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ATTORNEY GENERAL — PERFORMANCE 
Motion 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1.09 pm]: I move — 
That this house — 
(a) notes the false and misleading claims of the Attorney General on 28 May 2020; 
(b) notes his repeated failure to provide full, frank and reliable information to the Parliament; 
(c) expresses its concern about the suitability of the member for Butler to continue as Western Australia’s 

first law officer; and 
(d) acquaints the Legislative Assembly accordingly. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I indicate from the chair that, given the serious nature of this motion, I expect it to 
be conducted in temperate terms and without unruly interjection. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It may surprise members to know that I do not take any pleasure in moving this motion, 
because if I am correct and it is made out, our parliamentary system is in some serious peril. I will make some general 
comments to start with about the position of Attorney General and our system of parliamentary government. It is 
a unique position that requires that the relevant minister is not only a politician and a representative of a political 
party, but also the principal law officer of the state and hence an adviser to the government of the day. He commands 
the support of the legal machinery of the state and can marshal that support to either protect the state’s interests or 
prosecute the state’s interests. I stress that those interests should always be the state’s interests, not the political 
interests of the party in power at the expense of its citizens or its institutions. In that regard, the Attorney General 
is the government’s conscience with respect to the institutions that underlie our system of government in this state—
not only the executive and the courts, but also the Parliament—and must ensure that a balance is kept between the 
interests of all three of those parties and advise the state accordingly. The state is always meant to be a model litigant 
and to act ethically; hence there is an obligation and expectation on the Attorney General of the day to act ethically 
and as a model litigant. He has the responsibility of upholding the rule of law and seeing that it is observed and of 
ensuring that the state does not act arbitrarily and that its considerable power is not misapplied just to achieve 
a political end. Likewise, those who represent previously the Crown and now the state act on behalf of, and have 
a responsibility to, those institutions. Members will be aware of the common phrase that prosecutors are ministers 
of the Crown, or ministers of the state. They are ministers of justice themselves because they bear the obligation 
like their Attorney General, who is their boss, to behave properly. 
And so we turn to the problems that have been identified by this house and its members and by members of the other 
place, I should venture to add, about the current incumbent and his looseness with the truth and his preparedness 
to say anything that obtains a headline or makes him look good. Whether he is deliberately loose with the truth, 
negligently loose with the truth or, in fact, deliberately telling falsehoods, I do not need to venture into, but he certainly 
fails to abide by the standard of care and the temperate comments that are necessary for someone occupying that 
office. He makes unsubstantiated allegations and he is negligent in the least, if not deliberately untruthful. He will 
make allegations against the character and the integrity of others. He will do or say whatever it is that appears to suit 
his political purpose, and he will avoid responsibility for his comments and actions. I am not simply making these 
allegations as an opinion, because I will provide some of the evidence that members in this place may already be 
familiar with but need to be reminded of. At the moment it is particularly important given that we are engaged, as 
a house of this Parliament, in a contest with the executive over the limits, the metes and bounds, of the executive’s 
ability to infringe upon parliamentary privilege. One would expect a respectful relationship between not only this 
Parliament and that first law officer, but also from that first law officer to this Parliament, and for him to abide by 
the need to be scrupulously careful with his comments and observations, but that has been seriously lacking. 

I will mention that this is not simply something that has occurred recently. I could go back over the last several years 
and the many comments that he made while shadow Attorney General when in opposition. It is not as though the 
government did not know what it bought as an Attorney General. It knows the sort of character that he is and yet 
it has diminished itself by allowing him to continue this sort of behaviour. I will give two examples. One involved 
his allegations, some years ago when he was shadow Attorney General, as a result of some graffiti on the side of 
his boat on his property with words to the effect “child molester John Quigley”. “Quigley” was misspelt, but never 
mind. He pumped that up to the media and in Parliament alleging that it was corrupt police officers who had done 
it. He said that in Parliament and he said that to the media. About a year later he had to apologise, but he got his 
headline and he attracted attention to himself. Plainly, he did not have the slightest scrap of evidence to support it 
when he maligned police officers in that generic fashion. He had to be dressed down by his own leaders at the time 
and told to rein it in, to behave himself and to be more careful, yet he is now Attorney General. Well, there we go. 
So, that was the sort of person we were dealing with way back then. 
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My other example is rather more amusing, but he put it up and some members may have forgotten about it. During 
the Barnett years, the Attorney General, who was in opposition at the time, made a great flourish on the radio by 
saying that the then Premier Colin Barnett had spoken to him in the members’ bar of this Parliament and said that if 
John Quigley were to defect from the Labor Party and join the Liberal Party, Colin Barnett would find a place for 
him in cabinet. He went on radio spruiking that story. I think it was John McGlue from ABC radio who had him on, 
and he asked Mr Quigley whether Colin Barnett was joking. He said no, definitely not, and insisted that he was 
serious about it. Apart from being completely unlikely, the obvious question was: what did Mark McGowan, his 
leader, think about all that? Our now Attorney General said that he had not told him. When Mr Quigley was asked 
why not, he said that there are people in the Labor Party who do not trust him. I am not surprised! 
Lastly, we get to the material that we are dealing with involving this Parliament and the important contest between 
the Corruption and Crime Commission and the privileges of this Parliament. The sort of behaviour that we have 
seen until now has nevertheless been endorsed by this government. It knew what a volatile character it was taking 
on and that he was unlikely to be restrained or have a measured judgement. Apparently, he is the best that the 
Labor Party can do. Never mind about the other lawyers in the Labor Party; Hon John Quigley is the best that it 
can do as an Attorney General. But that sort of behaviour, making allegations and false stories in order to attract 
attention to himself—it is replete; I could cite many other examples—is evidence of a significant defect in his 
judgement, at the very least, and of his unreliability. We have had, for example, some comments on the High Risk 
Offenders Bill recently. I will not go through all of them, but in the course of a debate in the other place he attacked 
this place. He claimed at one stage that there was a lot of pointless debate about the title of the bill and that the 
government eventually agreed with it just to get on with the debate. Either that is deliberately false or negligently 
so, but every member of this place knows that the government did not agree to anything of the sort.  
In fact, it went to a vote on every occasion. The Attorney General said that this did not matter much to the government, 
but that is belied by its actions. There is an eight-letter word to describe this sort of thing. It starts and ends with 
the letter “D”, and it has two syllables. It is unfortunate that we have an Attorney General who carries that label. 

I turn to the comments made by the Attorney General on 28 May. It is unprecedented that the President of this place 
had to move to correct the Attorney General of the day. On 22 December 2019, the President of the Legislative Council 
made the following statement, on behalf of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges — 

The Privileges Committee rejects the Attorney General’s insinuation reported in Saturday’s West Australian 
… that the Clerk of the Legislative Council became aware of a back-up drive due to a ‘tip off’ by 
Phillip Edman to MLCs. This insinuation is false and mischievous. 

Other things were said about the investigation then being carried out by the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
and also the Western Australian police. On 28 May, the Attorney General had made the allegation in the other 
place, in support of his position on the matter, that — 

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 was the first anyone had heard about that. The Attorney General went on to say — 

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 President of this place—because this was done for political advantage—was then moved to correct those 
comments. The Attorney General, instead of an apology, started to defend and deny it. He did not have the dignity 
to say, “Yes, I shot my mouth off. I did say a few things that were not quite correct, and I did reveal the content of 
an investigation that was being carried out, and I was not quite right about whether the Legislative Council had 
allowed access to that material”. That matter was then closed off by the government, on a vote of all the Labor Party 
members in the other place, just to investigate the issue, mind you, and see whether there was any substance to the 
Attorney General’s defence. That is the standard of this government. That is the standard of a government that is 
asking us repeatedly to deal with urgent material on its word. 

That is not the first time the Attorney General has made false and misleading statements. I draw attention to 
a couple of matters that are particularly pertinent to the sorts of things the house is currently dealing with, and that 
demonstrate the lack of frankness, truthfulness and reliability in the Attorney General’s answers. That is either 
because he is grossly negligent with the truth or has forgotten what the meaning of the word is, or is simply being 
deliberately clever and false.  
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On 11 June 2020, I asked the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General a question without notice 
about a letter dated 7 April that had been sent by the Premier to the Leader of the Opposition about the appointment 
of the commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission. The Premier said in that letter — 

We have been supplied with a list of the ongoing and emerging operational activities of the Commission 
which would be interrupted by a change of Commissioner at this time, or by the absence of any 
Commissioner (with an acting Commissioner stepping into the role). 

That does not seem to have caused a problem, because unless the government gets its own way, or the Premier gets 
his own political appointee—the person he has chosen—the government is prepared to leave that position vacant with 
only an acting commissioner until sometime into the future, such as after the next election. The Attorney General 
has said, in his usual temperate tone, that people will vote for the Liberals if they are in favour of corruption. 
I asked, in part (2) of that question — 

When and from whom did he obtain access to it and for what purpose? 

The answer was that it was provided by the chief executive officer of the commission, under powers in that act. 
That was said to be relevant to the appointment in some fashion. 

On 16 June, I probed that further and asked, in part (1) of the question — 

Did the Attorney General request the list; and, if so, when, from whom, and what was the reason he gave 
for seeking it? 

The answer was that I should refer to the previous answer. The Attorney General cannot, or will not, provide that 
information. 

On 17 June, I had to go about it again. I asked, in part (1) of the question — 

Did the Attorney General request the list from the commissioner, and what reason did he give for seeking it? 

The answer was — 

Please refer to the answer to question without notice 570. 

What is the problem? I can speculate, or draw an inference, I should say. If the commissioner himself had volunteered, 
as part of his job application, a list of ongoing and emerging operational activities, that would not fall within the 
scope of the exemptions and permissions under that act. It is not for that public sort of purpose. That is a personal 
purpose. If, on the other hand, the Attorney General had asked for it, to know what was going on and what the 
commissioner was up to, and who he was looking into and who he would not be looking into, then of course we 
can see the relevance of the government’s concern that a new commissioner might abandon a few of those things, 
or might look at a few other things that the current commissioner has given comfort that he is not prepared to look 
at. The Attorney General will not tell us. 

I refer to an earlier incident involving a letter dated 28 August 2019, which appears in appendix 3 of the fifty-sixth report 
of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. That was a letter from the Clerk of this chamber to the 
State Solicitor, in the course of the litigation that is currently being conducted. On 18 September 2019, I asked — 

(1) Has the Attorney General or anyone in his office provided copies of correspondence from the 
President of the house to any member of the media? 

(2) If so, who did so, to whom were they provided, when and for what purpose? 
The answer was — 

(1)–(2) The Attorney General is not aware of, or privy to, correspondence from the President of the 
house to any member of the media. 

That was a very clever and tricky answer—to misread the question as meaning any correspondence from the 
President to the media. I had to ask the question again on 19 September 2019. I asked, in part (1) of the question — 

Has the Attorney General provided to any member of the media a copy of correspondence from the President 
or the Clerk of the house pertaining to those matters? 

The answer was — 
The Attorney General has not provided any correspondence to the media that has not been tabled in a report 
from the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

That was very carefully worded to not tell the story. Why not? It was in the hope that people will give up. 
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On 24 September, I asked the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General another question to follow 
up on that. In that question, I asked the Attorney General to identify whether correspondence had been passed to 
the media. Once again, the Attorney General avoided the issue. The answer was — 

As the Attorney General has already informed the house, he has not provided any correspondence to the 
media that has not been tabled in a report from the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

The answer then talks about an invitation. The answer continues — 
The Attorney General believes it is important to keep the public informed via the media of matters of 
significant public interest. 

That is very selective. It also serves a political interest, because the Attorney General likes to fight his cases in the arena 
of public opinion and through the newspapers, rather than in court like a model litigant. If the State Solicitor’s Office 
had done this sort of nonsense, the State Solicitor would lose his job. Yet the exemplar, the man who sets the standards 
in litigation, is saying to the community, “You sue the state, and if I think it is a good idea in the public interest, I will 
reveal correspondence that comes to me as Attorney General to keep me informed, and I will give it to the media—not 
publish it in a media statement, but leak it to a journalist of my choice.” I asked again on 25 September — 

Has the Attorney General provided to any member of the media a copy of correspondence passing between 
the President or the Clerk of the house and the State Solicitor’s Office pertaining to those matters? 

I was referring to those matters that were of concern in the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges 
reports. Once again, there was a like response. Again, on 26 September, I asked a more pointed question. The 
Leader of the House answered — 

The Attorney General showed a reporter from The West Australian a letter from the Clerk of the house 
dated 28 August 2019, and not marked confidential … 

As if that matters, because it was important to show what was going on. I had to go through this on 16 September 
and 26 September as well. It was only on 17 October when Mr Peter Katsambanis in the other place asked the 
question that the Attorney General revealed the facts. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [1.30 pm]: Mr Deputy President — 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Folks, about a thousand years, the way it is going. 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I do hope that Hansard recorded that. The Leader of the Opposition’s loyalty is beautiful. 
I respect it. 
Hon Peter Collier: You said that about Morrison, too. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: That is true, and I was wrong. Anyway, we will see. Hansard, I hope you got that exchange. 
The government will not be supporting this motion, unsurprisingly. Obviously wrongly, I had anticipated, when 
the honourable member who moved the motion made the comments in his opening remarks that if the case is made 
out—I wrote down what he said—the house will take certain action, that he would make that case. I was waiting 
for the case to be made out, but I did not hear it. 
I will take each of the limbs of the motion before us separately. In the first instance, the house is asked to note the 
false and misleading claims of the Attorney General on 28 May 2020. The words “false and misleading claims” 
were the subject of a statement by the President in this place on 10 June. On that same day, the Attorney General 
issued a statement to the media in response to that. I will go to that in a minute. It certainly has not been made out 
that he made false and misleading claims on that day. We assume that he was possibly referring to an issue of where 
a computer may or may not have been. I will go to the detail of that in a minute. 
The second limb of the motion asks that the house — 

notes his — 
Meaning the Attorney General — 

repeated failure to provide full, frank and reliable information to the Parliament; 
Information provided to the Parliament by government in parliamentary questions and the like is constantly and 
consistently a matter of contention by oppositions. I remember the current President made this point and the previous 
President, Hon Barry House, made it on numerous occasions to me because I was Leader of the Opposition at the 
time: you may not like the answer but that is the answer. There is nothing new with an opposition taking issue with 
the answers that it gets in Parliament. It is stock in trade for being in opposition. There is nothing new about that. 
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The third limb of the motion is the one that probably is most predictable from the honourable member, but, equally, 
I think the most self-indulgent, if I can use that word, about the motion. I do think it goes to the personal animosity 
between the mover of the motion and the Attorney General. The issues that have been referred to by the mover of 
the motion in speaking to his motion today have been ventilated by this member time and again in bills, motions, 
parliamentary questions and members’ statements. The house is aware that the honourable member has a view that 
the Attorney General is not a suitable person to hold that position, because he has made that point time and time and 
time and time again. I will enter into a debate about whether the answer to question X was accurate or appropriate. 
That is Hon Michael Mischin’s standard stock in trade. I do not mind having that debate. The motion that the house 
is asked to consider, whether a member of the other place is suitable to hold the position of Attorney General, I honestly 
think is self-indulgent. It is a personal view of the mover of the motion. I think it demeans us all to debate that. 
Not everybody in this chamber today was in the chamber when the last Parliament was formed. Some members were. 
Some will remember Hon Helen Morton, who held a range of ministerial portfolios on behalf of the government 
of the day, including finance and budget. I reckon not a week, sometimes not even a day, went past when she did 
not in her answers in some way seek to demean or personally belittle the person asking the question. In particular, 
members would remember Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. My good friend Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is a well-armed person. 
She felt no pain and took no prisoners. Everything that Hon Helen Morton said to her bounced off her back and she 
took no notice of it. The proposition that in determining whether someone likes the question being asked—or that 
they do not like the answer that is being given or they think it is false or they think it is misleading—they should turn 
that into a personal attack, which is what she did, I will have a debate about. But the proposition that we should ask 
the house to vote on the suitability of the member for Butler to hold the position of Attorney General is self-indulgent. 
We can have a debate about the facts but Hon Michael Mischin has not made out his case. He said he was going 
to. I am waiting. He should make out the case. He has not made it out; he has repeated things that he has said time 
and again, and which the Attorney General has responded to publicly. He has not made his case at all. 
I return to paragraph (a), which states — 

notes the false and misleading claims of the Attorney General on 28 May 2020; 
Let us put that date to one side and deal with the “false and misleading claims”. The honourable member did not 
spell out what he deemed those false and misleading claims to be. Equally, it is not unusual for members of the 
opposition to claim that somebody providing information to the house or by way of an answer to a parliamentary 
question is misleading. I personally feel some days that Hon Nick Goiran says that about me every single day. I am 
sure he does not, but on some days, I wonder whether it will be a day when he does not accuse me of misleading 
the house. It feels like every time he stands up, he has to say something about my capacity to lead or my capacity 
to provide him with information that he does not like and therefore he claims is misleading. That is par for the 
course, but the member has to make his case. He has not made his case. 
Regarding the propositions that were ventilated about 28 May, I assume from Hon Michael Mischin’s comments 
that he is talking about the statement made by the President. On that day, the Attorney General issued a statement, 
which I will refer to. It stated — 

I refer to the comments of the Chair of the Legislative Council’s Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges made earlier today. 
The Chair stated that I had misled the parliament and disclosed a covert police investigation. 
That is simply not correct. 
The Chair herself revealed the existence of a police investigation in a media statement on December 22 
last year. 

That is 2019 — 
I refer the Chair and the public to the transcript of my remarks in parliament. 
I stated that during a Corruption and Crime Commission investigation, “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 
… 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.”  
It is very clear that the evidence which had not been examined in detail related to the current, ongoing 
inquiry: that is, the CCC inquiry. 
The laptop has at all times been upon the premises of Parliament. The CCC was clearly unable to carry on 
any further inquiry in relation to the laptop. That is because it was held by the Chair and her committee. 
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As a result, I was absolutely correct to say in parliament: “This inquiry is ongoing, and in his interim 
report—a warning at the end of the report said that this is an interim report—the commissioner said that 
Operation Betelgeuse is ongoing.” The inquiry to which I was referring was the inquiry of the CCC. That 
is obvious from my reference to the interim report of the now-former Commissioner, John McKechnie QC, 
and my reference to Operation Betelgeuse. There was no interim report from the Police Commissioner 
and no police operation called Betelgeuse, as far as I know. 
The Chair stated today that the laptop was examined by the WA Police in accordance with a protocol. 
I call on the Chair and her committee to immediately allow the CCC to examine the laptop and hard-drive 
under a protocol. 

That was the response to the allegations that were made, which is what I presume the honourable member, the 
mover of this motion, is putting forward. I have heard no evidence from the member that provides me with any 
new information that I can respond to on whether those were false and misleading claims There is no response to 
that. There is no new information or new evidence. No silver bullet has been produced in the debate so far to lead 
me to think that, in fact, the honourable member has demonstrated at all that claims made by the Attorney General 
on 28 May 2020 were false and misleading—none. The notion is that we should support paragraph (b) of the 
motion, which goes to the proposition of the Attorney General’s “repeated failure to provide full, frank and reliable 
information to the Parliament”, but that has not been demonstrated to be the case either. There is nothing new. The 
honourable member has not demonstrated how the answer the Attorney General gave is wrong. He has not produced 
a document that demonstrates it is wrong. He has not tabled a document to the house that shows that the information 
the Attorney General provided is wrong. There is none of that. The honourable member does not like the answers; 
I get it. He thinks they are clever; I get it. I heard the member say that, but no evidence has been presented to the 
house, no documents tabled and no silver bullet that says, “Here is where you are wrong”. Nothing! It takes us 
back to the third limb of this motion. What is this about? It is about personal animosity and it is self-indulgent, 
members. With all the things that are going on in Western Australia right now, this motion is self-indulgent and 
the government does not support it. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.42 pm]: I stand to support the 
motion, both personally and on behalf of the Liberal Party. I do so taking note of particularly paragraphs (a) and (c) 
of the motion, which state that this house — 

notes the false and misleading claims of the Attorney General on 28 May 2020; 
And — 

expresses its concern about the suitability of the member for Butler to continue as Western Australia’s 
first law officer; 

I say that with no personal animosity whatsoever towards the Attorney General. I have no problem with the 
Attorney General—I get on well with him—but there is one particular area of his behaviour that has incensed 
me over the last 12 months in particular, and that is in regard to the reappointment of John McKechnie as head of 
the CCC. The intemperate comments that the Attorney General has made on that issue alone render his position 
questionable at least. The false and misleading comments that he continually makes about the reappointment of 
John McKechnie are absolutely appalling. 
As I said, I do not have a problem at all with John Quigley. He has had a few problems with me in the past, but I have 
never had an issue with him. I certainly do not have any problems with John McKechnie. But I do have a problem, 
as I said, with the reappointment process and the comments that have been made. The process of the appointment 
and reappointment of the head of the CCC is quite clear. It was outlined in 2003 by Hon Jim McGinty of the previous 
Labor government. Of course, part of that process is the established Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption 
and Crime Commission. This process of Parliament must give the appointment or reappointment bipartisan support 
and also majority support to ensure that this position, the integrity of which is sacrosanct to our community, is 
adhered to. That is why we agreed to it, and it has been agreed to by every other government. That process was 
tested earlier this year, when John McKechnie’s appointment was up and he was due for reappointment. The 
joint standing committee could not agree on the reappointment of Mr McKechnie. What happened after that was 
just extraordinary—it was like a bar-room rumble. It was unbelievable. The Attorney General and Premier of 
Western Australia, in the most unedifying fashion one could imagine, were virtually screeching, stamping their 
feet and spitting the chewie because they could not get their own way. The reappointment of John McKechnie 
could not be agreed to by the joint standing committee. Well, hell hath no fury; we could not believe it. They made 
this issue absolutely political. We, on this side of the chamber—the Liberals in particular, but, by design, everyone 
else—were called corrupt and terrorists. These words were uttered by the Premier and the Attorney General: that we 
were hiding corruption and protecting our mates. That is what we are doing! They had no respect for the joint standing 
committee; it was those terrible Liberals. The Premier and the Attorney General could not face the cameras for 
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months on end without talking about those terrible Liberals who were protecting their former mates in the upper 
house. What an absolute disgrace. This was the first law officer, the Attorney General of Western Australia, who 
was making these comments. That is why I take offence. 

Mr Deputy President, the accusations constantly and relentlessly made by the Attorney General and the Premier 
are manifestly wrong on all fronts. I speak on behalf of all members on the non-government benches and, I know 
for a fact, some members on the government benches as well, who are not at all impressed and are in fact disgusted 
with the comments of the Attorney General and the Premier. We were called terrorists. Osama bin Laden was 
a terrorist. The murderous members of the Palestine Liberation Organisation, who in 1972 slaughtered Jewish athletes 
in Munich, were terrorists. The white supremacist, who in 2019 killed 51 Muslims while they were praying in 
Christchurch, is a terrorist. How dare he label us as terrorists! How flippant to just pass off that comment that 
we are terrorists because we somehow corruptly manufactured the system so that John McKechnie could not get 
reappointed. What an appalling thing to say. 

It is not about protecting our mates. I can assure members that they have picked the wrong bloke. I most definitely 
would never support anyone who was corrupt, regardless of whether they were former Liberal members, former 
Labor members or whatever they might be. That is 100 per cent wrong on both fronts. We are protecting a little 
thing called the Parliament. It has survived for 800 years since the Magna Carta. We are supporting the integrity 
of the Parliament. What a terrible thing to do; those terrible heinous creatures on the non-government benches! Is 
it not shocking, guys, that we are protecting the integrity of the Parliament, because that is what we were doing. It 
had nothing whatsoever to do with protecting so-called former mates. That does not happen. I have never spoken 
with them and never will engage with them about any of these issues that were forthcoming in the CCC report. 

Anyway, the tirade continued on the part of the Premier and the Attorney General. Do members know what they did 
then? They picked up the chewie and said, “Well, we’ll wedge these Libs. We’ll introduce a bill, the John McKechnie 
bill.” They put John McKechnie’s name in a bill to try to have him reappointed. We are not going to follow the 
process that has been agreed to by previous Parliaments; we are going to have the John McKechnie bill. Good luck 
with that one. The Libs, again, copped it because we would not support it. Neither would anyone else, I might 
add. But somehow you guys on the crossbench and the Greens missed out on it. We copped it yet again. This is 
one example. I will read from WAtoday, dated 14 April. It states — 

The state government has accused opposition MPs of attempting to stymie a corruption inquiry by failing 
to support the reappointment of Corruption and Crime Commission boss John McKechnie. 

Premier Mark McGowan and Attorney General John Quigley made the claims as they announced legislation 
to force a five-year extension for the corruption fighter despite the CCC oversight committee failing to 
reach bipartisan support for his reappointment. 

Under CCC legislation, the Premier must consult with the committee before appointing a commissioner. 

Mr McGowan blasted the opposition’s only member on the oversight committee, upper house Liberal MP 
Jim Chown. 

“Clearly Mr McKechnie put together a report last year which exposed some pretty awful dealings on the 
part of some Liberal party members and consequently, or subsequently, his reappointment was not supported 
by a Liberal party MP on the CCC upper house committee,” he said. 

“The CCC’s role is to root out corruption. Mr McKechnie is good at that. He exposed some of the dealings 
of some of the upper house Liberal MPs and now the Liberal party is opposing his reappointment.” 

Mr Quigley said Mr Chown was acting on the wishes of the ‘Black Hand group’ the colloquial name used 
by Liberals to refer to upper house MPs mentioned in a CCC report handed down by Mr McKechnie 
covering former Liberal MP Phil Edman’s use of electorate expenses. 

“This is a disgrace on Western Australia,” Mr Quigley said. 

“The Black Hand group have obviously delivered their verdict to Mr Chown and said: ‘get rid of that 
McKechnie, get rid of him behind closed doors and don’t give a reason.’ 

Gosh, the following makes my blood boil — 

“Mr Chown will have to stand up, surely, in the Legislative Council and explain to the public of 
Western Australia why he has blackballed and vetoed the best corruption fighter Western Australia’s had. 

“It’s because Mr Chown and his Black Hand gang don’t want Mr McKechnie proceeding.” 
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Mr Chown declined to comment on the accusations levelled at him by the government, but noted it would 
be a breach of privilege for anyone to undermine the confidence of a parliamentary committee in relation 
to its deliberations. 

Hear, hear! 

That is what we have. The petulance continues. However, we were not going to waver; we were not going to go 
weak at the knees because the Premier and the Attorney General decided that they could not get their way and were 
going to have a little hissy fit. We were steadfast. Our members in the lower house also said that in their speeches. 
We were ready. I am still waiting for that bill to come up. As I have said before, I will use every single second of 
my unlimited time on that bill because I have so much to say and I will use my budget reply speech to have a lot 
more to say on this one. Can I say, on Thursday 28 May, Hon John Quigley saw the writing on the wall, withdrew 
the bill and said, “We’re going to take it to the election.” This is the Attorney General, if we ever question his position. 
It is the Attorney General doing this, not acting on the processes and procedures of the law or the Parliament; it is 
the gospel according to the Attorney General. He said he would take it to the election, so he gave up. 

However, the petulant behaviour did not stop with that. He decided to try another means; he would try to wedge 
the Liberal Party again: “Forget about due process; forget about proper procedure; we’ll wedge the Liberal Party 
and get those terrible Tories!” He wrote the Leader of the Opposition a letter that said — 

Dear Liza 

THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Following the conclusion of the second reading speeches on this Bill, I had discussions with a number of 
senior Liberals who are looking for a compromise way forward other than to complete all stages in the 
Legislative Assembly and move on to the Legislative Council, where the Hon. John McKechnie QC’s 
good character may be undermined by some members. 

Accordingly, after discussions and at the Premier’s request, I had Parliamentary Counsel draft an 
amendment which provides that the pathway for the reappointment of a Commissioner of the CCC, or 
the reappointment of the most recent incumbent of that office, be made after the Premier and yourself 
reach agreement on the reappointment. 

As one senior Liberal commented to me, this is a “sensible and orthodox” way of going forward and that 
Mr McKechnie QC was regarded as an outstanding appointment to that position when first appointed by 
the Barnett Government. It would allow for the reappointment of Mr McKechnie QC whom you have 
indicated your strong support for. 

Terrible grammar — 

The Premier has asked me to write to you seeking your concurrence with this approach, in which event 
the Bill will be brought back on in the Legislative Assembly and during consideration in detail the attached 
amendment would be moved and the clause naming Mr McKechnie QC deleted. 

As a very senior Liberal commented to me, the probity check concerning the Hon John McKechnie QC 
was already undertaken by the committee five years ago and received the unanimous support of the 
committee, so the committee process has already been undertaken in relation to Mr McKechnie QC, who 
is an outstanding servant of the public of Western Australia. 

This is exactly the manner of the appointment of the first Commissioner, the Hon Kevin Hammond, the 
former District Court chief judge who was also a very well respected servant of Western Australia. 

I look forward to your positive response. 

Hon John Quigley signed that. 

Can I emphasise what we have here: the Attorney General decided that if he cannot get his own way by putting 
the legislation through the Parliament, he would have a sweetheart deal between the Premier and the Leader of the 
Opposition. You guys in the Nationals, the Greens and the crossbench have been completely sidelined by the 
Attorney General. “Liza, sign off on McKechnie; no worries, mate.” That is what this letter sought to do. As we 
understand, that is what the Attorney General will bring to this chamber, so be ready for it because I am. I can tell 
members that I am ready. In bringing that issue up here like that—a sweetheart deal like that—what happened to 
the process of the appointment of the Corruption and Crime Commissioner that has existed for almost 20 years, 
and existed well? I will not make any value judgements whatsoever on the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. I respect all the members of that committee. I have no idea what they heard. 
I do not know what the deliberations were; I have no idea. I have never had one discussion with Hon Jim Chown; 
he is an honourable man and he is a very good friend of mine. To listen to the nonsense, the tripe, that has come 
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out of the mouths of both the Attorney General and the Premier in degradation of that man’s character is absolutely 
disgraceful. It is disgraceful! This is the Attorney General of Western Australia whom we are talking about! This 
is why I am supporting this motion. I am absolutely incensed by this man’s actions with regard to this issue. If he 
thinks we will have a sweetheart deal with the Liberal Party to sign off on John McKechnie, he has got another 
thing coming. It is absolutely disgraceful. The senior Liberal we keep hearing about, “Senior Lib. The senior Lib”, 
I know who it is; I can tell members right now. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Who? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: If the Leader of the House does not mind me telling her about the senior Labor members 
who have spoken to me as well. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Go for it. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: She would not like it. Does the Leader of the House know why I am not going to do it? 
Hon Michael Mischin asked that exact question yesterday of the Attorney General and what was his answer? No. 
The very essence of what we are debating here—these basic, fundamental, questions asked by Hon Michael Mischin 
day after day after day—is answered by a single finger salute from the Attorney General every single day. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I did not open my mouth as I keep on hearing from the Leader of the House when she 
opens her mouth. 
I have to be honest. As I said, personally—I will say this again—I have no issues with Hon John Quigley, none 
whatsoever, but I am absolutely incensed and disappointed with the manner in which he has handled this issue. This 
is absolutely appalling. We are not talking about the liaison officer in his ministerial office. We are talking about the 
head of the CCC, an institution that should be above reproach. As a direct result of the actions of the Attorney General 
of Western Australia, John McKechnie is seriously compromised for that position. He is seriously compromised 
as a direct result of the Attorney General’s actions. The Attorney General has virtually made John McKechnie’s 
reappointment untenable. Regardless of whether that legislation went through, he would always be tainted. Regardless 
of whether we like it or not, the perception would be there: he would be tainted as a Labor man; he would be 
tainted as the Premier’s and the Attorney General’s man. He has done that. By design, by the very actions of the 
Attorney General of Western Australia, he has compromised the integrity of John McKechnie in terms of holding 
onto that role. I know John McKechnie is an honourable man and he would hate the thought of his integrity being 
dragged through the mud like it has been. 
As I conclude, there has been a lot written on this. As I said earlier, the Attorney General’s and the Premier’s position 
is being fanned on by the adoring media that tell them how wonderful they are and how John McKechnie must be 
reappointed and all this sort of stuff. That gives them a bit more fertiliser to continue. However, a number of articles 
have been written by Paul Murray about this. He is one man who really gets it.  
Members should read his articles on this whole issue. I will read part of one article titled “CCC ‘impasse’ blame 
is clear” from May 2020. He goes on about the whole issue, and right at the end he says — 

Unless the Government can convince the Parliament to reform the existing law, it has no place trying to 
subvert it. 
But that is what the Government is attempting, having had three years to amend the statutory system—as 
was previously recommended to Quigley, but about which he did nothing—if it had concerns. 
The protections of the convoluted selection process are there for very good reasons. The CCC’s powers 
are awesome and the commissioner’s appointment should never be tainted as a political selection. That 
is what is at stake. 
The Premier stamping his feet like a spoiled brat is an unedifying spectacle. But thumbing his nose at the 
law is far worse. 
So those are the important issues of the law and our democratic integrity. The Government scores zero. 
But what about the politics? Accusing Legislative Councillors of trying to avoid a CCC inquiry into their 
electoral allowances by opposing McKechnie’s reappointment—which proceeds with or without him in 
place—is just plain dumb. 
The Premier and Attorney-General know Labor lacks a majority in the Upper House and would need some 
of the very people they are traducing to get their bad legislation passed. 
Is dying in a ditch three times for McKechnie worthwhile? 
If so, why? 
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What a perfect piece of narrative from Paul Murray. Why on earth is the Attorney General so obsessed with getting 
John McKechnie reappointed? It is staggering. As I said, the Attorney General and the Premier have handled this 
issue appallingly. When an executive level of government in any jurisdiction attempts to circumvent Parliament to 
get its own way, it inevitably ends in tears. If members opposite do not believe me, they should look at their predecessors 
who occupied those benches in the 1980s, when the executive tried to circumvent this process. Members opposite 
should remember that, because that is exactly what is happening here. The situation is that the Attorney General 
cannot get his own way on the reappointment of the head of the Corruption and Crime Commission and he is doing 
everything he possibly can to circumvent the Parliament. That is an appalling indictment of his character. His attempt 
to bulldoze the procedure with the reappointment of John McKechnie as head of the CCC is more than sufficient 
to justify why the Liberal Party will support this motion. 

HON PIERRE YANG (South Metropolitan) [2.02 pm]: It gives me pleasure to make a contribution towards 
this motion. I normally have a great deal of respect for the right honourable gentleman opposite, the Leader of the 
Opposition; however, I found it pretty hard to follow his logic about why Hon John McKechnie would be a Labor 
man. Let us not forget that the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Western Australia and the Chief Judge of the 
District Court both said that John McKechnie was the outstanding candidate for selection to be reappointed the 
Corruption and Crime Commissioner. I found the Leader of the Opposition’s logic very hard to follow. In any 
event, I was a bit disappointed when I saw the motion put up on the Daily Notice Paper by my learned friend 
Hon Michael Mischin. I find it more disappointing to have to debate this motion today. Let us not forget that we 
are in the middle of a world crisis, a pandemic, and with all the issues that Western Australians face, we have to 
divide on a motion that is essentially a political attack on the character of the very good Attorney General that we 
have, Hon John Quigley. I will defend my colleague from unjust and unfair political attacks any day of the week. 
I will stand up for my colleague who has, in his career as a lawyer and as a member of Parliament, consistently 
demonstrated absolute integrity and work ethics over his time as the shadow Attorney General and also as the 
Attorney General since 2017. 

The Leader of the House addressed the four limbs of this motion and I echo her words that members opposite may 
not like answers given by a minister, but those are the answers the minister gives. 

I wish to add a few things to set the record straight. Hon John Quigley is a very good Attorney General who we as 
a state are lucky to have. I will tell members why. As many members know, Hon John Quigley was elected to the 
other place in 2001. He was the shadow Attorney General from 2009 until 2017, and became the Attorney General 
after the 2017 state election. His contribution in correcting a wrongful conviction of a Western Australian, the 
late Mr Andrew Mallard, was fundamental in seeking the truth and making sure that justice was done. He paid 
a great personal and family cost in trying to get the wrongful conviction of Mr Andrew Mallard corrected. As we 
know, on an appeal to the High Court, the conviction was quashed, a retrial was ordered and the charges were later 
dropped by the state of Western Australia. What Hon John Quigley had to do to get that result was a demonstration 
of his absolute integrity, his desire and determination to seek truth above all and fight for justice for others. Looking 
at a record of the things Hon John Quigley had to deal with when he was trying to get justice for the late  
Mr Andrew Mallard shows that this is a man of absolute integrity, whom I admire. I admire him for his determination 
to fight against corrupt public officials, in addressing a wrongful conviction and the injustice executed by the 
judicial process, and, in the end, Andrew Mallard was eventually able to clear his name through the legal process. 
Very unfortunately, as a legal practitioner, I later learnt that the Legal Profession Complaints Committee investigated 
a complaint about a phone call that Hon John Quigley made to the corrupt police officer. He was later fined $3 000 
for the phone call he made about getting the truth out of a person who I think was codenamed “Gary”. In an 
article reported in PerthNow on 12 April 2011 after the complaints were made, the then Attorney General said to 
the media —  

 “My words were not threats and the CCC specifically found in its report that they were not threats. 

“All that I ever did, according to the CCC, was seek to persuade an undercover police officer to tell the 
truth to the royal commission … 

“I did that on behalf of the public of Western Australia and I make no apology for doing my duty, no 
matter what the consequences are for myself. 

“I’m not guilty. I’m going to stand my ground.” 

Later in 2011, the Legal Profession Complaints Committee fined Hon John Quigley $3 000, and the Leader of the 
Opposition back then, Hon Eric Ripper, said — 

… it is a disgrace that the only person who has faced discipline in the matter is the person who helped to 
free Mr Mallard. 
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“Not only do I have full confidence in John Quigley but I would expect any politician who is fighting the 
injustice of a person wrongly imprisoned by the mistakes made by many other legal practitioners to do 
exactly the same thing … 

These stories tell consistently that Hon John Quigley is a man of integrity. When facing considerable challenges 
and potential threats to himself and his family, he stood up for his beliefs. He stood up for truth and he stood up 
for the public of Western Australia. I absolutely commend Hon John Quigley for the integrity he has. As we have 
seen, he has carried forward his integrity in the role of Attorney General with excellence. 
Now I want to attend to his work ethic and his ability to put forward legislation in the interests of Western Australia. 
I will quickly go through the bills that the Attorney General has introduced to the Parliament of Western Australia 
over the past three years. In just over three years, the Attorney General has introduced much legislation—in effect, 
more than 40 pieces of legislation—and many were very important legislative reforms for Western Australia. 
I wish to name a number of them. There was the High Risk Offenders Bill, which was passed earlier this year. 
There was the Family Violence Legislation Reform Bill 2019. There was the Fines, Penalties and Infringement 
Notices Enforcement Amendment Bill 2019, which is in line with the coroner’s report into Ms Dhu’s death. The 
family and domestic violence legislative reform enabled victims to apply for restraining orders online. The 
Criminal Code Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020 passed the upper house earlier this year. It protects 
frontline workers from COVID-19-related assault or threats. The Attorney General introduced the Criminal Law 
Amendment (Intimate Images) Bill 2018, which was known as the revenge porn legislation. People who share 
intimate images of someone without their consent will attract jail time of up to three years. There was the 
National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2018. There were 
the Historical Homosexual Convictions Expungement Bill 2017, the Civil Liability Legislation Amendment 
(Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 2017 and the Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2017—the no body, 
no parole bill. There were maximum sentences for meth traffickers under the Misuse of Drugs Amendment 
(Methylamphetamine Offences) Bill 2017. They are just a few examples of the legislation introduced by the 
Attorney General and passed by this place over the past three years. 
I want to re-emphasise that this Attorney General is a very hardworking Attorney General, who has put the interests 
and the people of Western Australia at the forefront of his thinking and his mind. He is not only a man of integrity 
with a strong work ethic; he is also a man of great compassion. I want to mention the Aboriginal woman by the 
name of Ms Jody Gore who was released from her prison term when the state government decided to use the royal 
prerogative of mercy to release her. Ms Jody Gore was found guilty of killing her partner in a domestic violence 
situation and imprisoned. She had been the victim of domestic violence for many years. 
I think Hon John Quigley is a wonderful Attorney General. I think Hon John Quigley has done so much for the 
state and people of Western Australia. I reject this motion in the strongest terms possible, and I urge members in 
this place to vote against it. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [2.17 pm]: Thank you, Madam Acting President, for the opportunity 
to address the motion moved by Hon Michael Mischin. I intend to address just two of the four parts of the motion 
before the house afternoon, because I am of the view that Hon Michael Mischin has a far greater capacity and basis 
for legal argument than I do, so I am not going to try to repeat some of his exercises. I would like to look in 
particular at paragraphs (b) and (c) of the motion before the house. Paragraph (b) asks that this house — 

notes his repeated failure to provide full, frank and reliable information to the Parliament; 
We can go into that in some detail in a little while, but in some ministerial responses, not necessarily at the direction 
of ministers in this house, it has become the status quo that full, frank and reliable information being provided to 
ministers in this house is pretty variable. Sadly, some ministers have more of a track record on this than others. 
I know that the minister watching over the chamber today makes a big effort to get reliable and accurate answers. 
I am sure that sometimes the answers he is forced to give provide him no little sense of embarrassment, but he is 
probably lucky that he does not represent those ministers who seem to take repeated regular pleasure in providing 
non-answers to members of the opposition and the crossbench. We will go into a bit more detail, but I think, 
unfortunately, that repeated failure to provide full, frank and reliable information to the Parliament is a very 
important problem.  
Paragraph (c) is more problematic in that this house is called on to express its concerns about the suitability of the 
member for Butler to continue as Western Australia’s first law officer. I think we need to mount an argument, 
because it would seem to be a rather full-on attack upon his capacity to do his job. I will try to weld those two parts 
of this motion together. 
Let me start by saying that I have always got on very well with the current Attorney General, who, when I was 
first elected to Parliament, was in the chamber that shall not be named, and I think he was then the member for 
Mindarie. One of his boasts was that he changed his seat more frequently than anyone else. His seat was in the 
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northern suburbs growth area that was up for regular redistribution. He is no longer the member for Mindarie; he is 
the member for Butler. We always got on very well. He was Chair of the Public Accounts Committee from 2005–08 
and I was his deputy chair. We looked at some very interesting things. We did a minimal amount of travel, to be honest, 
but some of those trips were quite fun and interesting times. In the spirit of the Parliament, of course, what happens 
on committee trips, stays on committee trips, so I do not intend to go into too much detail about the things that we 
got up to. Nevertheless, I remember us getting stranded in Alice Springs at a conference of the Public Accounts 
Committees of Australia talking about the convergence of various accounting forms, particularly at that stage of 
the convergence of GFS and GAAP accounting in government accounts. I think we were flying Qantas but the 
plane could not take off because it had an issue, and we were laughing while waiting for it to be replaced, which 
took 24 hours or so. Members can imagine the member for Butler’s reaction, which started relatively mellow. This 
was when he had not long been diagnosed with cancer. So, with a bit of reaction from chemotherapy thrown in, it 
was a very interesting time. Luckily, on that trip his now wife accompanied him and she was a calming influence. 
I have known John Quigley for a long time and I do not lightly undertake a proposal to suggest that he may not be 
up to the job. However, there are a few issues that I think we need to discuss because I think there are question 
marks about the performance of the Attorney General to date. I had a number of things to discuss in mind, but they 
have all been subsumed by a bill that was presented to Parliament involving Mineralogy and Clive Palmer—the 
Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty. Ltd.) Agreement Amendment Bill 2020. This is an extraordinary bill. It takes 
Parliament to extraordinary places. It will legislate away the right to compensation and the right to sue, should it 
pass the Parliament, which I fully expect it will because the opposition will not oppose it or try to get rid of it. By 
not opposing the bill, I think the opposition guarantees its passage, in whatever final form this and the other chamber 
decide to proceed. This is a bill of enormous import and enormous moment. I have some questions about the 
capacity of the Attorney General to deliver the statesmanlike position that it will be important for the government 
to maintain during the process of this bill. I think this gives a very good example of the Attorney General having 
slipped in his performance and adopting far too much hubris and perhaps some of the arrogance that can come 
with a government that has a large majority in the other place that shall not be named. 
I listened to the Attorney General being interviewed on ABC Breakfast last week. I do not have the full transcript 
with me but I re-listened to it when I knew that this motion was coming up. It occurred when we were debating 
the hard borders. I thought that the presentation of the Attorney General should have been one of great sombre 
reflection—the position of a statesman. The Attorney General, in this particular interview, seemed to go on a very 
strange tangent. He took great delight and glee—in my view, in a very facetious manner—with the impending 
punches that he was going to throw at the cases of Clive Palmer. It was a performance that while driving along in 
my utility from the heart of the south west, I could consider only as facetious. He took a lot of time to tell everyone 
that he could not outline the government’s intention, but that the government would come forth with repeated 
blows to this case and to Clive Palmer and his reputation. The Attorney General took great delight in doing so and 
in a manner that was most unbecoming of the first law officer of the state. He told the audience that he did not 
want to announce what the government was going to do, but that he had been up until 10 o’clock the previous 
night thinking of his next move. He said that he did not want to telegraph the government’s punches and that he 
had to keep his cards close to his chest. He said that people would be disappointed if he revealed his hand but that 
this case had more twists and turns to come. They were titillating tidbits, thrown out there to suggest that there 
was more activity coming in this particular space. 
I listened to the same radio station this week, particularly this morning when I drove to work. The Attorney General 
was not going to give an interview but he had spoken to one of the presenters of that show who reminded him of his 
comments last week and suggested that this is what was upcoming, which was suggested by second-hand information 
that came forward. The Attorney General telegraphed a week in advance and in a completely salacious manner 
that he would bring on this particular fight with Clive Palmer and Mineralogy. That is not the sort of performance 
one would expect from the first law officer of the state, I would have said. We should be looking for a sombre, 
dignified response, not throwing out salacious tidbits that reminded me of ex-politician Joh Bjelke-Petersen, who 
used to talk about throwing out grain and feeding the chickens. This was the Attorney General chucking out a few 
bits of salacious material and tempting the audience to believe that more exciting things were to come. 
It might have escaped members, but the Attorney General said that he had been up until 10 o’clock the previous 
night thinking of his next move. If the next move was the legislation with which the Parliament was presented in 
the other place yesterday, I might suggest that that legislation has been some months in the making. I am reminded 
of a Yes Minister episode in which the minister wanted a bit of legislation drawn up but Sir Humphrey did not 
want to do it because it was part of the last government. The previous government had handed over a Big Brother 
database—the protections—and in the morning, poor old Sir Humphrey said to his minister, “I was up all night 
doing this”, when in fact he had had the database since the time of the previous government. In this case, I do not 
think that the Attorney General or the Solicitor-General were up until 10 o’clock planning this; they have had months 
to consider this next step in what is obviously a rehearsed plan, because they had a problem. This appears to me 
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to be a long-term plan for this case and for Mineralogy and Clive Palmer in particular, because the Premier had 
a problem. However, the Attorney General has overplayed his hand. He is on the record now, a week before this 
happened, throwing out salacious tidbits, in my view, and telegraphing the punches he intended to throw. That is 
not the action of a sensible member of Parliament nor the action of a sensible Attorney General. I am surprised 
that he engaged in that behaviour, but I have a feeling that the hubris and the excitement of what the government 
thinks of itself because of the polling was too much to resist. 
That, to me, suggests that paragraph (c) of Hon Michael Mischin’s motion is worth looking at. I do not think that 
the sort of cheap, salacious activity that was being engaged in is worthy of the position of Attorney General. My 
experience of the member for Butler, particularly before he was a minister, was that he did not engage in that sort 
of foolishness. However, perhaps times have changed, because many years have gone past between down there 
and up here. I am sadly disappointed that the Attorney General has engaged in that sort of behaviour, and it does 
make me reflect on paragraph (c) of the motion. 

That brings me back to paragraph (b) of the motion—that is, the standard of the answers that we get in this Parliament. 
This bill has overtaken events. This bill has obviously been in place and been partially written for some time. We 
were exposed to it yesterday evening, with our first briefing occurring at 7.00 pm. The bill is in the lower house at 
the moment and is expected to get to this place sometime this evening, as I understand it, or perhaps tomorrow if 
the other house spends a fair bit of time on it. That is hardly an example of a government that is open and accountable. 
The government might argue that it needed to keep the bill secret, because it obviously did not want Clive Palmer 
to become aware of these things. However, that did not stop the Attorney General a week ago from salaciously 
telegraphing the events to come. The Attorney General cannot have it both ways. Either he requires absolute secrecy, 
or he requires dignity and a sombre response. I would say a sober response, but that is the wrong word and probably 
unparliamentary. Again, we do not have that sombre response from the Attorney General. Sadly, as I have said 
before, that is a reflection of the standard of the answers, by some members of the government, to questions. In 
some cases, it is very difficult to get an honest and accurate answer, and an answer that reflects the information 
that is sought. 

Members will be aware that I have been asking the Treasurer questions about the iron ore price and the projections. 
These are questions that the poor Minister for Environment has to respond to. I can guarantee that Treasury is 
giving the Treasurer projections. The Treasurer outed himself when he said in the newspapers that he waits up 
every night and cannot go to sleep until the iron ore price comes in on his telephone. That is because he knows full 
well that the iron ore price has a major impact on his budget. That is important. Much of this government’s COVID 
response, which I will call remarkably modest, will be funded in the end by the plethora of iron ore royalties. 
I believe that today, the iron ore spot price is $US118 a tonne. Up until the middle of this year, the government 
has received about $3 billion on top of its budget in iron ore royalties. If the iron ore price stays roughly where it 
is, at about $US110 a tonne, it will potentially provide the government with another $3 billion in royalties by the end 
of the year. That makes the government’s $5.5 billion COVID response package seem pretty paltry compared with 
all the states that do not have iron ore royalties that they can call on. It is pretty important to get that information out. 

The Attorney General is not the only one who gives evasive and unreflective answers to questions in Parliament. 
This may undermine the argument of Hon Michael Mischin. There are a lot of questions to which I would like to 
get answers. I shouted one out yesterday, when the Minister for Ports was reading a ministerial statement. I had 
hoped that Hansard would pick it up, but unfortunately interjections are unparliamentary, and they are even more 
unheard as the Hansard reporters now sit, under this new system, at the back of the chamber. That is very sad, 
because I thought it was quite pertinent that the minister was announcing a port development that would have been 
built by Len Buckeridge—a man for whom I understand the minister has no personal high regard—and he would 
have taken all the risk for the state of Western Australia. I would have liked that question to have been answered 
yesterday. Surely the minister should have let Len build his port, if 20 years later the government is proposing to 
do the same thing. The only difference, apart from a 20-year time lag—20 years behind the eight ball—is that instead 
of the private sector absorbing the cost, the state government will have to do that. That is now the agenda of the 
Minister for Ports—to waste 20 years and cost the state several billion dollars. That is before we see whatever court 
cases may arise out of that. That is the sort of information that we should be getting. I would love to get that sort 
of information out of this government. I apologise to Hon Michael Mischin, because I have probably undermined his 
case by saying that the bar, in getting the information that we require, is remarkably low, and the Attorney General 
is not the only guilty party in this instance. 

I am running out of time so I will go back to the issue that is being run directly by the Attorney General—that is, the 
legislation that will be presented to us presumably tomorrow. I do not think any person can say that the information 
that has been provided, particularly on how we got to this position, how this legislation will resolve that and the 
mechanisms by which the legislation was both deemed to be necessary and then drafted, has explained the situation 
to the satisfaction of anybody, certainly outside the government. I hope, but I am not overly confident, that all 
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members of the government have been given the opportunity to get the fine level of detail that the opposition, and 
I imagine almost the entirety of the crossbench, have been unable to obtain. That is, how did we get into this 
position? Why was there such a time lag? Why is this legislation now required? It is simply not enough to say 
there is a risk of a lawsuit that will cost billions of dollars. What was the negotiating point of Clive Palmer way 
back when? Why has that number changed significantly to a number that the government has plucked out of the 
air—namely $30 billion—and not a number that has been given by Clive Palmer? I am not suggesting for one 
instant that anybody on either side of the chamber supports Mr Palmer’s intent or his actions. I think his behaviour is 
odious. However, in order for us to support, or not oppose, the progress of the bill that will be presented to us, the 
Attorney General needs to provide genuine answers to genuine questions and provide information to enable members 
to make an informed decision, rather than simply say, “Take it because I have said it.” I hope the Attorney General 
will step up and provide the information required so that we can allow this legislation to pass honestly. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.37 pm]: I rise to support the motion moved today by 
Hon Michael Mischin. This motion has been on the notice paper since 25 June this year. It was interesting to listen 
to the contribution of the speakers before me, particularly the contribution by the Leader of the House, about 
paragraph (c) of the motion, which is that the house — 

expresses its concern about the suitability of the member for Butler to continue as Western Australia’s 
first law officer … 

I am pretty sure that what the Leader of the House put to the house earlier today was that it is completely improper 
for the Legislative Council to express views about the suitability of members of the other place. I find that a rather 
interesting concept, on two counts. First, the member for Butler is not the Attorney General for the Legislative Assembly; 
he is the Attorney General for the state of Western Australia. We have every right, as a house and as citizens of 
Western Australia, to pass judgement and express views about the performance of a minister of the Crown. 
Second, the member for Butler, the Attorney General of Western Australia, with fairly regular occurrence seems 
to have no issue with launching attacks on the Legislative Council and its members. It is interesting to reflect on 
those two points and the comments made by the Leader of the House, because we again see the hypocrisy and 
double standard that exists in this government. 
I am going to speak briefly, because a lot of what is contained in the motion relates to the comments made by the 
Attorney General on 28 May 2020. There is a significant intercept between his comments and the bill that was 
being considered, and also the action that the Attorney General is pursuing against the Legislative Council and, 
conversely, that the Legislative Council is pursuing against the state of Western Australia. As a member of the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, I am not able to speak unencumbered on all the matters before 
the house, so I am going to speak briefly and generally. The Attorney General’s comments on 28 May 2020 stand 
for themselves. 
Members have reflected on the way in which the office of the Attorney General is different from the offices of 
other ministers of the Crown and perhaps why that office should be held in higher regard and higher standing and 
with some degree of impartiality, noting that we still operate within a political system and, at the end of the day, 
we are all representatives of political parties. I remind members that the Attorney General holds a special office in 
our system of government. The Attorney General has quite special powers and special knowledge. He knows 
things and can do things that other members of the cabinet or, indeed, even the Premier, cannot know or do. The 
actions of this Attorney General over a number of months and years have been unbecoming of the office of the 
Attorney General of the state of Western Australia. Obviously, the government does not accept that, given the 
contributions made by the Leader of the House and Hon Pierre Yang, who gave a very good account—almost 
a few chapters of the biography of the Attorney General of Western Australia. Perhaps he could take up that cause 
in future years. I do not think that stops this house from expressing concern. This motion does not call for the 
Attorney General’s resignation or call for the Premier to sack him. It states — 

expresses its concern about the suitability of the Member for Butler to continue as Western Australia’s 
first law officer; 

I do not know how many members have turned their minds to the contribution made by the Attorney General in the 
other place on 28 May 2020, which is referenced in paragraph (a) of this motion. That was a Legislative Assembly–only 
sitting week. The Council was not sitting. I recall the day very well, because I was sitting in my electorate office doing 
some work when I started to get messages from colleagues in the Legislative Assembly about the erratic nature of the 
contribution that was being made by the Attorney General in the Legislative Assembly. If members have not had 
the opportunity to make themselves familiar with the remarks of the Attorney General, I suggest they grab a copy of the 
Hansard, or I will provide them with a copy, and read the contribution of the Attorney General when considering 
the amendment bill. Interestingly, the government adjourned debate on the bill. The government was so confident about 
its approach to ramming McKechnie back into the Corruption and Crime Commission that it did not go to a vote. The 
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debate on the bill was adjourned following the Attorney General’s remarks on 28 May 2020. I cannot think of a better 
word to describe the contribution of the Attorney General on that day than erratic. It was the most bizarre contribution 
that I have ever read in Hansard. I am sure that the Attorney General deals with many complex legal matters on behalf 
of the state on a daily basis. The way in which the Attorney General has regularly misrepresented the legal action 
between the Legislative Council and the state of Western Australia leads me to believe that he is not across his brief, he 
is not across the detail of the case and even the things that he has asserted to be the case, not just on 20 May 2020 
in the Legislative Assembly but regularly by way of the media, are not the state’s position or the state’s case. It begs the 
question about the extent to which the Attorney General is concerned and focused on the right outcome for those matters. 
The first paragraph of the motion refers to the false and misleading claims of the Attorney General on 28 May 2020. 
There are many. Obviously, references have been made to the statement of the President on 10 June 2020. I remind 
members that that was not a personal statement of the President. The opening line of the President on 10 June 2020 
made it clear that she was making a statement as Chair of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. It 
was not a personal view. It was not something that she concocted the night before. She was making a statement on 
behalf of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. I think that statement stands for itself. 

I draw members’ attention to the comments of the Attorney General on 28 May 2020 and one specific matter. He said — 
Try as it may, the CCC was unable to achieve a protocol with the committee. There was a breakdown and 
it had come to a deadlock. 

Hon Dr Mike Nahan interjected — 
Minister, what committee are you referring to? 

The Attorney General responded — 
The Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges of the Legislative Council. 
There was a breakdown of the protocol. With the breakdown of the protocol, the CCC issued a notice to 
produce on the director general of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to produce documents 
relating to certain activities of certain members. 

This is where I want to be careful. I want to draw members’ attention to the fifty-fifth and fifty-sixth reports of 
the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. Those members who have familiarised themselves with 
those reports will know that those statements are factually incorrect. They are not correct. Time and again, the 
Attorney General makes claims that are not true, and this is just another one of those. The Leader of the House 
said in her contribution earlier today that the case has not been made for this motion to be supported. If the case 
has not been made, the government has nothing to worry about; the vote will be lost because the case has not been 
made. I think there have been a number of contributions made and actions taken by the Attorney General that over 
time have led members to the point that I suspect this motion will get support today. In 22 minutes and 56 seconds, 
we will know whether and to what extent the house either agrees or disagrees with the motion before us. Obviously, 
a number of claims were made on 28 May 2020 that resulted in the President’s statement on 10 June 2020. 
Obviously, a number of media articles were written about what the Legislative Council was or was not doing 
according to either the Legislative Council or the Attorney General. 
I want to finish on this point. As a member of the standing committee, the two things that I personally hold in the 
highest regard are the privileges of this house and ensuring that the investigative agencies—namely, the CCC and 
the police, with their appropriate processes and protocols—have access to the information that they need in order 
to pursue the investigations that they have underway. They are the two things that I hold in the highest regard with 
respect to my conduct and I am sure the conduct of other members of the standing committee. I find it completely 
hypocritical of the Leader of the House to say today that it is highly improper for us to make judgements on a member 
of the other place when the Attorney General attacks the conduct of members of this place on an almost weekly basis. 
I wanted to close on a point raised by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. I want to use this opportunity to give the government 
notice. I remember we dealt with a recommendation of the fifty-sixth report that authorised the President to 
commence legal action against the state of Western Australia. One of the arguments, if not the principal argument, 
of the Leader of the House on behalf of the state of Western Australia was that we should not consider commencing 
legal action until the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission was prepared to provide 
to members, and table, its legal advice. The Leader of the House established that standard on that day when we 
considered the recommendations of the fifty-sixth report. In coming days and weeks, when we have a debate 
around an existing legal action and an amendment to a state agreement act, I look forward to the state’s willingness 
to table its legal advice to allow members to be fully informed before taking a position on that bill. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [2.50 pm]: I rise to support the motion moved by the honourable 
shadow Attorney General today. I regret that I have missed almost the entire debate this afternoon due to other 
pressing commitments. It is not something that I would normally condone, because if there is to be a robust debate, 
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it is important for members to be able to appreciate the points raised by other members in the course of that debate. 
In particular, I am grateful to have been present during the most recent contribution by Hon Martin Aldridge, who 
seems to have provided a useful summary of the debate today. It did not surprise me in the slightest to hear that during 
the debate this afternoon, at some time, somebody said that the case has not been made. I was not present and I am 
not a betting man, but if I were a betting man, I would wager a very substantial sum that the person who uttered those 
words was the Leader of the House. I say that because that is the norm. That is the only rebuttal that that particular 
member is ever able to make when an allegation is made. It is always the default position to say, in a very benign 
fashion, that the case has not been made. If the Leader of the House and the McGowan Labor government seriously 
think that the case has not been made, they plainly have not read the Hansard from the other place of 28 May 2020. 
If the Leader of the House and the McGowan Labor government seriously think that the case has not been made, they 
were obviously absent or are sufficiently hard of hearing to be unaware of the statement made by the President of 
the Legislative Council on 10 June 2020. It is trite and pathetic for the Leader of the House, the most senior member 
of the McGowan government in this place, to pretend that the case has not been made. The case is self-evident. It 
is plainly the case that the Attorney General made false and misleading claims on 28 May 2020. For an experienced 
member of Parliament to suggest otherwise is in itself misleading and false. 
Although I have been away on urgent parliamentary business, I understand from discussions with other members 
that my learned friend the shadow Attorney General, Hon Michael Mischin, and Hon Martin Aldridge, in the 
contribution I recently heard, have already sufficiently dealt with the self-evident case in the first limb of the 
motion, which is that the Attorney General made false and misleading claims on 28 May 2020. This entire debate 
would be unnecessary if we had an Attorney General with a modicum of pride and self-awareness who would 
ensure that an apology was made with respect to those false and misleading claims. That would have put to bed 
this entire debate. Instead, the position put by the government in, frankly, a childish fashion is that the case has 
not been made. Government members then pretend that they cannot read Hansard or were hard of hearing on 
10 June 2020. 
In the limited time that we have, I would like to make the case for the second limb of the motion before us because, 
as disturbing and unacceptable as it is that the chief law officer in Western Australia made false and misleading 
claims on 28 May this year and offered no apology for those matters, that is only the beginning of this issue. The 
real problem is that this particular individual, who is also a very experienced member of Parliament, has done so 
repeatedly. The Attorney General of Western Australia, Hon John Quigley, has repeatedly failed to provide full, 
frank and reliable information to Parliament. I very much regret that we are time bound in this debate this afternoon, 
but I will give members one example that I have raised previously and that the government continues to show no 
regard for whatsoever. If the government and the Attorney General and his friend the Leader of the House want to 
have no regard for me, that is absolutely fine by me. I do not hold a position in this place for my own benefit, but 
I ask those members to seriously consider who we represent in this place. The matter I will refer to is pertinent to 
victims of elder abuse. 
I remind members that on 13 September 2018, in this term of Parliament, a committee that I had the honour of chairing, 
the Select Committee into Elder Abuse, tabled its report. Page 87 of that report states that in November 2015, the 
former Department of the Attorney General finalised its review of the Guardianship and Administration Act. As 
a result of the requirement in section 14 of the act to undertake regular statutory reviews of its operation and 
effectiveness, a report was tabled. The statutory review made 86 recommendations, covering the entire operation of 
the Guardianship and Administration Act. The report was tabled in November 2015, when the now Attorney General 
was the shadow Attorney General. In the intervening period, there was the 2017 state election. At that time, the 
McGowan opposition said that if it became the McGowan Labor government, it would respond to elder abuse by 
doing a number of things. One of the things that it promised the people of Western Australia prior to March 2017 
that it would do was to expedite—I pause for a moment, Madam Acting President, to confirm for the record that 
the choice of the word “expedite” is not mine; it was actually chosen by the McGowan team. In its manifesto it 
said that it would expedite the enactment of amendments to the law surrounding enduring powers of attorney and 
guardianship. Any reasonable, fair-minded person would think that “expedite” might mean that something would 
happen at least in the first year of a four-year parliamentary term. But here we are, some three and a half years 
later, and there is no sign of the so-called expedited reforms. 
What makes matters worse, and this goes to the heart of the repeated failure by the Attorney General to provide 
full, frank and reliable information to Parliament, is that committee on which I had the honour of serving, the 
Select Committee into Elder Abuse, took its time with the limited resources of the Legislative Council. Incidentally, 
the resources were limited because the Attorney General has been part of a consortium of individuals who have 
decided that it would be a wise idea to enter into litigation with the Legislative Council, which is a point for another 
debate on another day and another element as to why this person is entirely unfit to be the first law officer of 
Western Australia. 
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Nevertheless, that decision by the Attorney General and the Premier to effectively sue the Legislative Council—
to sue the Parliament—is outrageous. It is outrageous that a government might seek to sue the Parliament! Because 
of that, the Legislative Council has been suffering hardship and duress with respect to its resources. Nevertheless, 
the Select Committee into Elder Abuse had sufficient resources to send a letter to the Attorney General. We had 
just enough money to put the postage stamp on the letter. We wrote to him and we thought: “Given the length of 
time that has transpired and that, you, Attorney General, said you will expedite the passage of this legislation, we 
thought we would invest $1 in a postage stamp to write to you and ask you what is happening.” He wrote back to the 
committee in a letter dated 26 April 2018, as set out on page 87 of the select committee’s report. He indicated in that 
letter that the government supported 77 of the 86 recommendations contained in the statutory review that I referred 
to earlier. He also advised at that time that a bill to amend the Guardianship and Administration Act 1990 was 
approved by cabinet in December 2017. It will not be too long before it is December 2020, some three years later. 
However, he said to us on 26 April 2018—he also invested that $1 for the postage stamp to send the letter back to the 
committee—that the McGowan cabinet had approved a bill to amend the Guardianship and Administration Act 
in December 2017. He said that it was anticipated that the amendment bill would be introduced into the spring 
session of Parliament. The spring session of Parliament to which he was referring was the spring session in 2018. 
Members will be aware that despite the fact we are in the final winter month, we are actually in the spring sittings 
of 2020. Two years later, I again draw this matter to the attention of the Parliament. 
The committee noted in its report tabled in September 2018—two years ago in terms of spring sittings—that no 
bill to amend the Guardianship and Administration Act had been introduced into the Parliament. The McGowan 
team said in March 2017 that it was going to expedite the passage of this bill. Nothing happened. The select committee 
asked in April 2018 what was happening. The Attorney General, Mr Quigley, said, “Rest assured, we’re going to 
bring in a bill in the spring session of 2018; in fact, a bill has been approved by cabinet since December 2017.” 
Nothing happened. The unanimous decision of the committee was to recommend that the government introduce 
such a bill “as a matter of urgency”—they are the words used by the committee. 

We have a situation in which Mr Quigley, the Attorney General, has not been full, frank and reliable with the 
information he has provided to the Parliament. Perhaps one could say that he has been frank. He was frank in telling 
the committee that cabinet had approved the bill in 2017. He was frank in telling the committee that it was anticipated 
that the bill would be introduced in the spring session of 2018. It is all unreliable information. There is no point 
providing full, frank and unreliable information to the Parliament. That is why the shadow Attorney General has 
this motion before us at the moment, noting the repeated failure to provide full, frank and reliable information to 
the Parliament. Labor members should not be happy with their Attorney General providing unreliable information 
to the Parliament. That is what has happened. He provided unreliable information to the Select Committee on Elder 
Abuse. He told us a bill would be brought in during the spring session of 2018. That has not happened. It is the 
spring session of 2020, and it still has not happened. 

Where is the Leader of the House now? She is away on urgent parliamentary business. I would like her to come 
back in here and tell us whether a case has been made. Has a case been made about whether the Attorney General 
continues to provide full, frank and reliable information, or might she be away on urgent parliamentary business 
because she is just a little bit embarrassed about the state of affairs? She is the Leader of the House—the most 
senior member of the government in the chamber. Where is the bill? It is nowhere to be seen 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Member, I apologise, but I am required to interrupt debate to 
give the mover of the motion an opportunity to reply. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: In another 37 seconds, Madam Acting Present. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Okay. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Madam Acting President. I conclude by making the observation that although 
I was, regrettably, absent for the majority of the debate, it is plain to anyone who reads the debate in Hansard of 
28 May 2020 of the other place that the Attorney General has made false and misleading claims. It is plain to anyone 
who has been observing the conduct of the Attorney General over the course of this fortieth Parliament that he has 
repeatedly failed to provide full, frank and reliable information to the Parliament, and it is for those reasons 
I wholeheartedly support the motion. 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.05 pm] — in reply: 
I thank members for their contribution to the debate. This debate has implications for the integrity of the Parliament 
and its ability to do its job. The response from the government has been refreshing to see, and it must be comforting 
for the Attorney General to know, that at least his political colleagues will support him in this matter. However, 
their answer is that, basically, the case has not been made out. I suggest that his false comments on 28 May in the 
other place in the course of debate, when he said that evidence had been in this place that was not available for the 
purpose of pursuing a criminal investigation, has been made out. The President of this house, in a very carefully 
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reasoned and not spontaneous response, provided that explanation. His response to that was that he was talking 
about the Corruption and Crime Commission investigation. Of course, the CCC is primarily for misconduct matters, 
not criminal investigations as such, but we will leave that aside. Let us assume that is the case. Nevertheless, he 
revealed that the investigation was into child sex offences, which is something that had not been discussed 
beforehand, albeit referred to as some of the material that had been found incidentally in a CCC report. But that 
was revealing an investigation. Unless the Attorney General had the permission of the CCC to do that, he would 
have compromised that sort of investigation—end of story. That is made out. 

I have identified a refusal to give specific information in a number of cases. The leader’s response to that was 
simply, “We’ve heard it all before.” That is true, but we have seen no change in behaviour. It is disturbing that the 
Leader of the House has taken the attitude that, “You may not like the answer but that’s it.” That is very true as 
a matter of process in this chamber, where we cannot complain to the Presiding Officer about the content of the 
answers. We take what we are given. It is a very different thing if we expect accountability from a government 
and a minister. We expect a minister to consistently provide full answers, with information, to questions; frank 
responses with reliable information. I have demonstrated that is not the case. Other members have indicated the 
problems they are also experiencing, leaving aside what the Attorney General volunteers in the course of debate 
in the other place to try to make a point but without regard to the facts. That has happened time and again. The 
fact that sometimes the leader proffers what he does, as if she is some hand puppet and simply says, “This is the 
answer; keep on asking it ad nauseam and you will get the same answer,” which is non-information, diminishes 
the importance of this Parliament and is of no credit to her. To say that somehow Hon Helen Morton is relevant to 
the Attorney General’s defence is bizarre. I do not get that at all. That is desperate. That is sad stuff. 

We were told by Hon Pierre Yang that there are more important things to worry about than whether the 
Attorney General is giving full, frank and reliable information in the course of parliamentary debate or in response 
to questions in this place. There are more important things to worry about? I point out that we are being asked to 
expedite the passage of legislation. Legislation has been introduced in here and the government, of which he is an 
example, is asking us to take its word on faith about the need for legislation and to pass it with alacrity and without 
the due scrutiny that would ordinarily be expected because it is a state of emergency. If the best that the government 
can do is say, “Look, our Attorney General is a bit of a character. Don’t worry about the answers he gives. Let him 
provide incomplete answers; let him provide less than full and frank answers and don’t rely on him too much”, it 
does not instil faith in me and, I venture to add, many other members in this place. That goes directly towards 
suitability. It is impertinent to consider that self-indulgent. We are the Parliament and he needs to be accountable 
to Parliament and not dismiss the importance of this institution.  

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President casting his vote with the ayes, with the following result — 
Ayes (20) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Peter Collier Hon Rick Mazza Hon Aaron Stonehouse 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Michael Mischin Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Donna Faragher Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robin Scott Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Colin Holt Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 

 

Noes (12) 

Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Laurie Graham Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Darren West 
Hon Adele Farina Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Matthew Swinbourn Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 

            
Pair 

Hon Charles Smith Hon Alanna Clohesy 

Question thus passed. 
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