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MEMBER FOR NEDLANDS 
Personal Explanation - Members of Parliament, Fraudulent Behaviour 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [10.32 am]:  I was sitting here when the member for Willagee - I could hear him 
clearly - accused the member for Hillarys and me -  

Point of Order 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The House is dealing with Standing Order No 148, which allows members to give personal 
explanations. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It does not help when members on this side interject.   

The member is entitled to make a personal explanation to correct any misrepresentation but may not make a 
reply or raise a new matter.  Immediately after the member for Nedlands got to her feet, she started to address the 
matter.  In making a personal explanation - I believe the standing orders are very clear and should be easily 
understood by members - members can say what they did or did not say, and that is all.  The member should not 
canvass the debate.  Mr Acting Speaker, I hope you can give members some guidance so that they do not abuse 
Standing Order No 148, otherwise the standing orders may have to be changed. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  In order for me to make a personal explanation I have to say what I am responding to.  I 
was making a personal explanation because the member for Willagee accused me of being fraudulent.  That is as 
far as I got.  If I did not say that, who would know what I was making a personal explanation about?  The 
Government is very testy on this matter because a document has been leaked.  However, the Government must 
abide by the standing orders.  I am entitled to give my reasons for making a personal explanation.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  I assume the member was going to say she has been personally 
aggrieved and that she will get to that point.  The member cannot take a point of order because someone else has 
been aggrieved.  I ask the member for Nedlands to draw her personal explanation to a rapid conclusion, just like 
the member for Hillarys did.   

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I shall take my time to make my personal explanation properly.  My bringing the e-mails 
into Parliament did not amount to fraudulent behaviour.  The e-mails were circulated to the media prior to this 
matter being raised in the Assembly.  There is nothing fraudulent in the e-mails, and that is there for all the world 
to see.  It was suggested that opposition members misrepresented them as being one e-mail instead of two 
separate e-mails.  In fact, there were three e-mails from the Department for Community Development and one 
from the Department of Health.  The issue for which I used the e-mails was not to suggest that they were co-
joined or there was only one e-mail; the issue was about their content.  All the people who sent the e-mails raised 
the issue of the serious lack of resources for child protective services in the Department for Community 
Development - 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Point of order, Mr Acting Speaker -   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Thank you, member for Riverton.  The member for Nedlands heard the ruling I gave 
when the member for Hillarys gave his personal explanation.  Members cannot talk about or debate the contents 
of the e-mails.  The member immediately strayed from that ruling.  I assume the member for Riverton would 
have pulled the member for Nedlands up on that point of order.  I ask the member for Nedlands to discuss the 
content of the e-mails and do what the member for Hillarys did, which is to present her personal explanation to 
the House.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Further to the point of order, I have to say why I was using it in order to -  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Nedlands!  You are canvassing my ruling.  I have ruled on what was 
nearly a point order.  I interrupted the member for Riverton before the matter became a point of order.  
Therefore, there is no point of order.  The member should not canvass my ruling.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When I discussed the e-mails at the time, I was not behaving fraudulently; I had a genuine 
interest in reading them to the House.  There was nothing to hide or conceal.  The e-mails were published for all 
the world to see, with the exception of the name of the person who sent them.   
 


