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LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION, DECLARATIONS OF FINANCIAL INTEREST 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting on the amendment moved by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the 
House). 
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [2.38 pm]:  The amendment to the motion is absolutely 
necessary because the Leader of the Opposition has failed to adequately deal with the proper questions contained 
in the motion.  Instead, he simply lashed out by making false personal attacks, particularly on the member for 
Yokine.  That is no defence.  Very real issues need to be dealt with.  As the Leader of the Opposition has clearly 
failed to provide an adequate answer, we really need some other way to resolve the matter.  I have put to you, Mr 
Speaker, and to the house that we should refer this matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  That 
would be one way to try to establish the facts and resolve the matter, so that we can uphold the standards of the 
house and move on from what has really been a quite tardy episode due to the actions of the Leader of the 
Opposition.   
DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [2.39 pm]:  The substantive motion that we have considered today 
concerns the integrity of the Leader of the Opposition.  It is not about any other member, even though the Leader 
of the Opposition might want us to think so.  However, it is also about the integrity of the Parliament.  As the 
morning wore on, and as the afternoon now wears on, I have become angrier and angrier about what has 
happened.  Each member is a custodian of this house.  We are here for only a short time until we hand on the 
baton to somebody else.  It is really important for every one of us to be aware of the procedures and to honour 
what this place is all about.  I have been a member for almost 14 and a half years and I have never seen a matter 
like this sent to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  It is something that does not happen very often.  I 
understand that the last time it happened was some time in the 1980s when a matter concerning Hon George 
Cash was referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  It is a very unusual thing to happen and it is 
something that everyone should take very seriously.  It certainly should be taken seriously by the person who is 
the subject of the motion.  I do not know that that has happened this morning.  That is one very good reason for 
this matter to be referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee for consideration, and a report be made to 
the house.   

As I said a moment ago, what we are doing is very serious.  We are questioning the actions of a member of this 
Parliament - something that does not happen very often.  I am not sure that the Leader of the Opposition actually 
understands how serious this issue is, judging from his response this morning.  If he did understand how serious 
it is, he would have addressed the issues in the motion.  Instead, for about 10 minutes of his 60-minute speech he 
gave a defence, which I will talk about in a moment, and then he started pointing the finger at everyone else that 
he could see.  That is not what this motion is about.  We need an explanation for what happened when he slipped 
that bit of paper into his annual return.  I do not think we have that explanation.  The way in which he has 
handled this motion says to me that the Procedure and Privileges Committee must get to the bottom of it and not 
just for him - he should want the committee to get to the bottom of it - but for the Parliament and the Legislative 
Assembly itself. 
The substantive motion calls on the Leader of the Opposition to fully detail to the house the circumstances 
surrounding his declarations of financial interests.  I will not go into the detail of the motion, because that has 
happened during the morning and everyone has access to a copy, but it is of particular importance that members 
of this house understand the circumstances of the changes made to his 2003-04 annual return and why he made 
those changes.  Why did he need to make the changes?  Why were they made in the way they were?  I have 
already commented that the Leader of the Opposition had 60 minutes in which to speak - I do not think he took 
the full time - and about 10 minutes were spent in trying to explain the questions.  That was about a minute per 
question, if the questions were actually dealt with.  Did we get a satisfactory explanation for his changing his 
annual return in secret, in private - not telling anyone but just going ahead and doing it?  I do not think we got 
that satisfactory explanation, and that is what we would hope to get from the privileges committee.  In his 
defence, the Leader of the Opposition pointed his finger at as many other people as he could see in the chamber.  
This matter is not about Lewandowski, it is not about the Attorney General, it is not about the member for 
Yokine, it is not about the Minister for Police and it is not about the member for Albany.  It is about the Leader 
of the Opposition.  If there are issues to do with any of those people, let us deal with them separately and 
properly and in a considered way.  We do not need to deal with them today.  This matter is not about the 
Wanneroo royal commission either.  Even if something untoward happened with the member for Yokine’s 
annual return, we should deal with that separately; we should not muddy the waters of the motion that is before 
us.  Also in his defence he quoted Professor Peachment, Professor David Black and Professor Greg Craven - 
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Mr M.J. Birney:  Member, will you take an interjection? 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  No. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  Does this have anything to do with - 
The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Does this have anything to do with the fact that I personally supported your opponent at the 
last election? 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Professor Greg Craven - 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mrs D.J. GUISE:  On a point of order, under standing order 92 the member was clearly trying to impugn the 
reputation of the member on her feet. 
The SPEAKER:  That was a disappointing comment, but I do not think it quite gets to the point of impugning 
her reputation. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Each of those professors has every right to comment in the public arena on any issue they 
wish.  They are not members of the Parliament and they are not dealing with this motion; we are dealing with it.  
We are dealing with it here and now, and it should be dealt with by us and not by anybody else. 

The Leader of the Opposition also defended his actions by saying he did not alter his annual return, he added to 
it.  I have sought some legal advice and that legal advice tells me that if something is added, it is altered.  I will 
stick with that advice.  I think that has been made plain today.  In his defence the Leader of the Opposition also 
said he did not know he was meant to tell the Clerk.  We all know that the Clerk is here for our guidance.  If I 
had been in that situation, I think I would have gone to the Clerk and said, “What do I do?  I have just realised I 
have left something out or I need to change it; what do I do?”  I would have taken his advice.  In his defence he 
also said that he did not know the date was important.  When that date looms, if my return has not been put in 
before 30 September, I have been reminded on more than one occasion to make sure it is in on time.  That date is 
important and the return must be in by 30 September.  In his defence he also said he did not know his return was 
a public document.  I do not know how to answer that. 

I came into the chamber today hoping that the Leader of the Opposition would give a satisfactory explanation for 
privately changing his 2003-04 annual return.  I do not think we have received a satisfactory explanation today, 
and for me the questions in the motion have not been answered.  We need at some stage to hear from the Clerks 
to clear up some of the unanswered questions.  In my view, the Leader of the Opposition has let himself down by 
not giving a full explanation.  I support the substantive motion and the motion to refer this matter to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  I will be supporting your opponent again. 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  On his own admission the Leader of the Opposition altered the 2003-04 declaration of 
his financial interests.  During the debate I continually asked myself two questions: should the Leader of the 
Opposition be required to answer the motion?  Yes, he should, because he has made public statements that he 
changed his return and they need to be explained.  Has he satisfactorily answered the questions in the motion?  I 
do not think so; and they need to be answered. 
I support the motion and the amendment.  The issues contained in the motion should go to a Procedure and 
Privileges Committee.  Only in this way do we have a chance of getting to the truth of the matters before us.  It is 
in the Leader of the Opposition’s best interests that we do so.  I support the motion and the amendment. 
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [2.47 pm]:  I rise to speak to the amendment and to make some 
observations.  I note that the Leader of the House mentioned that there are very real issues that need to be 
investigated in relation to the amendment.  During the debate today there have been some revelations regarding 
the member for Yokine and his financial interests, but there is no mention of that in the amendment put forward 
by the government.  A substantive motion has been put forward by the government, with a further amendment, 
because obviously the appeals from this side of the house to amend the motion and investigate the other matters 
have been ignored.  It begs the question as to whether this will be a proper investigation, given that the Labor 
Party holds the majority of the membership on the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  My real concern, Mr 
Speaker, is that you, as one of the members of that committee, have been very public in your comments, saying 
that this should be a case for the Corruption and Crime Commission to look at, including what happened and 
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who was involved etc.  Obviously you, Mr Speaker, already have some preconceived ideas about what should 
happen in relation to this matter. 

The amendment itself is very selective as to who should be called before that committee.  The integrity of the 
Parliament was mentioned by the member for Churchlands, and it is a matter of real concern at this stage to 
determine what should happen about the issue.  It appears that a whole lot of issues that have been going on in 
this Parliament in the past three or four years ,which are very similar in nature to this matter, have not been sent 
to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  I refer to the whole shares issue and the fact that the Premier, as the 
minister responsible for public sector management, was aware of the member for Yokine’s shareholding 
situation.  The Deputy Premier was also aware of those issues.  None of those has been referred to the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee. The issue of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure’s shareholdings was not 
referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  I acknowledge that this issue really should be the Premier’s 
responsibility, but he has been silent.  The Premier is responsible for administering the Members of Parliament 
(Financial Interests) Act 1992.  The Premier should be moving on these issues, not the Attorney General.  The 
Premier has brought in the Sultan of Sleaze, the Attorney General, to allege a range of things that are not 
substantiated.   

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I like to listen to the member, but referring to the Attorney General as the Sultan of 
Sleaze is in breach of the standing orders.   
The SPEAKER:  I am sure that on reflection the member for Warren-Blackwood will withdraw that comment.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  A range of issues should have been referred to the privileges committee, including the 
Lewandowski confession being released by the Attorney General to the member for Yokine; the way the 
Minister for Police handled the allegations about the drink-driving issue and the Commissioner of Police’s 
comments on radio; the Premier and Deputy Premier’s involvement in and knowledge of what happened with the 
Alinta shares; the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and her husband’s shareholdings; the situation raised 
by the member for Moore about the Plunkett family’s involvement; breaches of financial interests by not only 
the member for Yokine and the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, but also the Minister for Justice, the 
parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development; the member for 
Bassendean’s claims that he did not know what was going on; and the member for Perth’s comments about the 
Moira Rayner issue.  These are all issues of this Parliament that have not been referred to either the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee or the Corruption and Crime Commission.  They are issues that are fundamental to the 
good government of this state, and the government has avoided scrutinising them properly.  The Premier, as the 
Minister for Public Sector Management, has ignored that.   

I remind members that this motion refers to “misconduct” as defined in the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Act 2003.  Also, I remind members that section 83 of the Criminal Code refers to corruption, and states - 

Any public officer who, without lawful authority or a reasonable excuse - 

(a) acts upon any knowledge or information obtained by reason of his office or employment; 

(b) acts in any matter, in the performance or discharge of the functions of his office or 
employment, in relation to which he has, directly or indirectly, any pecuniary interest; or 

(c) acts corruptly in the performance or discharge of the functions of his office or employment,  

so as to gain a benefit, whether pecuniary or otherwise, for any person, or so as to cause a detriment, 
whether pecuniary or otherwise, to any person, is guilty of a crime and is liable to imprisonment for 7 
years. 

The SPEAKER:  I have been waiting five minutes for the member to address the motion before the house, 
which is the amendment, not the motion.  I direct that five minutes is long enough, and the member should direct 
his comments to the motion before the house.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I was referring to paragraph (c) of the amendment which states - 

 advise the house as to whether or not the Leader of the Opposition’s statements and actions involving 
his efforts . . . could be judged as “misconduct” as defined by the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Act 2003 . . .  
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I referred also to section 83 of the Criminal Code as it relates to corruption, and what public figures do with 
information that comes before them.   

This issue is about conveniently ignoring the actions taken by government members over the past three or four 
years.  A deliberate effort has been made to ignore those issues and to focus on an issue that relates to the Leader 
of the Opposition.   

The financial interests act outlines how members must report their financial interests.  Reminders are sent to 
members six months and one month out from when the information must be submitted.  There is no excuse for 
those members of the Labor Party whom I mentioned not filling in their financial returns in the appropriate time.  
They are in breach of the act.  There is no reason why, like this matter, those matters should not be referred to 
the privileges committee.   

We have a committee that is chaired by you, Mr Speaker, and comprises the Deputy Speaker, the member for 
Southern River, the member for Hillarys and the member for Avon. The committee is dominated by the 
government.  Whatever comes out of this inquiry will obviously be dominated by Labor Party opinion.  This 
exercise is an effort by the Labor Party’s sleaze machine to damage the Leader of the Opposition’s reputation, 
while ignoring what is happening on its side of the house.   
DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [2.56 pm]:  What a grubby little exercise this is.  I agree with the member for 
Churchlands on one thing; that is, it is very serious for a matter like this to be referred to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee.  I do not agree with the rest of the member’s conclusions that because a house dominated 
by the Labor Party refers it to a committee, it automatically makes the matter important.  It is to the contrary.  I 
repeat that what the government has done is a grubby little exercise.  It has taken a minor issue and tried to turn 
it into something of great importance for its political benefit.   
I ask the Leader of the House to imagine what it will be like when the opposition gets back into government.  
Members know that what goes around, comes around.  Members opposite will see when they are on this side that 
every time someone on this side does something we do not think is the right thing to do, we will refer it to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee.  All the issues we have mentioned concerning what the government has 
done or said will be sent to the Procedure and Privileges Committee to be investigated.  How inappropriate 
would that be?  How inappropriate that the Procedure and Privileges Committee should be turned into a 
committee that is reacting to political opportunism.  That is what it is on the government’s part, and that is what 
it will be when we are in government.   
Let us get down to what the Leader of the Opposition did.  The government is accusing him of sneaking into the 
Deputy Clerk’s office and saying, “Excuse me, Mr Deputy Clerk, I am sneaking in here.  I am in front of you, 
but do not look because I have a document in my hand that I want to put into my file.  Don’t look to see what is 
in front of you.”  When we come to the issue of what the Leader of the Opposition has done, it had all blown 
over. The issue had already passed.  He made his defence about whether his reporting to this house was 
adequate.  There was no pressure on him to do anything.  Whether he was right or wrong about what he 
disclosed and whether his information was adequate, the issue had passed.  There was no public pressure or 
pressure from this house on him to do anything.  In considering that, he decided to add extra information.  The 
member for Churchlands may say that under legal terms that constitutes altering a document.  Maybe it does, but 
so what?   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Your standards are abysmal.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  What is the difference between what happened with the member for Albany and the Leader 
of the Opposition?   
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Due process is the simple answer to that.  He realised that he had made a mistake and 
corrected it through the Clerk.  He did not sneak something in in an attempt to deceive. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  What the member for Albany did was quite reasonable; I would have done the same.  He 
realised that his return was not adequate and wrote to the Clerk. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  Your leader didn’t. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  So what?  Did he wait until the room was empty?  Did he sneak around the corner?  Did he 
sneak into the room to see whether anybody was there so that he could sneak in the information?  No, he did not.  
He walked into the room and the Clerk was not there, but the Deputy Clerk was.  He got out the file and put in 
the information under the nose of the Deputy Clerk. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  No.  He did not say that at all. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  He said that the Deputy Clerk was in the room; the Attorney General should read Hansard.  
Not only did he say that, but also I checked to see that he did say that.  He went into the room when the Deputy 
Clerk was there.  There was no hiding or sneaking around backdoors. 
When the issue of shares came up, the first thing I am sure that most members did - I certainly did - was to go 
straight to the Clerk to check their documents to make sure that they had done the right thing.  I checked and I 
had done the right thing; there was no issue.  If I had been told that I had not done the right thing and that I 
needed to provide extra information, I would have got that extra information.  The Attorney General has said, 
and the Clerk has since said, that there is a procedure for supplying extra information.  I would not have known 
that.  I would have had absolutely no idea that there was a procedure.  If I had wanted to put extra information 
into my file, I would have put it in my file. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough:  Your problem is that you are a doctor and you have too fine an analytical mind.  That 
was shown last week with the Peel Health Campus issue. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I was right again. 
Mr N.R. Marlborough:  We were asked to take advice from someone who knew the ins and outs of what was 
happening on the Peel campus.  He was advising the opposition last week about how correct he was with his 
analytical mind on sorting out the Peel campus.  Today, he is standing up again saying listen to me because I 
know it all. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The member now knows the problems with taking interjections. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have to say that I was prepared to hear the interjection to find out what the member was on 
about.  Mr Speaker was listening to try to find out what he was talking about.  The member for Peel should have 
noticed that the Leader of the House made a gesture towards him.  Perhaps he should take notice. 
This is a grubby little exercise in which the minister has tried to do his usual thing of smear and innuendo.  That 
is how he works.  What happened with the Peel Health Campus?  What happened with Princess Margaret 
Hospital for Children?  As soon as someone says something that is hurtful to the government, how does this 
minister operate?  He does not approach people to try to sort it out; he comes straight out and goes for the throat, 
through the media, and tries to create an impression that whoever is saying something against the government 
has done something wrong.  He went on and on about bed numbers at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children 
and said in this house that Dr Geelhoed was wrong.  I now have an answer from the minister about the number of 
beds available at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children, and Dr Geelhoed was not wrong; he was exactly right.  
We will be seeking further answers and detail.  The fact is that the minister was wrong, but he vilified and 
crucified a respected leader at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children because that person had the courage to 
stick his hand up.  What did the minister do at the Peel Health Campus?  Exactly the same thing.  Those people 
did not go to the media; they did not say anything publicly.  All they did was notify the doctors that they were 
extending the period of time over Christmas and New Year during which elective surgery would be cancelled.  
What did he do?  He went for the throat again.  He has still not addressed the issues of extra demand at the Peel 
Health Campus.  What is he doing now that he has done so many times in the past?  He goes to the media with 
an issue that he thinks will be beneficial to the government.  He distorts it through the media to create a false 
impression.  He then comes to this house and gets members on his side - because they have the numbers - to 
back up the false impression that he is trying to create.  If the committee is to conduct an investigation, it should 
not just investigate this issue; it should investigate all the other issues that have been raised.  As was pointed out 
in the newspaper, this whole issue of the declaration of shares is something that needs tightening and clarifying 
so that all members of Parliament can get it right.  The fact that one member of Parliament, who happens to be 
the Leader of the Opposition, decides that he wants to provide extra information is not a subject that should be 
investigated by the committee.  If something like that is to be investigated, the terms of reference should be 
broadened to investigate all the other issues that were raised, including the document that is now missing.  If the 
Attorney General wants to do it fairly and not just hold a kangaroo court that is dominated by the Labor Party, he 
should appoint an additional member to the committee so that it has three members from each side.  I call on the 
government to appoint an additional member to the committee so that three members are from the conservative 
side and three are from the government side and there will be an even-handed assessment of this issue. 
MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [3.06 pm]:  We have heard claim and 
counterclaim this morning and throughout the course of the day.  Tomorrow we will read again in the 
newspapers about the credibility of politicians in our state.  We will spend the Christmas break trying to defend 
our credibility from whatever spin the media takes from today’s events. 
At the end of the day, the government will use its numbers to refer this issue to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee.  As members on this side of the house pointed out, there will be claims that it will be a kangaroo 
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court.  I have listened to the points made today, and both sides have made strong arguments.  However, without 
knowing exactly what occurred, and that would require the Clerk and the Deputy Clerk to comment to validate 
some of the claims and counterclaims, members of this chamber and the wider public remain in the dark about 
what transpired.  As such, I believe there needs to be a process of review so that the facts can be looked at and a 
report made.  It is very clear that the process of dealing with members’ financial interests is not up to scratch.  
We have created a rod for our own back.  A member can go to the Clerk’s office and be presented with his file, 
and he can probably get another member’s file.  A member can take a photocopy of someone else’s files.  Claims 
were made today that documents were removed from a file.  Issues such as these cost people their jobs and 
credibility in this Parliament.  The fact that our procedures allow these things to happen is a damnation of the 
process.  My National Party colleagues and I are happy to see this matter referred to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee, but with two provisos.  The first is that the committee will investigate how we can clean up the 
process of members’ financial interests.  If somebody wants to access his file, we need a process whereby the 
Clerk can give a clear recommendation on how a member can alter a financial interests declaration.  We also 
need to know the process if someone else wants to access another member’s financial interests declaration.  The 
committee needs to investigate these matters.  This should not be just an attack on the Leader of the Opposition; 
it needs to take account of other issues raised today, particularly concerning the interests of the member for 
Yokine, who has had a document removed from his file - at least, that was the claim made today.  I hope that the 
committee, of which the member for Avon - a member of the National Party - is a member, can investigate these 
issues and provide a report to the Parliament that gives me some hope that these issues will not occur again.   
We have heard the radio and newspaper reports of the past couple of weeks.  We continue to operate in a world 
where the level of cynicism is higher and higher.  Surely we can put in place procedures and processes that 
actually strengthen confidence in the system, rather than increasing the problems that we have.  I hope that the 
committee can provide some recommendations to strengthen the process so debates take place in Parliament 
about how we go about changing that register and addressing the different issues that it deals with. 

In an effort to make sure the kangaroo court mentality does not arise, the member for Churchlands, as the 
Independent member on this side of the chamber, has agreed to join that Procedure and Privileges Committee.  I 
have asked the Leader of the House whether the government would be in agreement with that, and it is.   

Amendments on the Amendment 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I move - 

To add after paragraph (d) of the amendment moved by the Leader of the House -  

(e) that for the period and purpose only of this inquiry, the member for Churchlands be 
appointed a member of the Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [3.11 pm]:  By way of clarification, Madam Deputy Speaker, am I talking to an 
amendment to an amendment or the amendment that existed before the Leader of the National Party stood up? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  You are talking to the amendment to the amendment. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  From previous experience, I believe that providing more information is being transparent.  
Providing more information is not a crime.  We have wasted a lot of time on our last sitting day.  I have come all 
the way from Esperance to be present.  A lot of members have travelled a long distance to be here today, and we 
have spent a lot of time talking about a person, the Leader of the Opposition, who provided clarification and 
more information about financial interests, but has been looked upon in this house as committing a crime.  
Earlier in the debate we heard how - 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I need to clarify for you that we are talking only to the amendment to the 
amendment, which is to add words enabling the member for Churchlands to be appointed a member of the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee for the purpose of this inquiry.  That is what the member needs to speak to. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I thank you for your guidance.  I was getting to the issue of 
referring this matter to this Procedure and Privileges Committee.  Being a new member, as the Leader of the 
National Party said, this looks like a kangaroo court.  I do not believe that extending the membership of this 
committee will prevent this chamber from being a kangaroo court.  We have already heard some of the political 
implications of such a committee.  It is a politically influenced model. 

The Procedure and Privileges Committee is supposed to deliberate on this matter over Christmas.  The Leader of 
the House said, “It will not take long, just a couple of meetings, and I’m sure we’ll get to a situation by 31 
December.”  The government will drag this through.  It is now 1 December; we are talking about 31 December.  
We will have at least a month, including Christmas, to drag through an issue that I believe is truly a political 
stunt.  Since when is providing more information and clarification a crime?  I suggest to the Leader of the 
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National Party that however much it is configured, we will have a kangaroo court, as he suggested.  We will still 
have a kangaroo court.  This committee will throw as much mud as it can on the Leader of the Opposition, and 
waste people’s time over Christmas and drag out this issue with an obvious result. 

This is a politically influenced model.  It will be a politically driven model and we will get a political answer.  
We will still be faced with the issues that we are trying to sort out today and have not done very well at.  It is 
obvious Blind Freddy would agree if we went out into the street now and asked, “If the Leader of the Opposition 
provided more information of his financial interests and clarification, would you consider that a crime to be 
dragged through a committee?”  Even those on the other side of this house suggested earlier that we should take 
it to the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I will not take interjections from the member for Peel.  If he wants to make a speech, he 
should make his own speech. 
Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Peel! 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  There is not one time that I stand in the house and do not have the member for Peel 
shouting at me.  He has not made a speech in this house of any substantive nature.  He has never stood up like a 
man and made his own speech.  Instead, he throws barbs and criticisms at other people because he does not have 
the fortitude, the intelligence or the reasonableness to make his own speeches.  He just fires things at other 
people.  He is a great criticiser who never has anything substantial to say. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  Members, when debate tends to go across the chamber rather than being 
addressed through the Chair, it encourages that sort of interaction.  I ask all members to be cognisant of that fact.  
The member for Roe is the only one who has the call from the Chair. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you for that protection, Madam Deputy Speaker.  It seems that I need protection 
from the member for Peel every time I stand up.  I can also stand up for myself.  I was suggesting that we should 
not be in this ridiculous situation of asking for yet another politically driven model to try to decide on an obvious 
political beat-up and political stunt.  If we asked any reasonable person in the street who was not associated with 
this place whether they think that this is an issue, a crime, or whether there is some indiscretion here, I suggest 
they would say that there is no indiscretion.  We have heard a litany of indiscretions previously that were 
brought to the notice of this house earlier in this discussion, and what have we heard about those?  Nothing.  
There is some mystical way in which a page is missing from the declaration of the member for Yokine and that 
is fine, but the Leader of the Opposition is clarifying his - 

Point of Order 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  The member for Roe is implying that the member for Yokine had a mechanism for 
achieving that end.  I ask him to withdraw. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I did not hear the actual words mentioned.  If the member for Roe has impugned 
the reputation of a member, I would ask him to withdraw. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I have not in any way impugned the member for Yokine.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, this is not an opportunity for debate.  If a direct allegation has been 
made, it should be withdrawn; otherwise we will continue with the debate.   

Debate Resumed 
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I will continue with the debate.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Before the member continues, I warn him once again that he needs to direct his 
comments to the amendment on the amendment.  The amendment that has been moved by the Leader of the 
National Party is that, for the purpose of this inquiry, the member for Churchlands be appointed to the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee.  The member needs to address his comments to that, and that alone.   
Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I thank you for that clarification, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I was making the point that 
although members opposite believe that the Leader of the Opposition has committed an indiscretion, earlier 
today we heard many examples of indiscretions by members on the other side of the house.  It is not good 
enough to have an inquiry, but it is good enough to put the Leader of the Opposition through a parliamentary 
privileges committee inquiry for something that I suggest pales into insignificance on the scale of indiscretion.  
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That is the point I was making.  I do not support the amendment.  I do not support the motion to send this matter 
to a kangaroo court.  It is a political stunt to be used in the press to denigrate the Leader of the Opposition.   

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [3.21 pm]:  I understand, rather interestingly, that 
the National Party has moved to appoint the member for Churchlands to the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
for the purpose of this particular inquiry.  If, for argument’s sake, the Procedure and Privileges Committee were 
a jury in a properly constructed court, the member for Churchlands would be struck off in the blink of an eyelid.  
The member for Churchlands has very clearly and unambiguously put on the table today her bias on this issue.  
She has clearly told the Parliament, here and now, her view on this matter.  It is ludicrous to require the member 
for Churchlands to sit on the Procedure and Privileges Committee and then expect her to sit in judgment in an 
unbiased fashion.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You clearly do not know the member for Churchlands.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Had she put her name forward for a properly constructed jury, she would have been 
disbarred in the blink of an eyelid.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  In addition to the already demonstrated bias of the member for Churchlands, it is well 
known that I supported the candidate who ran against her at the last election.  Whether that would create some 
bias is not a matter that needs to be resolved now.  Whether it would create the perception of bias is a matter that 
can be dealt with now, and clearly the answer is yes.  The fact that I supported her opponent at the last election 
would certainly lead the member for Churchlands to the view that she should give me a hard time when she 
could.  The fact that she has already put her view, chapter and verse, on this matter on the record in this 
Parliament should automatically disbar her from participating in the inquiry into the matter.  Regardless of 
whether the member for Churchlands is conscripted onto the Procedure and Privileges Committee, it will be a 
kangaroo court.  Its findings will be the findings of the Labor Party, and they will be preconstructed findings.  
The fact that the member for Churchlands has demonstrated her bias supports my argument.  The opposition will 
oppose the amendment moved by the National Party.  I can see the Leader of the National Party smiling.  I am 
not sure what he thinks is funny about all this, but we will deal with the National Party in due course.   
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [3.24 pm]:  I have not spoken in the debate today, but I have listened to the 
comments of members on the amendment moved by the Leader of the National Party.  The comments made by 
the member for Churchlands and the interaction between the Leader of the Opposition and the member for 
Churchlands have muddied the waters a bit.  I greatly respect the member for Churchlands as an Independent 
member of this Parliament.  I cast no aspersions on her ability to make a decision in all conscience.  I think that 
the process has been muddied to such an extent that appointing the member to the committee would not be the 
answer.   

Point of Order 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I am not sure whether the member realises that he is on television and perhaps the 
advertisement he is holding up is inappropriate.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order, but the point has been made.   

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I feel fairly strongly about this issue.  As a new member of this house, I understand that 
we must have procedures.  I believe in the role of the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  I am certain that this 
matter will be referred to that committee.  However, once the matter is referred to the committee, the process 
must be seen to be the best possible process that can be put in place.  At present, the numbers favour the 
government.  That is what happens with committees; the numbers favour the government.  I agree that another 
member should be appointed to the Procedure and Privileges Committee to even up the numbers, but we will 
have difficulty with that proposition.  Perhaps we could appoint the member for Alfred Cove, who is also an 
Independent, to the committee to even up the numbers.  However, I would be just as comfortable with retaining 
the current members of the committee.  If we are to make changes to the committee membership, we must be 
very careful that the waters are not muddied.  We must ensure that the committee can consider the matter, view it 
in the proper light and take evidence from all the people involved in such a manner that we get an outcome that 
is fitting of the standards that all members of this Parliament seek to uphold.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [3.27 pm]:  I oppose the amendment of the Leader of the 
National Party on similar grounds to those espoused by the last couple of speakers.  I want to make a point very 
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strongly; that is, the member for Hillarys is deliberately sitting quietly during this debate because he is a member 
of the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  We know how the numbers work in this place.   
Mr A.D. McRae:  He’s not in the chamber.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  And he is not participating in the debate.  That is my point.  The member for 
Hillarys will not participate in the debate about whether the member for Churchlands should be appointed to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee.  The reason is very simple: he is a member of the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee.  I note also that the member for Avon, the member for Wanneroo, who is also the Deputy Speaker, 
and the member for Southern River have not participated in the debate.  I sincerely hope that they do not 
participate in the debate because they are members of the committee.  We all know how the numbers work.  At 
the end of the day the Labor Party has the numbers in this place.  If members opposite want to send this matter to 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee, to Timbuktu or to their grandmother in Muckinbudin, they can do that 
because they have the numbers.  However, the member for Hillarys is doing the right thing in this case.  If 
members have stood in this place and demonstrated that they have a preconceived notion of this matter, they 
should not participate on the committee.  For that reason, I join with the opposition in opposing the motion to 
appoint the member for Churchlands to the Procedure and Privileges Committee to hear this matter.   
I also oppose this motion for a variety of other reasons.  One of the most obvious reasons - I can deal with this in 
relation to this amendment or the previous amendment by the government - is that members must understand that 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee is not about this sort of thing.  The Procedure and Privileges Committee 
is an incredibly important committee of this Parliament.  Standing orders make very clear and concise what the 
role of that committee is, or should be.  Essentially, the committee is there to examine and report on the 
procedures of the Assembly, and to examine and report on issues of privilege.  The amendment that has just been 
moved, the amendment moved by the Leader of the House and the principal motion from the Attorney General 
do not relate to the functions of the parliamentary committee in question.  Nowhere in the motion or any of the 
amendments is there any indication that there is an issue of privilege that needs to be looked at.  Nowhere is 
there any reference to a need to examine and report on the procedures of the Assembly.  The Attorney General 
has put forward a list of nine dodgy questions that relate to matters to do with the Leader of the Opposition and 
there is some additional information in the amendment by the Leader of the House.  I noticed he puts eight 
questions and then refers to nine later on, and so on.  For those reasons, this referral to this committee is 
absolutely and totally inappropriate.  The Labor Party is bastardising the process of this Parliament.   
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  The amendment was moved by the Leader of the National Party.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The initial motion was moved by the Attorney General and the motion to 
refer the matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee was moved by the Leader of the House.  Now we are 
going one step further with this amendment moved by the Leader of the National Party.  To enable a bit of 
sensible debate on the matter, I will move an amendment to the amendment to the motion.  I move - 

To add the following words to the amendment moved by the member for Merredin -  
And further, this house also refers to the Procedure and Privileges Committee for consideration 
and report at the same time as the other matters in this motion, the facts surrounding the 
disappearance from the financial interests register of a schedule which was attached to the 
2003-04 return of the member for Yokine, including how it was removed from the register and 
whether the member for Yokine was directly or indirectly involved in the removal of the 
schedule.  

What is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.  If the government wants to drum up this nebulous little 
argument to try to score some political points against the Leader of the Opposition and wants to send this matter 
off to the Procedure and Privileges Committee, even though it is not the role of that committee, let us do a proper 
job.  Let us look at something that has some substance.  Let us look at an incredibly serious matter; that is, the 
removal or theft of information from a file held here in this Parliament. 
The second part of the motion by the Leader of the House is incredibly important.  He wants this chamber to 
direct the Clerk and the Deputy Clerk to appear before the Procedure and Privileges Committee to establish 
certain facts, and so on.  It goes on to say that this should be done even to the extent of disclosure of facts that 
the Clerk and Deputy Clerk would hold as confidential in their service to all members of the Legislative 
Assembly.  Bearing in mind that the questions raised relate only to the Leader of the Opposition, this means that 
we are being asked through this motion - I would love to hear the position of the Leader of the National Party 
and the member for Churchlands on this - to direct the Clerk and the Deputy Clerk to betray all confidences with 
the Leader of the Opposition and, perhaps, other members in order to satisfy the political grudge that the 
government holds.  The point I am making is incredibly important.  If any of us ever has a conversation with the 
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Clerk of the Assembly or the Deputy Clerk, we know that that conversation is held in the utmost confidence.  
We know that we can be very open in our discussions with the Clerk and we can get full, forthright, frank, 
honest and objective advice from the Clerk.  I have all my dealings as an individual member and as manager of 
opposition business to demonstrate the Clerk’s bona fides in that respect.  How will the Clerk and the Deputy 
Clerk feel and, indeed, how will we feel if this motion is passed, and we know that in the future we can have a 
discussion with the Clerk and that later on that discussion will be poured out into some star chamber court that 
has been set up for political purposes?  Members should put themselves in the position of the Clerk.  Anyone 
who supports the amendment of the Leader of the House is utterly compromising the position of the Clerk of the 
Legislative Assembly and his deputy.  I do not know how they will ever be able to have an honest conversation 
with members on issues such as this one if they do not know whether the next minute they will be hauled over 
the coals.  They will continue to do their duty, but the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly should not be 
compromised in this way.  For that reason, the second part of the amendment moved by the Leader of the House 
is very damaging indeed.   

This is not the committee to which this matter should be referred.  The member for Churchlands should not be 
made an additional member of the Procedure and Privileges Committee to hear this matter because she has 
already demonstrated a very strong view, indeed a bias, on this matter.  We should certainly not be 
compromising the position of the Clerk and Deputy Clerk.  Leaving the politics aside, that reason alone should 
be enough for us to say that this motion stinks; we cannot go down this path.  I would like to know from the 
Leader of the House whether the Clerk has ever been asked to reveal confidential conversations.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Not to my knowledge.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  So we are setting a precedent.  If the member for Churchlands and the Leader 
of the National Party support this measure, they will be setting a precedent to compromise the role of the Clerk 
and the Deputy Clerk in this Legislative Assembly forever and a day.  If I were in government and I were the 
leader of government business, I would never want to put my name to a motion like this.  I will play politics; my 
skin is as thick as anyone else’s, but I will not compromise the objective, independent role of the Clerk and the 
Deputy Clerk of this Parliament.  What the government is doing is absolutely appalling.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  When are you going to stop avoiding the issue? This is all about wasting time and avoiding 
the issue. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, it is not.  The Leader of the House does not understand the severity of 
what he is doing here.  It relates to one of the reasons journalists go to jail rather than reveal their sources, and 
things like that.  If this motion is passed on the numbers of the Labor Party and the National Party - I hear now 
that the National Party is siding with the government to do a job on the Leader of the Opposition - then woe 
betide the procedures of this Parliament.  They may as well just tear them up.  The government is abusing the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee.  

Madam Deputy Speaker, I would like to seek your opinion and determination about whether any of the motions 
we are dealing with now concern the procedures of the Assembly or whether they concern issues of privilege.  I 
would really appreciate your advice and determination on that matter.  If you can give the house some advice on 
that matter, then, if I am right and the motion and its amendments do not relate to issues of privilege or the 
procedures of the Assembly, it will bear out what I am saying - that the Procedure and Privileges Committee is 
not the place to be sending this.  As I said earlier, this could be sent to any of the standing committees.  Let us 
send it to one of the portfolio-related committees; let us send it to the joint standing committee on whatever.  If 
we did, that would not mean that it is the right committee or that it is constituted to do this job.  I seek your 
determination, Madam Deputy Speaker, on whether the matters we are dealing with concern issues of privilege 
and require the committee to examine and report on the procedures of the Assembly in accordance with standing 
order 282.  

My final comments are reserved for the National Party.  I would have thought that the leader of a conservative 
political party that has for many years had an association with the Liberal Party would at least have had the 
decency to talk with the Leader of the Opposition before siding with the Labor Party on this matter.  I have not 
spoken to the Leader of the National Party.  If National Party members do not intend to support Labor’s motion, 
they should interject and tell me that I am wrong, but I have been informed that the National Party will support 
Labor’s motion.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Is that a written threat? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Will the National Party support Labor on this matter?   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  I have moved an amendment, which I will support.   
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Will the Leader of the National Party support the motion if his amendment is 
passed?   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  If the amendment is accepted.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  At the end of the day, the National Party will support this motion.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  That tells you something, doesn’t it?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That tells us something indeed.  What that tells me is that any indication of 
cooperation between the two major conservative political parties in this state is dead and buried.   

Several members interjected.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Leader of the National Party should listen to the member for Peel.  I do 
not often agree with him, but I do today.  I ask members of the National Party to think very carefully and to 
reconsider their position.  They should think about the arguments that have been put forward.  Labor members 
should do the same.  Will they compromise the role of the Clerk and Deputy Clerk of this Parliament for blatant 
political gain on behalf of the Labor Party?   

MR N.R. MARLBOROUGH (Peel - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.41 pm]:  I am not sure which amendment is 
before us, but I presume it is the amendment that will add an Independent member to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee.  I had not intended to speak on this matter, so I will not speak for long.  However, I wish 
to say something to the Parliament and particularly to the new members who represent the Liberal Party.  The 
Premier and I have been members of this house longer than any other member on this side of politics.  We were 
elected on 6 June 1986, so we have been around for 20 years.  The member for Avon was elected during the 
election of the full Parliament - 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I am sorry to interrupt the member for Peel, but I need to advise, as I advised the 
member for Roe, that anyone who seeks the call will need to speak to the amendment moved by the member for 
Leschenault to the previous amendment moved by the Leader of the National Party.  We are dealing with an 
amendment to an amendment to an amendment.  In this instance, we are dealing only with the amendment 
moved by the member for Leschenault.   
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Thank you for your guidance, Madam Deputy Speaker.   
I oppose the amendment.  As was eloquently pointed out by the member for Churchlands, this motion concerns 
the Leader of the Liberal Party.  All the other matters that have been raised, whether or not they are substantial, 
can be dealt with in some other forum or in some other way.  We have before us a substantial issue about the 
actions of the Leader of the Liberal Party.  I have been in Parliament for a long time.  The member for Avon has 
been in Parliament a little longer than I have.  What I have to say is particularly directed to the backbenchers 
who may have a lot more parliamentary time ahead of them than I do.  I do not know what will happen to the 
subject matter of this motion if it goes to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  However, this is the first time 
that I have seen every arm of politics other than, in this instance, the opposition Liberal Party, agree on how a 
matter should be handled.  This would not have happened many times, if at all, in other parts of the Westminster 
system.  I will put it in perspective.  Normally, if a member wished to accuse the government over a political 
issue and wanted to score a point, it would be demonstrated in the vote taken at the end of the day.  The 
government would have the numbers.  The votes against the Labor government in this house have traditionally 
included those of the Liberal Party, the National Party and the Independents.  I say particularly to the 
backbenchers of the Liberal Party that they have not been able to convince their parliamentary colleagues, who 
vote with them 99 per cent of the time on political matters, to vote with them on this matter.  The Liberal Party 
was not necessarily aiming to convince them about the guilt or innocence of the Leader of the Liberal Party, but 
about the way forward.  The way forward is to put all the evidence before the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee.  This is a clear sign to the backbenchers of the Liberal Party that other members of this house are 
uneasy about the way in which the Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the 
member for Leschenault have been allowed to handle this matter today, with lesser help from some lightweights 
on the front bench and back bench of the Liberal Party.  Other members of the house are saying that they do not 
believe them.   
Dr K.D. Hames:  It is a nice story, but it is not the first time.   
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Not only is it a nice story, but also it will be backed up by the facts when the 
vote is taken.  The heads will be counted on both sides of the house.  We will see how lonely Liberal Party 
members are on this matter.  It is unheard of.  I will stand in silence or sit down if anybody can point out to me 
an occasion on which, in the past 40 years of the Westminster system, let alone the 20 years I have been in the 
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Parliament, a privileges committee has been enacted and all arms of politics bar the one in the barrel has agreed 
that it is the way forward.  I will stand in silence so that members can think about that.  They can put up their 
hands and tell me what they remember.   
Dr K.D. Hames:  It has only happened because your guys have moved to do it.  It could have been done by us if 
we thought that that was a reasonable way forward, but it is not.  That is why we did not do it when we were in 
government.   
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The member should have stuck with medicine rather than returned to politics.  
What he said makes no sense.  What could the Liberal Party have done?  Could it have moved a motion to put 
this matter before a privileges committee, and in so doing would it have won the support of the National Party 
and the Independents?   
Liberal Party backbenchers should look to their future.  Their future does not hang on the present leader.  That 
will be demonstrated by the vote that will be taken today, when every other arm of politics will be on the yes 
side of the house to send this matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  The Labor Party, National 
Party and Independents will vote together on this matter.   
I have never before seen the sort of performance that I just saw from the member for Leschenault when he 
threatened the Leader of the National Party.  If that had occurred outside the Parliament, a charge would have 
been laid.  I have never seen such a blatant political attack against another member of Parliament than the one I 
just saw by the member for Leschenault on the credentials, credibility and future of the Leader of the National 
Party.  That tells us a lot about this parliamentary process and how the other arms of politics in this chamber are 
thinking.  They do not like the way in which the key opposition party is treating the parliamentary process.  It is 
certainly not appropriate.  The public will judge the Liberal Party accordingly.   
The SPEAKER:  There are a series of questions before the house.  The first is that the member for 
Leschenault’s amendment to the amendment moved by the member for Merredin be agreed to. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  

Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.N. Hyde 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.G. Stephens 
 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr D.T. Redman Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan 

Amendment thus negatived. 

The SPEAKER:  The next question is that the member for Merredin’s amendment to the amendment moved by 
the Leader of the House be agree to. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (30) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mrs J. Hughes Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  

Noes (17) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook  
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr M.W. Trenorden 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr D.T. Redman 

Amendment thus passed. 
Amendment, as Amended, to Motion Resumed 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (30) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mrs J. Hughes Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  
 

Noes (17) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook  
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr M.W. Trenorden 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr D.T. Redman 

Amendment, as amended, thus passed. 

Motion, As Amended 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [4.01 pm]:  This morning we came into this Parliament 
and proposed a motion that called upon the Leader of the Opposition to answer nine particular questions.  We 
gave him the opportunity to do that and he blew it.  He decided to read to the house for about 10 minutes a very 
carefully worded, non-committal, no-detail statement.  Perhaps the most interesting thing that came out of the 
Leader of the Opposition’s statement was that he said the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly had expressed his 
disappointment in the Leader of the Opposition, or words to that effect.  That is a new element, perhaps the only 
new element, in what it is that the Leader of the Opposition told the house today.  We certainly need to know far 
more about those circumstances and the way in which the Clerk expressed that disappointment.  I do not need to 
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repeat to the house the view that I expressed this morning of what I believe may well have transpired between 
the Leader of the Opposition and the Clerk of the house.   

In the first of the nine points in the motion that is before the house we can see why the Leader of the Opposition 
did not detail the shareholdings he held through his fully owned and controlled Gold City Corporation Pty Ltd 
when he was required by law to do so.  It seems as though the Leader of the Opposition is still denying that he is 
under a legal duty to provide those details.  He did not detail to us the circumstances beyond what he had already 
said to the media of his attempted alteration to the share register.  He did not bother telling us why he did not 
advise the Clerk or any other officer that he was going to attempt to amend the public record.   

What we did hear from the Leader of the Opposition was a number of statements that he did not know there was 
a procedure, did not understand different elements of it and did not think it important to put a date on the 
document that he slipped into his parliamentary disclosure statement in the Clerk’s office.  Frankly, the date was 
crucially important, as I think everyone in the house, except the Leader of the Opposition, would realise.   

The Leader of the Opposition did not address why he thought he could alter the public record without telling 
anyone.  Every other member in this house, even if they protest to the contrary, understands perfectly well why 
they cannot alter someone else’s public record in the way the Leader of the Opposition has admitted doing.  He 
did not even try to address the conflicting statements that he made in the media and also in this Parliament on 18 
and 19 October.   

The Leader of the Opposition did not cover the next point in the motion; that is, why it was not until last Friday 
or Saturday that this attempt to alter the register became known and why he had not made any statement on that 
either in the Parliament or media over the preceding five weeks since he undertook that activity.   

What we did find after the first 10 minutes was that the very crafted words being read out to Parliament revealed 
little that we did not already know.  It was an attempt by the Leader of the Opposition, as we would expect, to 
come in here and slur a raft of members.  I think going back 23 years was the longest-standing attempt to raise 
red herrings and slurs.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  What do you think about the document that disappeared from the member for Yokine’s file?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Leader of the Opposition should realise that anyone who watches crime movies on 
television will know that it is motive and opportunity.  Who had the motive?  It was the Liberal Party.  Who had 
the opportunity?  It was the Liberal Party.  The people who have looked into that file more than anyone else in 
this Parliament is the Leader of the Opposition’s office.  It is a red herring.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  It is in our interests for it to stay on the file.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Leader of the Opposition raised that with the allegation that surrounded it as a 
complete red herring to try to take the heat off himself and his inability to explain his bizarre conduct.  That is 
what that was about.  It was absolutely bizarre.  The Leader of the Opposition’s public explanations that he had 
no idea whether anyone saw him do it sounds pretty much like a Kalgoorlie defence.  He then said that he was 
not under any duty to tell anyone he was going to alter the public record.  Quite frankly, that is outrageous 
behaviour. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Aren’t you concerned that a document went missing from your mate’s one?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am concerned that the Leader of the Opposition may have taken it! 
The member for Peel, one of the longest serving members of this house, pointed out that to have the 
Independents, the National Party and the Labor Party agreeing on a process that should be adopted to deal with 
something, which to the best of my knowledge is unprecedented - that is, a Leader of the Opposition being taken 
before the Procedure and Privileges Committee of this house in which the essential underlying allegation is that 
he acted dishonestly - is a remarkable day for this Parliament. 
The member for Churchlands hit the nail on the head in her address to this house.  I only hope that the Leader of 
the Opposition and other members opposite were listening.  They should have been.  Her explanation and view 
on this situation was incredibly balanced.  It is an extremely serious matter that the Leader of the Opposition did 
not take seriously in what he said today.  He did not take seriously the situation in which he now finds himself.  
This matter will be referred to a privileges committee of this Parliament.  That is where it should be.  We will 
hear from the Clerk, the Deputy Clerk, the Leader of the Opposition and, no doubt, other people.  This is too 
serious a matter not to get to the bottom of.  I urge members opposite to vote for this motion because the 
integrity of the Leader of the Opposition and this Parliament need to be inquired into.   
Motion, as amended, put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr M.W. Trenorden 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr D.T. Redman 

Question thus passed. 
 


