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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Ordinary 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [10.01 pm]:  I move - 

That the House do now adjourn. 

Murphy Interest Case - Adjournment Debate 
HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.01 pm]:  I will speak on a case recognised as the Murphy 
Interest.  It is an incredible saga containing allegations of theft, fraud and corruption in high places.  Michael 
Murphy was trained as a lawyer and investigator within criminal jurisdictions.  After many years working 
overseas he returned to Australia and set up a family trust called DIESPA.  Henceforth, I will refer to this as the 
Murphy Interest.  I refer members to papers contained within an address by the Murphy Interest which are to be 
forwarded to the royal commission.  They state that in 1991 the Murphy Interest purchased a mining tenement 
called the Mountain Queen in Marvel Loch.  This was purchased from the two companies that made up the 
Nevoria Joint Venture, the tenement number of which was M77/122.   

Pre-sale, the Nevoria Joint Venture represented that two-thirds of the lease was sterile, meaning that the ground 
contained no gold ore.  To reinforce this misrepresentation, it had allowed a neighbour, Reynolds Yilgarn Gold 
Operations Ltd, to dump its mine waste on that area of the lease.  Nevoria asked the Murphy Interest to continue 
to allow this practice.  The Murphy Interest agreed to do so, but Michael Murphy, with in-built legal caution, 
insisted that the Nevoria declaration of sterility and the RYGOL practice of dumping waste be documented 
within the sales purchase agreement between himself and Nevoria.   

Prior to the settlement, the Murphy Interest had another approach from Nevoria through a third party, a Nevoria 
Joint Venture commission agent, suggesting that Murphy sell the supposedly barren land to a Mr Desmond 
James Hockley for $150 000.  Murphy explained to Mr Hockley that the land was sterile.  However, Mr Hockley 
said he wanted to try his luck and Murphy had the area in question surveyed and transferred to Hockley for the 
$150 000 offered.  This piece of land became lease M77/525.  Mr Hockley made little attempt to work the 
ground and soon after sold it to a company called Cambrian Resources Ltd for $1 million.  The Murphy Interest 
subsequently found out that John David Cooper McLean controlled Cambrian Resources.  He was also the 
Managing Director of RYGOL and the local agent for Reynolds Metals Company, which was the United States 
corporate parent of RYGOL.  It was subsequently proven that both Nevoria and Mr McLean were at all times 
aware of the rich gold resources contained in what was now lease M77/525 and controlled by Mr McLean.  It is 
alleged that Mr McLean orchestrated the dumping of mine waste from RYGOL operations on top of the ore 
body as part of the elaborate scam.  The Murphy Interest investigation subsequently exposed Nevoria’s and 
RYGOL’s own documentation that proved beyond doubt that they were at all times aware that the ground in 
question was very rich in gold.  In the post settlement between the Murphy Interest and Nevoria, the latter 
engaged in a further attempt to try to regain the non-surrendered portion of the lease.  The Murphy Interest, 
which was tipped off, was able to narrowly thwart this plan.  Suffice it to say that the plan was so cunningly 
conceived by the Nevoria Interest that there is little doubt it was its intention all along to defraud the Murphy 
Interest. 

Point of Order 
Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Would the member please identify the documents. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  They were addressed by the Murphy Interest to be passed to the royal commission. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon JOHN FISCHER: That intention is duly noted in documentary evidence adduced by the Murphy Interest. 

Point of Order 
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I ask that the member identify the additional document from which he is reading. 

The PRESIDENT:  Is there an additional document? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  They are speech notes. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  In 1992 the Murphy Interest, which was anxious to start mining, was approached by 
RYGOL, which offered a joint venture using the enticement of its existing plant.  RYGOL wanted majority 
equity but the Murphy Interest rejected this, agreeing that it would operate a 50-50 joint venture, with RYGOL 
having no equity.  At this time the Murphy Interest was not aware of the complicity between RYGOL and 
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Nevoria.  Just before the agreement was to be signed, RYGOL went to the Murphy Interest and said that it had 
discovered that the ore was so viscous that it would not be able to treat it in its mill without extensive alterations. 

Point of Order 

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am having trouble hearing.  I do not know where it is coming from, but there seems to be 
a constant din from somewhere outside.  I ask that perhaps some officer of the House clear the area of the gallery 
so that we do not have the noise. 

The PRESIDENT:  I think the appropriate officers are taking the appropriate action. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Thank you, Mr President. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  RYGOL said that it could not justify taking this risk unless it had an equity position.  
The Murphy Interest was in an invidious position.  Its metallurgist had gone on a world trip with his wife and 
was unable to advise it.  Mr Murphy agreed to give RYGOL the 50 per cent equity that it wanted.  When 
Murphy’s metallurgist returned from overseas he determined that the claims of high viscosity in the ore were just 
not true.  During mining in 1993, the metallurgist employed by the Murphy Interest was able to prove by 
scientific evidence that the ore in question - that is, the ore from lease M77/112 - had no viscosity factor other 
than that existing in all ores.  The written reports from the RYGOL metallurgist passed to the Murphy Interest 
were wholly fraudulent.  In fact, the blending of ore from lease M77/112 with RYGOL ore was beneficial to the 
treatment of its own ore. 

During 1993, the Murphy Interest by threat of legal action forced RYGOL to commence mining.  The Murphy 
Interest alleges that it is able to prove that RYGOL was stealing gold-bearing ore on a substantial scale.  
RYGOL, as managing partner, was removing from the lease three times as much ore as it was entitled to mine.  
Part of the proof for this theft was provided by RYGOL itself.  Its employee responsible for filing the mandatory 
monthly return - form 27 - to the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources was filing the actual amount, 
which was three times as high as its report to its joint venture partner.  RYGOL, when confronted, compounded 
its dishonesty by forging new monthly returns to fit its joint venture figures.  These forgeries were not very good, 
and it is hard to see how they could have been done without the knowledge of the department.  By the end of 
1993, the value of the gold allegedly stolen by RYGOL was proven to be as at June 1998 some $30 250 000. 

Believing it had conclusive proof of these frauds and thefts, the Murphy Interest instituted civil injunction 
federal action - WAG of 1993, section 52 of the Trade Practices Act - to halt the continuing proved gold thefts, 
pending criminal charges in respect of all crimes proved by the evidence.  The Murphy Interest believes that the 
legal action in the Federal Court of Australia was compromised to pervert the course of justice, and that evidence 
delivered by it to the Director of Public Prosecutions establishes the prima facie involvement of the accused 
conspirators.   

The then Deputy Director of Public Prosecutions, Mr Gerard Overman, and the senior crown prosecutor, Libby 
Woods, who were given the carriage of this prosecution, have acknowledged the conclusive and probative nature 
of the evidence provided to the DPP.  In accordance with the evidence, Ms Woods, under supervision of Mr 
Overman, commenced bills of indictment on the accused perpetrators.  Despite the conclusive probative nature 
of the evidence, the then DPP, John McKechnie, stopped this prosecution without excuse or authority to do so.  
This action by McKechnie may make him an accessory after the fact to all the allegations committed against the 
Murphy Interest.   

The Murphy Interest has spent over $1 million investigating the crimes committed against it and in almost all 
respects it appears corroborated by public record.  It has done so in the absence of WA Police Service reliability 
and expertise.  Mr McKechnie appears to have ignored the evidence provided at nil cost to the State.  The 
evidence is now in almost all respects corroborated by public record and shows that between 1991 and 1998, the 
proved crimes were committed not only for the immediate benefit of McLean and his identified accomplices and 
accessories, but also for the ultimate benefit of the corporate parent of RYGOL, Reynolds Metals Company of 
Virginia, through clandestine gold metal accounts exposed by the Murphy Interest.   

Finally, the House is requested to note advice from Mr Murphy, attached to a copy of his said address, supplied 
as courtesy to Mr Barry Matthews, LLB, Commissioner of Police, to the effect that no relevant state authority or 
public officer has been able to deny the existence of the evidence or the conclusive probative force of it.   

Hon FRANK HOUGH:  Under Standing Order No 48(a)(i) and (ii), I request that the member table the 
document from which he quoted during the course of his speech.   

The PRESIDENT:  The document has been identified and, at the request of the member, I ask Hon John Fischer 
to table the document. 
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Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Under the same standing order, I ask that the document identified as speech notes 
during the member’s speech similarly be tabled.   

The PRESIDENT:  I do not consider speech notes a document under Standing Order No 48.  However, the 
member will be required to table the other identified document.   

[See paper No 1239.] 

Question put and passed.   

House adjourned at 10.13 pm 
__________ 

 


