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ATTORNEY GENERAL — REFERRAL TO PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [3.19 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith — 

That this house requests the Procedure and Privileges Committee to inquire into and report to 
the house at the earliest opportunity — 
(a) whether the Attorney General, during his second reading reply speech on the 

Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill on 28 May 2020, made false and 
misleading statements to the Legislative Assembly relating to a laptop and other matters 
which are part of a Corruption and Crime Commission investigation; 

(b) whether the Attorney General revealed a covert Western Australia Police Force 
investigation in the course of his speech; and 

(c) whether such statements and disclosures amount to a breach of privilege or contempt 
of Parliament; and, if so, what action should be taken.  

I understand we have 30 minutes a side to prosecute this motion. I appreciate that, as I understand it, the 
Leader of the House has agreed to that on behalf of the government — 

The SPEAKER: Do not prejudge! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will allow for him to amend the motion accordingly.  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [3.19 pm]: I have changed my mind after that 
motion! I move — 

To insert after “forthwith” — 
, subject to the debate being limited to 30 minutes for government members and 30 minutes for 
non-government members 

The SPEAKER: That was already in it, was it not? 
Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 
The SPEAKER: As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need the support of an absolute 
majority for it to proceed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 
MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [3.20 pm]: I move the motion. 
This is now the second time that the Liberal Party has moved to refer a member of the Labor Party to the Procedure 
and Privileges Committee. The first time, of course, being the member for Kalamunda and his disclosure of 
confidential information relating to the evidence and deliberations of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption 
and Crime Commission. Of course, that failed because the government used its numbers to protect the member for 
Kalamunda from further investigation, although I am sure he would have welcomed — 
Ms S. Winton interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Wanneroo, if you did not keep interjecting, you would not have missed your question 
before. I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Although I am sure the member for Kalamunda would have welcomed the opportunity to 
explain himself, it is clear that the government judged that his actions warranted further protection from investigation. 
We now find that history is somewhat repeating itself, but this time it is not just the Liberal Party that wants the 
actions of a minister investigated, but, indeed, the President of the Legislative Council has concluded that our 
state’s Attorney General has misled and acted in a deceptive manner. In a speech made by the Attorney General 
in this place on 28 May 2020, we heard some explosive claims. Members of this place have become used to forthright 
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contributions from the Attorney General; however, as part of his contributions to the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020 on 28 May, the Attorney General made a number of statements that took us all 
by surprise and were obviously reported widely in the media.  
I am quoting from a paragraph from the Attorney General on that Thursday when he said — 

A warrant was issued and a laptop was taken, and that led to a criminal investigation. I am not saying that 
a crime was committed, because it is sometimes very hard to tell the age of Asian girls—very hard—but 
there had to be an investigation about what was on the computer and whether it involved the sexual 
exploitation of minors overseas. That is still a current, ongoing inquiry, and a computer is locked away 
in Parliament somewhere with that evidence. That has not yet been examined in detail. 

There is no doubt that the claims made by the Attorney General were explosive and shocked a number of us here. 
Of course, the reference that none of us could get past at the time was the reference to any possible sexual exploitation 
of a minor—that is something that I had never heard of in this place and it was profound, to say the least, that the 
Attorney General would state such as part of his contribution in the second reading of the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020. But it was the Attorney General’s reference to a police investigation in the 
treatment of the laptop of a former member of the Legislative Council that deserves further scrutiny. 
It was those comments that have been subject since to an extraordinary and unprecedented statement by the 
President of the Legislative Council, Hon Kate Doust. So that the Assembly has all the facts, I will read in the 
statement from the President in full, which was delivered on Wednesday, 10 June in the other place. The President, 
at 1.02 pm, issued the following statement — 

As President and Chair of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, I am responding to false 
and misleading information provided to the Parliament by the Attorney General on 28 May 2020 and 
reported in The West Australian and in several online media sources. The Attorney General made certain 
false and misleading claims in the Legislative Assembly relating to a laptop and other matters, and in the 
course of doing so, revealed a covert Western Australia Police Force investigation. The laptop referred to 
by the Attorney General contains emails and diary entries from Mr Edman’s parliamentary email account 
and other information subject to parliamentary privilege. The Corruption and Crime Commission obtained 
the laptop from Mr Edman by search warrant on 14 August 2019. Mr Edman made a claim of privilege 
to the CCC over that laptop and its contents. On 5 September 2019, this house ordered the CCC to produce 
the laptop to the Clerk. 

The President continued — 

In revealing a covert criminal investigation by the Western Australia Police Force, the Attorney General 
claimed that the laptop has not yet been examined in detail. The facts are that WA police have extensively 
examined the laptop as part of its investigation. This occurred with the full cooperation and assistance of 
the procedure and privileges committee and following the negotiation of memoranda of understanding 
between the WA police and the PPC. WA police commenced its review of the laptop and one backup 
hard drive on 12 October 2019 and has had access to other relevant devices on the parliamentary precinct 
since 21 November 2019 with the full cooperation of the PPC. These facts were the subject of a media 
release from me in my capacity as chair of the PPC on 22 December 2019, distributed to all members of 
the Legislative Council on that day and reported in The West Australian on 2 January 2020. Great care 
was taken to ensure that the nature of the police investigation remained confidential. 

For the information of members, I table, firstly, a copy of my media release dated 22 December 2019 
and related newspapers reports and, secondly, a copy of the newspaper report of the Attorney General’s 
claims in The West Australian dated 29 May 2020. For an accurate account of the facts relating to the 
PPC’s attempts to negotiate a procedure with the CCC for access to the data of three former members and 
their staff, I refer the Attorney General to the fifty-fifth report of the PPC, “A Refusal to Comply with 
a Summons to Produce Documents”, tabled on 14 August 2019, tabled paper 2929. The PPC will report 
on these and related matters in due course. 

Clearly, after reading the statement that we heard from the Attorney General on 28 May and now reading the 
statement made by the President on 10 June, there are some inconsistencies and both appear to be at odds with one 
another. We have two varying perspectives—one in which the Attorney General has provided significant detail to 
this place and the other in which the President of the Legislative Council claims that the Attorney General’s 
contribution was inconsistent with fact, and, more than that, the President considered the Attorney General’s 
contribution false and misleading. The President herself, of course, makes those claims given that she is fully 
aware of the process that she has participated in as Chair of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges 
in the other place, and, as such, the President considers that the Attorney General’s contribution—noting her role 
in that committee process—has been considered false and misleading. The informed statement by the presiding 
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officer of the fortieth Parliament cannot go without further investigation, and that is what we are here today asking 
the government to support, as part of our referral motion, and to ensure that the Attorney General’s comments on 
28 May can be investigated thoroughly and a report produced back to this house. We find ourselves in an 
unprecedented, extraordinary and absolutely unimaginable situation. The President of the Legislative Council has 
accused a minister of the Crown—indeed, the highest law officer in our land—of providing false and misleading 
information to the house, over a very significant matter. This assertion requires investigation. It requires an inquiry 
and a report back to this house forthwith so that we know whether the Attorney General has misled this chamber 
and, in doing so, breached the privilege of this place. 

As part of our contribution here today, we are not prejudging the Attorney General. We have been motivated to 
pursue this matter because a statement has been made by the President of the Legislative Council. This is not 
a partisan attack. A statement has been made by a member of the Labor Caucus in her capacity as President of the 
Legislative Council against the state’s Attorney General. That is not a partisan matter. It is not an attack that has 
been made by the Liberal Party; it is about comments made by a very senior Labor member about a Labor minister.  

For our chamber to continue to function properly, we need to know whether it is true that the Attorney has provided 
false and misleading statements to this place, as claimed by the President of the Legislative Council. The only way 
of doing that is to refer this matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee so that it may form an opinion and, 
if necessary, provide details on what further action should be taken. 

In the same extraordinary speech by the Attorney General on 28 May, he took to quoting from Shakespeare’s 
Julius Caesar the address of Mark Anthony at Caesar’s funeral. I have since taken the opportunity to read the piece. 
I leave the Attorney General with my own quote from act 4 of that the play — 

There is no terror, Cassius, in your threats; 
For I am armed so strong in honesty 
That they pass by me as the idle wind, 

If the Premier and the government are confident that the Attorney General is so strongly armed with honesty, they 
will support this motion because they will be confident that an investigation by the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee will exonerate his actions on 28 May. However, if the government does not support this and continues 
to shield members of the Labor Party from statements they make in here, then it will condemn the Attorney General 
and leave the President of the Legislative Council’s comments standing, that the Attorney General has provided 
false and misleading claims to this place. That deserves to be investigated. We expect the government to vote with 
us to ensure that the Attorney General’s contribution on 28 May is referred to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee for further investigation and report. I commend the motion to the house. 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [3.32 pm]: I rise to speak to this motion. In 
doing so, I would like to say that the Nationals WA will support the motion put forward by the member for 
Dawesville, which states — 

That this house requests the Procedure and Privileges Committee to inquire into and report to 
the house at the earliest opportunity — 

(a) whether the Attorney General, during his second reading reply speech on the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill on 28 May 2020, made false and 
misleading statements to the Legislative Assembly relating to a laptop and other matters 
which are part of a Corruption and Crime Commission investigation; 

(b) whether the Attorney General revealed a covert Western Australia Police Force 
investigation in the course of his speech; and 

(c) whether such statements and disclosures amount to a breach of privilege or contempt 
of Parliament; and, if so, what action should be taken. 

I was in the chamber during that debate on 28 May and, as I was listening, I was struck with a great deal of surprise 
by the nature of some of the Attorney General’s comments—comments that immediately raised alarm in my own 
view as to their appropriateness. Indeed, almost immediately, members communicated to me that they felt the 
Attorney General had crossed a line and had revealed information in the Parliament that he should not have 
revealed. The matter was further discussed by members immediately after we left the chamber and throughout the 
rest of that day’s sitting. It was something that struck very experienced members of Parliament as being very odd—
I am talking about members from different parties who have been here for many terms; it was not just partisan. 
There was no doubt that the Attorney General wanted his remarks to be noted. He made some very lurid comments 
when describing the difficulty of determining the age of young Asian women, which I thought at the time was 
aimed at creating a sensation and causing people to take note of exactly what he was saying. 
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When he revealed that the Western Australia Police Force had been investigating particular matters pertaining to 
that particular situation, it was the first time I had heard them. I had been following the debate, as every member 
had. We had heard some matters about a particular member, a laptop and the Legislative Council, and the negotiations 
between the Corruption and Crime Commission, the police and the Legislative Council. We were all aware that 
there had been some investigations. We knew that the CCC had been conducting an investigation. A statement 
released by the President of the Legislative Council revealed — 

The Privileges Committee and WAPOL have agreed to a memoranda of understanding to permit WAPOL 
access to all devices, including the laptops whilst protecting material subject to parliamentary privilege. 
WAPOL commenced its review of one laptop and one back-up hard drive on 12 October 2019 and has 
had access to all devices, on the parliamentary precinct, since 21 November 2019 with the full co-operation 
of the Committee. 

Despite that statement by the President of the Legislative Council—a senior Labor member—the Attorney General 
indicated that WA police did not have the required access to that device. That certainly seems to be contrary to the 
understanding other members had. Nowhere in the President’s statement or in any other statement I have seen had 
there been a revelation about the nature of the inquiry that the Western Australian police were undertaking. The 
first I heard about the nature of that were in those very lurid comments the Attorney General made in his reply to 
the second reading of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020. 

It was a very interesting morning. There had been a lot of toing and froing. The member for Carine had just made 
a contribution and there had been a lot of interjection. There is no doubt that people were quite agitated and were 
becoming quite involved in the discussion. I do not know whether that prompted some sort of situation in which 
perhaps the Attorney General went further than he intended. I do not know whether he intended to mislead the 
Parliament. It is not my place to decide that. 

The statement that I just read from was released on 22 December 2019 and refers to the police being given access 
to all devices on 12 October 2019. The President of the Legislative Council, Hon Kate Doust, made a further 
statement on Wednesday, 10 June, about the comments the Attorney General made in here. Again, as the member 
for Dawesville said, this is not a Liberal or National attack on the Attorney General; this is about a statement made 
by the President of the Legislative Council. In referring to the Attorney General’s comments on 28 May, the President 
stated that the Attorney General had — 

… made certain false and misleading claims in the Legislative Assembly relating to a laptop and other 
matters, and in the course of doing so, revealed a covert Western Australia Police Force investigation. 

That is at the heart of what we are discussing here. This accusation does not come from the opposition; this 
accusation comes from a very senior member of the Labor Party and of this Parliament. She went on to say — 

In revealing a covert criminal investigation by Western Australian Police Force, the Attorney General 
claimed that the laptop has not yet been examined in detail. The facts are that WA police have extensively 
examined the laptop as part of its investigation. This occurred with the full cooperation and assistance of 
the procedure and privileges committee — 

Of the Legislative Council — 

and following the negotiation of memoranda of understanding between WA police and the PPC. 

So there we have it. The nature of the claims made by the Attorney General are already at odds with the statement 
given earlier by the Legislative Council. The Attorney General, through the President of the Legislative Council, 
has been called to account for making statements that are misleading to the Parliament and damaging to the processes 
of the Western Australia Police Force. Because of that, it is our strong view that these matters need to be examined 
by a group of people that we already have in the Parliament, the Procedure and Privileges Committee, which will 
be able to look at the details of what has taken place and the appropriateness of the Attorney General’s actions, 
and to make recommendations to the Parliament about those matters. 

We need to understand that the Attorney General is a very senior member of this Parliament and a very senior figure 
in the legal system. It is absolutely essential for his conduct to not be questionable and to be of the highest standard. 
We have a situation in which that can no longer be said. It will not give people confidence in our parliamentary 
system if we, as the Parliament, do not investigate this matter thoroughly and allow the privileges committee to 
have a full understanding of exactly what went on. We are not prejudging what that consideration may lead to, but 
we strongly believe that these matters have to be fully investigated. There are some very, very serious implications 
in the claims by the President of the Legislative Council that cannot be ignored. The Labor Party should, on this 
occasion, support the motion that has been moved by the opposition to ensure that this matter is thoroughly 
investigated.  
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We are not talking here about a first-term Labor backbencher who has made some inappropriate remarks; we are 
talking about the Attorney General—a person whose office is essential to the functioning of the legal system in 
this state. It is absolutely imperative that this matter be investigated fully. Thank you. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Leader of the Opposition) [3.42 pm]: I believe that the member for 
Moore and the member for Dawesville have canvassed very well the two opposing points of view that have led 
the opposition to bring to the house today this suspension of standing orders motion to refer this matter concerning 
the Attorney General to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. I will not go over the matters that have already been 
canvassed, but it puts the state and the Parliament in a particularly difficult position when the Attorney General 
has been accused by the President of the Legislative Council of misleading the Parliament and exposing a covert 
police investigation.  

The opposition was actually quite surprised, given the calibre and number of lawyers on the Labor side of the 
Legislative Assembly: we have the member for Girrawheen, the member for Armadale, the member for Mount Lawley, 
the Treasurer and the member for Swan Hills—all of whom could appropriately conduct themselves as the state’s 
top lawmaker. This Attorney General has form in his contempt for and abuse of parliamentary privilege. I take 
members back to an ABC news article of 26 May, 2011, headed “Ex-partner ‘shocked’ by Quigley’s comments”. 
It states — 

During a parliamentary speech, Mr Quigley claimed he had received an extortion note at his family home 
earlier this year. 

That resulted in a court case. I refer now to an article from The West Australian of 10 October 2011, “Quigley apology 
ends libel case”. It states that Mr Quigley — 

… has apologised publicly to his former partner … for defaming her in 2009. 

We have an Attorney General who has had to apologise for defaming a former partner. 

I turn now to the Legal Practice Board of Western Australia. This Attorney General was found, in a disciplinary 
action by the board, to have engaged in unsatisfactory professional conduct. That was in relation to an event that 
members might remember having occurred in this house. I quote from the board’s decision — 

On 20 June 2002 and 23 June 2002 the practitioner left messages on —  

A covert investigator’s — 

answering machine to the effect that he would:(a) name Gary in parliament;;(b) speak to Four Corners 
(a television program) about him;;(c) name his father in Parliament and to Four Corners; and;(d) release 
his controllers name to the press;;unless Gary agreed to cooperate with him and provide him with the 
statement. On 25 June 2002, the practitioner — 

That is, the current Attorney General — 

held a press conference at Parliament House during which he held up a piece of paper to the press on 
which was written Gary’s telephone number. On 1 July 2002, the practitioner gave a radio interview on 6PR 
during which the practitioner used a variant of Gary’s real name on a number of occasions. The practitioner 
made threats to publicly disclose Gary’s real name and that of his father in order to exert pressure on Gary 
to provide a witness statement relating to the undercover operation in circumstances where the practitioner 
ought to have known that Gary, as a former undercover operative, would not want his real name made 
available to the press because it would expose him and his family to the prospect of harm due to his 
former association with criminals through his work as an undercover operative. 

… 

The practitioner has previously been found to have engaged in unprofessional conduct. 

This is the finding of the Legal Practice Board of Western Australia; this is not the Leader of the Opposition making 
this statement. The summary was — 

The practitioner engaged in unsatisfactory professional conduct by making threats to publicly disclose the 
name of a former undercover operative with the Western Australian Police and that of his father and then 
disclosing the former undercover operative’s name in order to exert pressure on the undercover operative 
to provide a witness statement — 

And that he — 

… ought to have known that such disclosure would expose the undercover operative and members of his 
family to the prospect of physical harm. The practitioner be reprimanded. 
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That was a recommendation — 

The practitioner pay the Applicant’s costs fixed in the sum of $3,000 to be paid to the Legal Practice Board … 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Those opposite would like to try to muddy the waters here. This is the Legal Practice Board 
that made a finding against the Attorney General, prior to him becoming Attorney General. As I said previously, 
the opposition was surprised when the Attorney General was appointed.  

I refer members to the Ministerial Code of Conduct. The development of this code was highlighted in the 1992 
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government, which stated — 

Criminal Law provides no more than the base level below which officials must not fall. It does not address 
the standards to which they should aspire, even if these, to some degree, always remain an ideal or counsel 
of perfection … 

Further along, the code states — 

Ministers have a high standing in the community and they should provide leadership by striving to perform 
their duties to the highest ethical standards. 

The inclusion of Ministers in the definition of “public officer” in section 1 of the Criminal Code ensures 
there is an overarching framework for scrutiny of ministerial conduct. 

They are to act with integrity in the performance of official duties and are to be scrupulous in the use of 
official information, equipment and facilities. 

I draw members’ attention back to the problem that has arisen here. First of all, the President of the Legislative Council 
has said that the Attorney General has misled the Parliament. Furthermore, it is clear, as in the assertion made by 
Paul Murray in The West Australian, that — 

How Quigley knows the intimate details of covert investigations by the CCC and the WA Police has not 
been explained. It should be. 

Nor has it been adequately explained whether it is appropriate for him to reveal and disclose matters that are 
subject to the investigation of our chief law agencies. If the CCC and Western Australia Police are conducting 
investigations to which the Attorney General is privy, he should not disclose aspects of those investigations, nor 
any matter under investigation or before the court, to this Parliament under the cover of parliamentary privilege. 
It is an abuse of parliamentary privilege, which is there to protect members and the constituency that we represent 
from the overarching arm of government. That is what it is there for. We assert that it is an imperative of this 
house, in the interests of the gold-standard transparency that the Premier promised to the electorate to get elected 
in March 2017, that the matters that have been raised by the opposition are referred by this chamber, unanimously, 
to the Procedure and Privileges Committee so that it can investigate whether the claims made by the President of 
the Legislative Council are in fact correct or whether the information provided to this house by the Attorney General 
is correct, whether there has been a breach of parliamentary privilege and whether there has been a breach of the 
Ministerial Code of Conduct. Those may well be matters for the privileges committee to investigate. As we have 
said, this Attorney General has form in his contempt of this Parliament in the past. We believe it is appropriate 
that the Procedure and Privileges Committee investigates these matters and clarifies who in fact is accurate. 
I also add that I was particularly unimpressed with the Attorney General’s assertion that — 

… it is sometimes very hard to tell the age of Asian girls—very hard …. 
I am sorry. I am a mother of a daughter. If young Asian girls are being abused and exploited by a paedophile ring, 
the Attorney General does not need to use the excuse that paedophiles use when they try to get off. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [3.51 pm]: First of all, I thank the Leader of the Opposition for 
referring to corrupt officer “Gary” Rowtcliff and the conspiracy run by two former assistant police commissioners, 
Shervill and Caporn, to use “Gary” Rowtcliff to corruptly convict Mallard of murder. I took on the system in 2002 
and whilst everyone was trying to keep me quiet, yes, I pressured, unsuccessfully, “Gary” Rowtcliff into coming 
forward and telling the truth. Unfortunately, we cannot pressure a corrupt copper into coming forward and telling 
the truth, but his corruption was exposed by the Corruption and Crime Commission investigation into the Mallard 
conviction, at the conclusion of which I received high praise from the acting commissioner who had been brought 
in from the eastern states to investigate the corrupt conviction of Mr Mallard for murder. I subsequently received 
a national award for my service to justice in that particular case by a national legal body. In this particular case, of 
course, as the member for Dawesville pointed out, it is not just a backbencher or a first-termer making a statement; 
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it is nonetheless the well-respected President of the Legislative Council, a long-time friend and colleague of mine 
and member of the state Labor Party Caucus with whom I do not cavil. I have listened to the member for Moore 
and the member for Dawesville. The Leader of the Opposition did not touch upon the guts of the motion so much 
as she tried to trowel me up with previous matters relating to Mallard, of which I am not boastful but, nonetheless, 
very proud. I spoke to reporters from the Four Corners program and two episodes of Australian Story ran on that 
particular incident. Here, there seems to be some misunderstandings by the member for Moore, who talked about 
the revelation of a police investigation during my speech, and likewise by the member for Dawesville, who said that 
I had revealed a police investigation during my speech. No-one actually pointed to the words that I said in Hansard. 
I said that a laptop was seized under warrant. Each of the opposition speakers who have spoken thus far have said 
that the CCC issued a warrant and seized the laptop. We can tick off as true that the laptop was indeed seized under 
a warrant. That is common ground. The warrant was issued by the CCC and that is common ground. I said that 
that led to a criminal investigation and, of course, the Corruption and Crime Commission, following the seizure of 
that laptop, did investigate and currently has an investigation running, although it has stalled at the moment because 
of the litigation in the Supreme Court brought by the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges of the other 
place. But it is not going to go away. It is building up like the big surf. The bombora is building. 
What was said that I have misled? There seems to be an assumption in the President’s statement—often these 
domestic disagreements happen with misplaced assumptions—that my speech was directed at the Western Australia 
police investigation. In fact, I have learnt more about the WA police investigation from the President’s statement 
than what I knew before. I know from the President’s statement that a protocol was arrived upon between the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges of the other place and the Commissioner of Police—I did not know 
this—by which the Commissioner of Police could examine the computer. As the Attorney General and minister 
responsible within whose basket of portfolios that the CCC sits, I can tell members that since November 2016, that was 
during the previous Parliament, right up until 14 May, I believe, the CCC has been trying to forge a protocol with the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges of the other place and discussions have been happening about what 
shape this protocol may take so that the CCC could examine what was on the computer. Whilst these negotiations for 
a protocol have been ongoing, something else happened; that is, the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission blocked the reappointment of Hon John McKechnie as the commissioner. Within days of it 
blocking the reappointment of Mr McKechnie, the negotiations for a protocol were terminated by the privileges 
committee. There is no protocol and there is no ongoing discussion for a protocol. It is absolutely disgraceful. 
When we turn to what was said in Parliament by me on that day, I said — 

A warrant was issued and a laptop was taken, and that led to a criminal investigation. 
I never mentioned the police. I never once mentioned WAPOL. I said there is a criminal investigation. That is 
what the CCC does, and it reports on criminal things. That is how all these officers from North Metropolitan Health 
Service ended up before the District Court the week before last and were punished—because the CCC conducted 
a criminal investigation into their conduct and passed it over to the Director of Public Prosecutions. If it were 
not for the hard and assiduous work of Hon John McKechnie, QC, all those roosters who have been ripping off 
North Metropolitan Health would still be at their game. It is the same with Mr Paul Whyte. The CCC conducted 
a criminal investigation that led to Mr Whyte being held in custody pending the finalisation of the matters against 
him. How did I mislead this chamber? The member for Moore said that I mentioned the Western Australia Police 
Force and released details of a police investigation. This is what I said — 

A warrant was issued — 
The member for Dawesville agrees with me that that is accurate — 

and a laptop was taken, and that led to a criminal investigation. I am not saying that a crime was committed 
… but there had to be an investigation about what was on the computer and whether it involved the sexual 
exploitation of minors overseas. That is still a current, ongoing inquiry, and a computer is locked away 
in Parliament somewhere with that evidence. That has not yet been examined in detail. 

I am speaking there — 
Mr R.S. Love: It has been examined in detail. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Sorry? 
Mr R.S. Love: You misled the Parliament; it has been examined. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I was speaking of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s investigation, member for Moore. 
Mr R.S. Love: You were talking about a criminal investigation. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Of course, I talk about a criminal investigation — 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member has had his turn; I am not going to enter into that debate now. 
They say that I have raised salacious matters. This is how serious it is, member for Moore. I am referring to the 
interim report “Misconduct Risks in Electorate Allowances for Members of Parliament”. In paragraph 297 of that 
report, the Corruption and Crime Commissioner, Hon John McKechnie, states — 

It appears that Mr Edman did not go to the Club as at about 8.00 pm he texted Mr Peacock stating 
‘Alicia says hi’ and then five minutes later ‘did you know that Japanese girls are good at doggy style?’. 
Accompanying that message was an image of a Japanese girl and a male having sex. Also sent to 
Mr Peacock at the same time was an image of Mr Edman and a girl — 

It was not a woman but a girl — 
sitting in a bar. Mr Edman is waving at the camera. — 

This was the Liberal member for the South Metropolitan Region in the Legislative Council — 
A few minutes later he sent an image of a liquor glass and states ‘knocking back a 3k cognac’. Mr Peacock 
responds half an hour later with ‘see you morning.’ 

Paragraph 298 states — 
Late in the evening of 10 June 2015, Mr Peacock and Mr Edman entered into a chat which commenced 
with Mr Edman starting at 10.00 pm ‘Alicia say hi again’. He then continues with — 

This is Mr Edman — 
‘Might stay another year. Alicia is winning my heart mate mmmm.’ Mr Edman ends the chat by sending an 
image of himself and Alicia. From the analysis of records held by the Commission, including photographic 
evidence, it is understood that Alicia is a person that Mr Edman met and spent time with during his trip 
to Japan in 2015. 

That is five years ago. 
Let us have a look at this situation again. I know Hon Kate Doust, President of the Legislative Council, well. As 
I said, there has been an assumption here that I was referring in detail to some police investigation. Let us just see 
what members of the Liberal Party thought about this inquiry into the exploitation of young women in Japan 
funded by the taxpayers of Western Australia. I turn to paragraph 394 of the same report. The former member on 
16 August 2019 is intercepted saying — 

but I just wanted to send a warning to (name redacted) — 
It is obviously someone in the Liberal Party, Leader of the Opposition. I wonder whether the Leader of the 
Opposition has made inquiries into who this person is — 

that they have got the MP, my MP computer…which stores everything, its got everything, all the emails 
between all of us, Black Hand Gang dinners, its got the video… 

Paragraph 395 states — 
In reference to the President of the Legislative Council, during the course of a telephone call to a former 
member on 4 September 2019: 

that’s good she’s got the laptop. I think once she gets the laptop she should probably chuck it 
in the Swan River is probably what she should be doing … 

I know Hon Kate Doust, and she is an honourable woman, and no matter how much the Liberal Party urge her to 
chuck the computer in the Swan River, she will not be doing so. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: Rubbish! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Does the member think that it is rubbish — 
Mr A. Krsticevic: Throwing it in the Swan River—that is rubbish. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This was an intercepted telephone — 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Sorry; I do not want to take the interjection. 
I repeat: this was an intercepted telephone call. The words spoken by Mr Phil Edman — 

that’s good she’s got the laptop. I think once she gets the laptop she should probably chuck it in the 
Swan River is probably what she should be doing … 
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Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition would like to take particular note of paragraph 396, which states — 
To a former member on 5 September 2019 he said: 
… I need you to ring … 

The commissioner redacted the name. No-one in this chamber knows, but the Leader of the Opposition can make 
inquiries in the Liberal party room and protect the public from what is going on here. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The Attorney General’s comment “make inquiries in the party room”, I suggest, casts 
aspersions on members of Parliament and I ask him to withdraw. 
The SPEAKER: I think he is reading from the report. He is not talking about anyone in particular. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Mr Edman went on, on 5 September — 

… I need you to ring (name redacted) and explain this to him...even though they’ve managed to get the 
computer back from the triple C there’s a, there’s a back-up drive…Cause the back-up drive has still 
got all the videos and all the other fun-loving stuff on there as well. 

Whoa! He goes on. He was intercepted. Paragraph 397 states — 
To a businessman on 5 September 2019: 
And there’s enough stuff on that fucken computer to bury fucken a lot of people and ruin their political 
careers forever…There’s videos and pictures and lots of … little collections that I’ve got on there. 

There has not been a detailed inquiry into this by the CCC. This is a criminal investigation by the CCC to which 
I averred in my speech. But they got rid of the purpose of that speech on that occasion; they got rid of the head of 
the CCC by blocking his reappointment so that he could not get to have a look at the “videos” and the “lots of … little 
collections that I’ve got on there.” 
Paragraph 398 states — 

Mr Edman went out of his way to make sure a member of the Legislative Council who had travelled with 
him had information about the Commission investigation: 

Talk about contempt of Parliament. Talk about contempt of the CCC legislation. Here it is; we have it intercepted. 
Then—this is really disturbing—paragraph 371 of Mr McKechnie’s report states — 

Despite non-disclosure notations in place, Mr Edman proceeded to inform and warn many interested 
parties of the progress of the investigation, — 

The Leader of the Opposition has left the chamber. 
Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Attorney General, if someone leaves the chamber — 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I take that back. I know that this will be reported anyway. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That paragraphs states — 

Despite non-disclosure notations in place, Mr Edman proceeded to inform and warn many interested parties of 
the progress of the investigation, including a member of the Legislative Council’s … Privileges Committee. 

Mr Edman has his “black hand” right into the privileges committee. If members want to talk about contempt and 
improper conduct, I tell you what: he was not intoning someone to ring Hon Kate Doust. She is a friend and she is 
an honourable woman; she would have no part of this. Who was this member of the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges who Mr Edman felt so comfortable with that he could ring to assist him in covering up 
his video of the fun times with the girls—not the women—in Japan? 
This motion, of course—I will just return to the motion now—says that in his second reading reply on the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020 he made false and misleading statements. Not one of 
the three speakers here has detailed one of the false and misleading statements. Not one of them has particularised 
what I have said that is false or what I have said that is misleading—not one! They just said, “In the other place, 
Hon Kate Doust said he made false and misleading statements because the computer is being examined by the police.” 
Well, she said a lot about that. I did not know. That is good. But she has made an assumption. I can always remember 
one of the great jurists of the city, the late Sir Francis Burt, who went on to become a Governor and was a Lancaster 
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bomber pilot who flew many missions in the war. I remember him as Chief Justice looking down from the bench 
and saying, “Mr Quigley, at law, never make an assumption. Never make an assumption.” Of course, that is what has 
happened here. The President has made, unfortunately, an assumption that I was speaking in detail about a police 
investigation, which I was not. The Corruption and Crime Commission is going to continue this inquiry sooner or 
later. Sooner or later, I am confident that Mr McKechnie—I still harbour confidence and my heart is paused—will 
go back into the CCC and we will all be beating vibrantly again. 
As for the notion that I have revealed a covert police inquiry, that is impossible. That is impossible because the 
President herself said, on 22 December, and I quote — 

The Committee has in fact been co-operating with the Western Australia Police Force … from the date it 
became aware of a related police investigation on 27 September 2019. 

It was the President herself, back on 27 September 2019, who revealed the covert police investigation—not me. 
There was a report in The West Australian written by a Mr Peter Law with the headline, “Cops probe MPs laptop”. 
The opening paragraph reads — 

WA Police have been reviewing the contents of disgraced former Liberal MP Phil Edman’s lap-tops and 
hard drives for the past 10 weeks, Legislative Council president Kate Doust has revealed. 

As for paragraph 2, whether the Attorney General revealed a covert police investigation in the course of his speech, that 
falls away to nothing. How could I reveal a covert police investigation? It was published in The West Australian. That 
is hardly covert! I will just return, in closing, to this contribution; that is, despite the notations in place, Mr Edman 
proceeded to warn interested parties of the progress of the investigation, including a member of the Legislative Council’s 
privileges committee. There is a very serious matter that requires investigation by the privileges committee. 
I do not stand here relying on Labor colleagues to vote me not guilty. I know that in his heart the member for Dawesville 
has already acquitted me. I know that, but they all have to vote and we have to have a kangaroo sort of vote here. 
I understand. I will not hold it against you, member for Dawesville. I know that you have been put up to this motion, but 
when you look at the facts, there is not one of you who has said, “That part of your speech is incorrect or misleading.” 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [4.14 pm]: It is clear that the government will not be supporting 
the motion moved by the opposition. I cannot explain any better than the Attorney General just did what has occurred 
here, but I want to make a few points. 
Firstly, the thing about the Attorney General is that he is a crusader. He is a crusader for justice and he is courageous. 
The things he does are sometimes a little bit unorthodox, but he gets results. I just want to give members a couple of 
quick examples. Before the upper house today we have the fines default legislation, which will ensure that people 
do not go to prison who should not be in prison. This is particularly relevant to keeping Aboriginal people out of 
prison and ensuring that we have other ways of dealing with fines. It has not been done before in Western Australia. 
The Attorney General went through the entire consultation process, came up with this regime and it is now before 
the upper house. Shortly, and hopefully, it is going to become law this week so we can deal with this fundamental 
issue of justice and the over-incarceration of Aboriginal people in Western Australia. 
Secondly, and I note that the Leader of the Opposition attacked him for this, there is the Mallard affair. He used 
unorthodox methods 10 years or so ago in relation to the Mallard affair. Do you know what, Mr Speaker? He was 
proven absolutely correct. That is the thing that some members of the Liberal Party do not seem to get. He was part 
of a movement, which included Malcolm McCusker, a former Governor of Western Australia, that got an innocent 
man, who had been convicted of murder, out of prison. He was completely and utterly innocent, as we know—utterly 
innocent. We know that someone else committed that murder. Mr Mallard was in prison because of a miscarriage 
of justice. What did the now Attorney General do? He played a fundamental role in getting him out of prison. What 
happens is the opposition comes in here and holds that against him constantly. The Leader of the Opposition did it! 
She attacked him for getting an innocent man, who was convicted of murder, out of prison. Anyone who followed 
the Mallard affair would have to know that that is a badge of honour. The Attorney General deserves a medal for 
what he did there, against many naysayers—against people who did not follow the case too well and just assumed 
that the police and the courts had done the right thing. It turns out that it had not transpired that way, and he got him 
out of prison. The opposition abuses him for it. It is shocking. The thing about the Leader of the Opposition is that 
she probably does not even know the history of that. Go and read about it! As the Attorney General said, it was on 
Australian Story—it might have been Four Corners—and it was lauded nationally. Books have been written about 
it. Malcolm McCusker was part of it—the Malcolm McCusker, eminent QC and famous Western Australian, was 
part of what the Attorney General assisted in doing. 
Thirdly, in relation to this matter, the motion by the opposition misses the point. You are trying to attack the 
Attorney General to cover up your own failures—cover up your own actions. The CCC report of last year—it came 
down in November or December last year—was damning. It was absolutely damning and a shocking indictment. 
It did not indict the Attorney General. It did not attack the Attorney General. It did not attack any Labor MPs. It 
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attacked Liberal Party MPs. When you express displeasure at what he had to say in revealing some of the contents 
of the report, you tut-tut and say that it is shocking that he is saying this. It is in the report! The report is quoting 
Mr Edman, a former Liberal MP. When the Attorney General says those words, he is quoting the CCC report and 
the words of a former Liberal MP. I was going to use this, but the Attorney General went through it at some length, 
but if we go to pages 390 to 403, the substance is that the CCC has extraordinary powers and what did it do? It 
tapped Mr Edman’s phone. After it executed a search warrant on Mr Edman and he knew what was going on, what 
did he do? He had a range of communications with current Liberal MPs to warn them about what was going on. 
That is what he did. It is there in black and white. He actually put into his communications with those current 
Liberal MPs what was on the computer, and what was on the computer is very disturbing. He warned them about 
that. What did Liberal members come into this place and do? They attacked the Attorney General when the reality 
is that the Liberal Party had people in its ranks who were part of this conspiracy. Members of the Liberal Party 
think the Attorney General committed some offence. We only have to read his speech from 28 May. He did no 
such thing, as Liberal Party members allege. The Attorney General stated — 

That is still a current, ongoing inquiry, and a computer is locked away in Parliament somewhere with that 
evidence. That has not yet been examined in detail. 

The Liberal Party’s allegations do not hold water. The real story is what the CCC report brought down. I will not 
go through it at length but there was a grand conspiracy amongst Liberal Party MPs to cover up a corruption inquiry 
and cover up what has gone on. The conspiracy continues because they continue to block the reappointment of 
Mr McKechnie, the chief investigator in this case. It is shocking. If we were in Victoria, I imagine that it would 
be the subject of a royal commission. That is what would be going on here. If we were in Victoria, no doubt what 
is going on here would be a national story. I sometimes find that Western Australia is a long way away when it 
comes to the interstate press, and they do not notice these things. If this had been going on with Victorian upper house 
Liberal Party members, it would be a national story. What Liberal Party members have done should be a national 
story. This cover-up has gone on for long enough. The failure to reappoint Mr McKechnie is a continuation of this 
cover-up by the Liberal Party. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (18) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr J.E. McGrath Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Ms L. Mettam Mr P.J. Rundle 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr S.K. L’Estrange Dr M.D. Nahan Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr R.S. Love Mr D.C. Nalder  
Dr D.J. Honey Mr W.R. Marmion Mr K.M. O’Donnell  
 

Noes (31) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr S.J. Price Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr D.T. Punch Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr R.R. Whitby 
Mr M.J. Folkard Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs M.H. Roberts Ms S.E. Winton 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr K.J.J. Michel Ms C.M. Rowe Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr T.J. Healy Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Mr M. Hughes Mr P. Papalia Ms J.J. Shaw  

            
Pair 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr P.C. Tinley 

Question thus negatived. 
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