I suspect the 
Leader of the House might find himself from time to time with a statutory authority that is doing things he does 
not like and he has to be very circumspect in how he deals with it.  That was what happened in this case.  

We lost office, to a fairly large extent, as a result of this so-called scandal.  I do not call it a scandal, but it was an 
administrative nightmare in which people were investing money at very high interest rates with brokers who 
should not have been in the business and who conducted their affairs in a way that we have since discovered was 
anything but honest and reliable.  We were told by the Labor opposition in those days that if a Labor government 
was elected it would fix the problem.  The parliamentary secretary has read out what the government said that it 
would do, and says that it has done it all.  The government might have done it all, but I must say that there is 
some sleight of hand in what the government said it would do and what it actually did. 

The bottom line is simply that many people in the community still believe that their circumstances have not been 
remedied and that they have been given no consideration by this government.  One of the people who is critical 
of the government at present is a lawyer named Doug Solomon.  I know Doug Solomon quite well because he 
did a job for me when I was Minister for Sport and Recreation, and he was brilliant.  He was like the proverbial 
bulldog; he would not let go.  He eventually got an outcome on a particular issue, which I will not go into now, 
that amazed me, but it came about because of his tenacity.  He, Denise Brailey and others assisted these investors 
during the period of the Court government to try to have some pressure put on the Finance Brokers Supervisory 
Board to get some action by the government on the behaviour of some finance brokers.  Doug Solomon was so 
tenacious that his perseverance, along with the political nous of Denise Brailey, caused the Court government 
significant problems.  The irony now is that the same Doug Solomon has the same view about the Labor 
government that he had about the Liberal government, because what he expected would be delivered by 
Mr McGinty when he, Doug Solomon, supported Mr McGinty’s cause in respect of finance brokers has not been 
delivered by Mr McGinty. 

Hon Anthony Fels has brought to the Parliament a motion that offers a way forward in this matter.  A careful 
reading of the motion reveals that it is not a condemnatory motion; it is a motion expressing concern about the 
circumstances that currently exist.  It notes a number of matters in paragraph (2).  It is not in any way critical of 
anybody.  It notes a number of circumstances.  In paragraph (3), it urges the government to take a bipartisan 
approach to sort out the problem.  In paragraph (4), it asks for a timetable so that people will know when the 
outcome will be.   

It would be very easy for the government, as the parliamentary secretary started to do, to stand and rail for hours 
about the 1990s.  It might make the government feel good; it might make government members drag out some of 
the notes they used back in the 1990s and regurgitate them.  However, it will not do anything for those investors 
who are still waiting for some recompense or waiting for the government to deliver on the commitments that it 
made in 2000 and 2001. 

If I could be so presumptuous, I ask the government to give us a well-reasoned and thoughtful response to this 
motion, instead of saying that this is another chance to kick Doug Shave.  Doug Shave lost his seat - the 
government cannot do much more to him anyway - and he is blamed by many for the government losing office.  
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He has already worn enough pain in this matter without the need for anybody to try to create some more.  In the 
same way in which this motion has been presented by Hon Anthony Fels, I would like the government to tell us 
what it will do in the future to sort out the problems of those people who still have concerns.  I include on the top 
of that list Doug Solomon, who still represents a lot of those people.  I have no idea what the politics of that man 
are, but I know that he does a good job on behalf of his clients.  He is still seeking to do a good job on behalf of 
his clients, and I think that he would probably put up his hand in support of this motion, because that is the way 
the man is.  He wants this sorted out once and for all, and so do we.  Of course, we would like the whole issue to 
go away.  Perhaps the government would like it to hang around for a while longer so that the smell might 
continue to exist. 
However, I say in conclusion that the government had its royal commission.  The royal commission made a 
range of recommendations.  It made no adverse findings about Doug Shave.  It made some recommendations to 
the government about how it should proceed in the future on these matters.  Some of those things have been done 
and some have not.  However, as mature members of a house of Parliament, let us debate the issue and not the 
personalities who were involved in the 1990s, and let us see if, on behalf of these people, we can come up with a 
timetable, as requested in paragraph (4) of the motion, that will eventually result in these people receiving some 
sort of consideration from the government.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm   
 


