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MEMBER FOR SOUTHERN RIVER, DISMISSAL OF STAFF MEMBER 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland): Today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition seeking to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

This House requires the member for Southern River to give a full explanation to the House of the events 
relating to the dismissal of a staff member which have given rise to allegations of criminal conduct in 
her office and calls on the Minister for Police to ensure that these allegations are fully investigated. 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 
The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis, as detailed in the standing orders. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.45 pm]:  I move the motion.   

An important role of Parliament is to expose wrongdoing in high and privileged places when a perception is 
given that improper conduct can be hidden and crimes covered up.  That is the role I want this House to play 
today.  An allegation has been made against the office of the Liberal member for Southern River, which office 
may be seen to be privileged.  It is a serious allegation that someone in the office of the member for Southern 
River committed the crime of forgery. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Wanneroo shall come to order. 

Mr RIPPER:  It is a serious allegation that is being investigated by the police.  In fact, Detective Senior 
Constable Duzevich and Detective Sergeant Harmer interviewed the member for Southern River on 18 March 
2000 at 357 Mill Point Road, South Perth. 

Point of Order 

Mr SHAVE:  If this matter is under police investigation, should we be talking about it? 

The SPEAKER:  I indicate to the House that I am aware that no investigation of the matter is currently 
occurring.  The time at which a charge is laid also has a strong bearing on the matter.  I will not grant a point of 
order, as I do not believe there are problems at this time. 

While I am on my feet, I indicate to the House that these kinds of motions are very difficult.  It is my job to look 
at the motion, to listen to what is being said and to pay particular mind to the relevance of what is being said.  
This motion is not an opportunity for open slather; it is an opportunity for debate that will be confined to the 
motion.  I hope members understand that. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr RIPPER:  The police interviewed the member for Southern River.  This was not a minor matter.  I have in 
my hand a 31-page transcript of the audio interview between Detective Senior Constable Duzevich and Detective 
Sergeant Harmer with the member for Southern River.  This is a matter that the House must take seriously.  The 
problem is that the police investigation appears to have stopped and it appears that the settlement of a related 
unfair dismissal case led to the termination of the police investigation.  I suggest to the House today that the 
settlement of that unfair dismissal case cannot be allowed to excuse a lack of vigour in and resolution of the 
police investigation into an alleged crime that has been committed in the office of a member of Parliament. 

I shall now go through the background to this case, which relates to the dismissal of an employee of the State 
Government, Yvonne Poole, who worked in the office of the member for Southern River.  Yvonne Poole has 
prepared a statutory declaration that was signed before a Justice of the Peace at Melville on 21 February this 
year.  I will not quote it all but if any member wishes to see it, he or she can see me afterwards. 

Mr House:  I presume you will table it. 

Mr RIPPER:  I cannot table it under standing orders but I can lay it on the Table for the interest of members.  
Part 1 reads - 

I responded to a newspaper advertisement for a position as Research Officer in the Electorate Office of 
Monica Holmes MLA, in September 1999.   

There were a series of interviews.  Part 5 reads - 
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After all of these events, I was advised by telephone by Robin Parkes that Monica wanted to offer me 
the position, that I had been successful with my application, and was invited to commence work on the 
conditions offered. 

The employment arrangements were perhaps a bit unusual.  Part 8 reads - 

After commencing my employment I was requested to sign some papers presented to me, which were in 
relation to what was described as a "complicated" cost sharing of my services between Ms Holmes, Mr 
Day MLA (Darling Range) and Mr Tubby MLA (Roleystone).   

The hours worked were 75 a fortnight.  Unfortunately, Ms Poole was not paid for 75 hours a fortnight.  Part 11 
reads - 

Since that first pay period I have been paid by the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet for 60 hours 
each fortnight only, and continuation of that fortnightly wage for a full year does not equate to the 
annual salary as advertised and accepted upon commencement of my employment contract. 

That is the background.  We now come to the critical events; that is, those surrounding the termination of Ms 
Poole's employment.  Part 16 reads - 

On Thursday 27th January 2000, the Electorate Officer said something to me about the standard of my 
work and commended me for work and my people skills.   

Part 17 reads - 

At all times during my period of employment, I had a good working relationship with the Electorate 
Officer and the other staff member, and I enjoyed my work immensely, although I did not see Monica 
often.   

Part 18 reads - 

On Monday 31st January, the Electorate Officer said to me something  about "Monica not being happy 
with my work" and she said that I was to finish up on Friday 4th February.  She then indicated that I 
should prepare a letter of resignation to make things easier, and if I did that Monica would provide me 
with a good reference. 

This is the key point:  Did Yvonne Poole sign her letter of resignation?  It is the point that raises the question of 
the crime of forgery.  Yvonne Poole was under some pressure to prepare that letter of resignation.  She said - 

I continued to work during the week up to 4th February without producing the requested letter of 
resignation, and near the close of business on that day February 4th, the Electorate Officer again asked 
for a letter of resignation saying it would make things easier and a lot less messy.  I asked who for, and 
Robin replied "for Monica". . .  

I indicated I could not understand how I would be given a good reference if I was unsatisfactory with 
my work, and indicated my reluctance to sign a resignation as I had been fired.  Robin said that I had 
until Monday (7th February) to produce the resignation letter, even though I was finished that day. 

Ms Poole felt aggrieved by the way in which she had been treated by the member for Southern River.  She went 
to the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet and spoke to Mr Moore, who was responsible for employment matters 
relating to staff in electorate offices, and complained about what she regarded as her unfair dismissal.  Mr Moore 
did not even know that her employment had been terminated.  He inquired of the electorate office about the 
circumstances and was told that Ms Poole had resigned and was then given a copy of a resignation letter.  This is 
what Ms Poole says about that resignation letter - 

I have approached Mr Moore in the Department of Premier and Cabinet with my Industrial Agent, and 
have been shown an undated note, addressed "to whom it may concern", which says. 

"I am writing to advise you that due to circumstances beyond my control I am no longer 
working in the Office of Monica Holmes.  My employment ceased the week ending 4th 
February 2000.   

Your sincerely . . .   

Y Poole 

She then says that the signature is forged -  

This document has been signed, and that signature if it purports to be my signature, is a forgery.   

She concludes by saying -  
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I say the forgery of a signature on the note described in point 24 is a criminal act, designed to deprive 
me of my just entitlements.   

The statement was signed on 21 February 2000.  That is a pretty serious matter about which this House should be 
very concerned.  It is an allegation of forgery.  I am advised that "forgery" is defined in the Criminal Code as 
making, altering or dealing with a record so that it purports to be made by a person who did not make it.  The 
penalty for that crime is imprisonment for seven years.  We are dealing with a matter which is not to be taken 
lightly.  I have looked at the signature in question, and I have looked at previous signatures of the person 
concerned.  From my examination of the signatures, as a lay person, there appear to be distinct differences 
between them and I do not think the two signatures were written by the same person.  There are issues relating to 
the way the letter "O" is linked to the following letter "O" in the signature.  There is normally a full stop after 
Yvonne Poole's signature, but not in the signature in the letter of resignation. 

Mr MacLean:  Are you qualified to do forensic examinations on signatures? 

Mr RIPPER:  I thank the member for Wanneroo for that question.  I thought it might be asked, so I have in front 
of me a memorandum from Acting Sergeant McGinn from the forensic division of the WA Police Service.  This 
expert wrote -  

I have conducted an examination of the disputed signature and compared it with the specimen 
signatures attributed to Yvonne Poole.  It is my opinion that the disputed signature does not conform to 
the naturally executed signature of Yvonne Poole as determined by the supplied specimen material. 

This opinion is identifying that the disputed signature is pictorially and constructionally different to the 
legitimate signature of Yvonne Poole.   

It is further stated in the letter -  

The pictorial and constructional differences that have been identified are such that, if Poole were to be 
considered responsible, then she has intentionally created a different signature. 

That is the opinion of the forensic expert from the Western Australia Police Service.  Perhaps someone will ask 
whether Yvonne Poole's fingerprints were found on the letter of resignation.  One would expect someone who 
signed a letter of resignation to put fingerprints on the letter.  However, the police could not find any of her 
fingerprints on the documents, and I quote from a statement received from Lynly Robyn Sharp -  

I am a Senior Constable and Fingerprint Technician attached to the Fingerprint Bureau, Police Forensic 
Division, Perth. 

On Thursday 4th May, 2000 I received an exhibit labelled chemical job number 311/2000.  I also 
received a set of inked fingerprints in the name of Yvonne POOLE date of birth; 23/02/55, endorsed 
"Comparison prints only". 

I compared developed latent fingerprints on the exhibit with the inked set of fingerprints in the name of 
Yvonne POOLE and found none to be the same. 

That is forensic evidence that the handwriting is different and fingerprint evidence to confirm the allegation that 
forgery has been committed in the office of the member for Southern River. 

Mr Prince interjected. 

Mr RIPPER:  The Minister for Police should be on his feet in this debate to give a full account of this 
investigation.  He should tell the House where it is going, what has happened, who has been charged, and what 
the resolution will be.  We shall expect to hear from the minister in due course. 

I refer now to a statement from Miss Laurelle Marie Hockey, who also works in the office of the member for 
Southern River.  She states -  

I am 19 years of age and are presently employed as a Receptionist at the offices of Monica HOLMES, 
the Member for Southern River. 

The statement continues, and she refers to a conversation with Yvonne Poole as follows -  

Yvonne replied I don't need them because I've got the sack, meaning her employment was terminated.  I 
believe she was terminated about a week after she told me this.   

After Yvonne told me this I spoke to Robyn and asked her who was going to replace Yvonne. 

Robyn said a friend of Monica's who was in Sydney would get the job. 

The letter also states - 
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Robyn also told me at this point that she was going to tell Monica that either Karyn goes or she goes, 
meaning that she had had enough and that she was going to tell Monica that she could do her own dirty 
work this time and sack Karyn herself.  

That account of the 19-year-old receptionist in the office of the member for Southern River tends also to confirm 
the allegation that Yvonne Poole did not resign but was dismissed.  The only logical conclusion that can be 
drawn from those events is that her purported signature on the letter of resignation is a forgery.   

There are three motives for having a worker purport to resign.  The first motive is that had Yvonne Poole been 
terminated, she would have received a better payout than had she simply resigned.  She refers to that in her 
statutory declaration when she states -  

My Workplace Agreement provides for one month of notice by either party, and if I resign without 
giving one month’s notice I forfeit $500.  I would not do that.   

The second motive is that a worker who resigns is prevented from taking action for unfair dismissal.  The third 
motive, which is implied in the statement by Laurelle Hockey, is that the member for Southern River wanted to 
put a friend of hers into the job.   

We have a pattern of behaviour at the office of the member for Southern River where quite a lot of hiring and 
firing has been taking place, and where staff who have been terminated have been asked to submit a letter of 
resignation.  We also have a pattern of behaviour where the rights of employees have been denied, because 
Yvonne Poole worked for 75 hours a fortnight, as per her signed workplace agreement, but was paid for only 60 
hours a fortnight. 

We have an allegation, forensic evidence, the statement of witnesses, motives, and a pattern of behaviour.  This 
matter should be of great concern to this House.  If members of the Government condone these events, they will 
all be tarred with the same brush.  This is not just a Southern River issue.  This is an issue for all members on the 
government benches.  This is about the standards of behaviour that are tolerated in the coalition and the 
standards of accountability that are applied in the coalition.   

A number of people need to explain the events that have given rise to this allegation.  The member for Southern 
River must explain who signed the letter of resignation.  Will the member for Southern River advise the House 
who signed that letter?  There is no answer.  Did the member for Southern River approve the signing of the letter 
of resignation by someone other than Yvonne Poole? 

Mr House:  You are fishing. 

Mr RIPPER:  I am not fishing.  I have document after document to back up my argument.  I get no response 
from the member for Southern River.  I hope she will respond when she participates in the debate.  It is 
unfortunate that the Premier is not here today, but when he comes back later this week, he needs to give us a 
statement about how he will enforce proper standards of behaviour in his Government and party.  The Minister 
for Police needs to ensure that these inquiries are pursued vigorously.  I fear that the inquiries have been 
terminated following the settlement of the unfair dismissal complaint.  The minister needs to report to the 
Parliament on the status of these inquiries.  We need to know what was the result of the inquiries, who will take 
responsibility for the forgery, and who has been charged. 

Mr Shave:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr RIPPER:  I will take an interjection when I am closer to the end of my speech, because I need to say a few 
other things and time is running short.  The Attorney General also needs to answer some questions about this 
issue, including why this two-day trial - that is, the unfair dismissal case - which was set down two months 
before, was not listed in the Magistrate’s Court list in The West Australian on 9 August.  Why was the matter not 
included on the daily court lists within the confines of the court building?  Does the Government intend to use 
the Office of the Crown Solicitor in alleged unfair dismissal cases before industrial authorities when both 
tribunals are open to lay advocates?  What have been the legal costs of the defence provided to the Speaker and 
the member for Southern River in this case?  What has been the cost of the defence by the Ministry of the 
Premier and Cabinet in this case which involves criminal actions?  I ask those questions because I think it is 
unusual for the Office of the Crown Solicitor to be involved in the defence of an unfair dismissal case in an 
industrial arena.  It is also unusual that the published court notices in the newspaper and the building do not 
include any reference to the case in question.  

I return to the main point:  This is not something that affects just the member for Southern River; this affects the 
whole of the Government.  It is not something that affects the whole of the Government simply by implication, 
although it can be if the Government is prepared to condone this sort of behaviour.  It is something for which the 
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Minister for Police, the Premier and the Attorney General will have to answer.  Let me summarise what we have 
in this set of circumstances.  

Mr Shave:  This forgery and signing things for other people is pretty serious, don’t you think? 

Mr RIPPER:  I hope the minister agrees. 

Mr Shave:  What do you think about someone preparing something for a judicial inquiry and getting someone 
else to sign it on the premise that they prepared it?  

Mr RIPPER:  The Minister for Lands presumably wants to debate some other issue unrelated to the criminal 
activity in the office of his protege and former electorate officer, the member for Southern River.  I can 
understand the sensitivity of the Minister for Lands and his faction of the Liberal Party to the circumstances that 
I have outlined to the House.  However, a feeble attempt at diversion like that will not be sufficient to deal with 
the issue.  The House must have a proper explanation of these circumstances.   

I bring my remarks to a conclusion by summarising the situation.  There has been forgery and criminal conduct 
in the office of the member for Southern River, and who do the police investigate?  They investigate the member 
for Southern River and two of her staff!  It is a serious situation.  It is a crime that carries a punishment of seven 
years’ imprisonment.  The staff of the member for Southern River are being investigated.  The matter appears to 
have been shrouded in secrecy.  The Government now must come clean and explain to the House exactly what 
has occurred in this office.   

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [3.08 pm]:  I have been a member of this Parliament for 10 
years as of today.  It seems like an eternity.  In that 10 years, I doubt that I have heard such an inept speech in 
support of a matter of public interest as the one we have just listened to.  The rights of an individual, at law and 
particularly within the work force, are protected and covered by a fabric of law and various processes.  I do not 
dismiss - even though I do not know this circumstance or this individual - a person’s rights or entitlement to 
progress a grievance which that person may have in the form of what is claimed to be a wrongful dismissal.  I 
would have thought that law and order, drugs, the teachers dispute, Derby tidal power, the finance brokers issue, 
or even the Olympics might be somewhat more relevant and important for this Parliament, rather than a dispute, 
which may have happened, involving a 0.4 employee in the office of the member for Southern River.  The 
Opposition has clearly lost the plot.  If this is what the Opposition thinks is the most important issue to bring 
before the Legislative Assembly, only a few months out from an election, it needs to have a good look at itself.  
This is an extraordinary matter to use for the week's matter of public interest.  What is it all about?  There is no 
great passion about forgery.  Look at the three members opposite laugh:  Hear no evil, see no evil, speak no evil.  
If any political party is unqualified to talk about propriety and public conduct of affairs it is the Australian Labor 
Party.  How dare members opposite come into this House and try this.  The public knows how rotten they were; 
their lousy standards with respect to their employees and the way in which they politicised the Public Service 
during their term in government.  I am not going to go through that issue because the public is aware of it.   

The Opposition is not suddenly a passionate advocate for the rights of an individual worker or the issue of unfair 
dismissal.  This is a corny effort to try to damage the standing of the member for Southern River.  What an 
enormously pathetic effort this is.  This is what the Opposition has come to.  It is the sort of sleazy tactics that we 
have seen, year in, year out - all the scandals it has attempted to run, all the innuendo it has attempted to cast 
over individuals.  Where is the policy?  It is not to be seen.  This is appalling stuff 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  This is a serious motion.  We are all aware that members’ reputations are being 
discussed.  There is far too much interjection.  Members want to hear the arguments; they do not want to hear 
members shout at each other across the House.   

Mr BARNETT:  The first sentence of the matter of public interest states - 

This House requires the member for Southern River to give a full explanation of the events relating to 
the dismissal of a staff member . . . . 

The Government is not going to support that and I would like to say why. 

Mr Ripper:  Finish the sentence. 

Mr BARNETT:  I will come back to the second part later.  No staff member has been dismissed from the office 
of the member for Southern River.  I am advised that in February 2000 a staff member resigned from the office 
and subsequently made allegations of a forged signature on a letter of resignation.  The matter of the forged 
signature was, quite properly, referred to the public sector investigations unit of the Western Australia Police 
Service and another appropriate body - I am sure that members can work out which one was - by the Ministry of 
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Premier and Cabinet on behalf of the employer.  The employer was, nominally, the Speaker of the Legislative 
Assembly.  The employee, Ms Poole, lodged a complaint in the Industrial Magistrate’s Court alleging unfair 
dismissal.  That is quite proper and she was entitled to do that.  People should use the industrial process.  She 
sought entitlements prescribed in the workplace agreement that she had signed with her employer.  The matter 
was listed for hearing in the court for 9 and 10 August 2000.  No finding was made as the parties subsequently 
settled the matter.  An amount of compensation was paid to the employee.  The amount is confidential under the 
terms of the agreement.   

Mr Ripper:  How much has it cost the taxpayers? 

Mr BARNETT:  I am not at liberty to disclose that.  It is a confidential agreement between the parties. 

Mr Kobelke:  The cover-up cost! 

Mr BARNETT:  The Ministry of Premier and Cabinet and the employee concerned agreed on an out-of-court 
settlement.  The employee chose to pursue a case of wrongful dismissal through the industrial system.  For 
whatever reason, the Ministry of Premier and Cabinet agreed to a settlement.  That was the end of it. 

Mr Ripper:  Why did the Government settle the case? 

Mr BARNETT:  The Government did not settle; the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet settled the issue. 

Mr Ripper:  Is it not coincidental that the settlement occurred before the member for Southern River was to give 
evidence? 

Mr BARNETT:  That would have had nothing to do with it.  Unlike the Opposition, this Government does not 
compromise the Public Service.  Opposition members laugh coyly; however, I know some of the senior people in 
the Ministry of the Premier and Cabinet, and this would have been handled properly and objectively and 
independent of the political process, as is any other industrial issue.  I assure members that that was the case. 

Dr Gallop:  Does the forgery not interest you? 

Mr BARNETT:  The Police Service investigated the alleged forgery.  The Minister for Police will comment on 
that process and the Minister for Labour Relations will make some further comments. 

Mr Ripper:  Will you ask the member for Southern River to speak? 

Mr BARNETT:  No; the member will speak if she chooses.  How dare the Labor Party come into this place and 
raise this issue as a matter of public interest?  It has been raised solely for the grimy political objective of trying 
to slur the reputation of the member for Southern River.  How many wrongful dismissal cases go before the 
Industrial Magistrate’s Court each year?  I imagine it would be hundreds.  The Opposition has picked on one that 
is apparently of immense importance because it relates to a person who worked part time in the office of the 
member for Southern River.  The Opposition has learnt nothing from the Easton inquiry or its antics over the 
City of Wanneroo.  It always operates in the realm of personal attack, innuendo and sleaze.  Those are the facts 
of this case.  The issue went through the industrial process.  It went before the Industrial Magistrate’s Court and 
was settled by a mutual agreement between the parties.  That should be the end of the matter. 

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Police) [3.17 pm]:  I make a few comments on the police involvement in 
the process.  According to my information, a complaint was made to the Police Service on 2 March, just under a 
month after the lady left the employment of the member for Southern River.  It was forwarded to the public 
sector investigation unit, which is part of the Police Service’s professional standards portfolio.  The unit exists 
for the purpose of investigating allegations of misbehaviour within the public sector.  The police are still 
investigating the complaint.  About the same time, Ms Poole engaged the assistance of an industrial advocate, 
presumably through her union, and took civil action under industrial law.  That trial took place in early August.  
Documentation compiled by the police was subpoenaed and supplied to the court.  I am informed the 
information was made available to the advocates on both sides, who were strongly advised not to disclose it to 
their clients because of the continuing police investigations.  I imagine that included the investigation by the 
body we are not supposed to mention - although we all know what it is.  Somebody’s adviser or advocate has 
released the information and the Opposition has read selected passages from it today.  Shame on the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition.  He spoke about something shrouded in secrecy.  How does he think the police will be 
able to investigate the matter after he laid it open to public gaze?  How will they be able to carry on any form of 
inquiry and test what somebody says against what somebody else told them after the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition has told everybody concerned about it?  How can he possibly expect that an inquiry will come to a 
conclusion, whether or not it is the conclusion that the Opposition wants?  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
has effectively torpedoed the matter straight amidships - the fool.   
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This matter of public interest, pursuant to Standing Order 145, calls on me to ensure that the allegations are fully 
investigated.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition is about to get a sermon on the powers of the Minister for 
Police to direct the Police Service under the Westminster convention.  I have not found in any statute or in 
common law anything that states that the minister cannot direct the police.  However, the convention in this State 
for at least 100 years and probably longer is that police ministers cannot and should not direct the police.  
Indeed, I would expect the Commissioner of Police to resist any such attempt to direct.  Why?  Because in 
countries that do not have the Westminster system of democracy, the police are an arm of government and are 
misused.  That does not happen in Australia, although there have been attempts to use the police in that way, not 
by this Government or any other Government of this Government’s complexion.  By convention, police 
ministers cannot and will not -  

Mr Pendal interjected. 

Mr PRINCE:  By convention; I just pointed that out.   

Mr Pendal:  The minister’s point is a good one, but where does it say that in the motion? 

Mr PRINCE:  The last two lines of the matter of public interest state -  

. . . and calls on the Minister for Police to ensure that these allegations are fully investigated. 

I cannot and will not try in this matter, or any other to do with an investigation of a criminal allegation, to direct 
the police, and nor should anybody else.  If the member put this proposition to 100 people in the street, 99 of 
them would think the member was talking nonsense.  They think a Minister for Police has the power to tell the 
police what to do; that is, where to send police, how to carry out things and the rest of it.  That is the general 
perception.  I hope that people in this place and elsewhere understand that a Minister for Police cannot and 
should not do that.   

I cannot ensure that the allegations are fully investigated without telling the police what to do.  I can urge them 
to carry out an investigation by telling them that, in my opinion, an investigation is in the public interest, and I 
will do that.  I do not see anything wrong with saying something of that nature to the police commissioner or any 
other officer for that matter.  However, I must be careful how I put it.  I will say that, in my view, an 
investigation into these matters is in the public interest.  The commissioner usually tells me whether he agrees 
with me.  It is his job to decide on these matters and I cannot tell him what to do.  I should not and I will not try.  
I hope members opposite understand that, because if I attempted to ensure that the allegations are fully 
investigated, I would have to direct the police, and I will not do that.  Fundamentally, members opposite do not 
understand the relationship between the minister and the Police Service.   

Mr Thomas:  You have a right and a duty to be informed.  

Mr PRINCE:  Of course.  A problem arises concerning information.  The police are the judge of the limits on 
how much information anybody who stands in my shoes should have.  The police should be entitled to 
investigate any allegation of a crime being committed using the best techniques, training, knowledge and 
information available to them and they should reveal information relating to that investigation to the minister 
only on the rarest of occasions, no matter how much the police trust the minister’s respect for confidentiality.  
Although a minister should be politically responsible for what the police do, all investigations of criminal 
allegations - not necessarily that an offence has been committed - should be a matter for the police.  The police 
are accountable to the courts, internal professional standards and, if someone makes a complaint, the 
Ombudsman, for how they carry out investigations.  The Anti-Corruption Commission has a great deal of control 
over the internal operations of the police, and in a sense the police are accountable publicly, but at the end of, not 
during, an inquiry.   

The Opposition should be careful about getting involved in matters that are being investigated by the police.  In 
this case, the Opposition has effectively torpedoed whatever it was that the police were doing because it has 
produced information subpoenaed by the industrial magistrate.  

The industrial magistrate said that that should not be released to the clients, and it has been.  It has been released 
to the people who represented Ms Poole.  Here it is in Parliament, and some of it has been laid on the Table.  I 
doubt whether the police will be able to progress the matter further.  However, I give the undertaking to the 
House and to the public that I will raise this matter with the Commissioner of Police when I see him tomorrow.  I 
see him every week.  I will tell him that this matter is in the public interest and should be investigated.  I will not 
be in the least surprised if he tells me it has been investigated, and the police have been unable to come to a 
conclusion and that given the publicity that will undoubtedly flow, he does not have much hope of getting a 
result.  That is because of the actions of members opposite.  What is in the Industrial Magistrate’s Court should 
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stay there.  An agreement to pay a sum of money was made, and that should have stayed there as well.  Members 
opposite are trying to create a scandal. 

Dr Gallop:  You are covering up a serious allegation.  

Mr PRINCE:  Nonsense!  The Opposition has tried to create a scandal. 

Mr Ripper:  The scandal is there.  We have lifted the lid on it.  

Mr PRINCE:  Do members of the Opposition want us to go into their electoral offices to find out what has been 
going on in the past seven years?  They want to be careful.  

Mr McGinty:  I would love to find out what has been going on in yours.  

Mr PRINCE:  The Opposition is obsessed, and the member for Fremantle is target obsessed, with obtaining what 
is perceived to be power, which is largely illusory anyway.  Members opposite are so obsessed they will do 
absolutely anything.  “The end justifies the means” is tattooed on their stony souls.  That is all this is about.  

The Opposition has no policy on drugs, crime prevention, or on law and order other than populist matters like 
more police on - 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order!  Once again we are falling into the trap of lots of people wanting to say something.  We 
still have time for them to speak, and I will give the call to members if they bother to stand.  However, I will not 
let people interject continually.  It is a serious motion and I want to hear what is being said.  

Mr PRINCE:  The Opposition has no policies in education, other than to demand union representation on the 
Curriculum Council.  It does not debate issues of importance in education in our State.  All the Opposition ever 
does about health is carp that there is not enough money.  It does not address any of issues to do with 
technology, expectations, costing, and the mix of medical and support services. 

Mrs Roberts interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I formally call the member for Midland to order for the first time.   

Mr PRINCE:  The Opposition never debates these things.  All it ever does is criticise and be negative, and 
anything else it can do to smear members on this side of the House.  That is the way it plays politics.  I do not 
often agree with Dr Carmen Lawrence, but the people of this State are sick to death of personal attacks.  They do 
not respond to them, they do not like them and they do not listen to them.  In fact, they are turned off and against 
those who make those personal attacks 

Dr Gallop:  Where is the personal attack? 

Mr PRINCE:  This is a personal attack by the Leader of the Opposition on a backbench member in a marginal 
electorate.  That is what is motivating the Opposition - nothing more and nothing less.  I had thought better of the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  It is unfortunate, and I have no doubt that he will be able to come back from 
this.  “The end justifies the means” is the only creed Labor ideology subscribes to, and it is evident again. 

MRS HOLMES (Southern River) [3.28 pm]:  I will be short and to the point.  I have always told the truth to the 
police.  I have nothing to hide.  It is a great shame that members on the other side have resorted to grubby, dirty 
politics.  This Parliament has already been told that members opposite have no policies.  It is a great shame that 
we have wasted so much time on a trivial matter that has been dealt with and put to bed in the industrial court.   

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [3.29 pm]:  This Government has been locked into cover-up mode in the finance 
brokers scandal.  Everything must be cover-up, cover-up.  It does not matter how important the issue is, 
complicity in committing crimes does not matter to this Government - that is all right.  This Government is 
happy with its complicity in crimes of forgery as long as it looks after its own.  That is what it is about.  This 
Government looks after its own.  Evidence of the quality presented by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition does 
not normally come off the back of a truck. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  The member for Wanneroo has been interjecting incessantly.  If I hear him again, I will 
formally call him to order.  I remind members of the terms of reference, which is the motion.  It talks about 
events that have given rise to allegations of criminal conduct.  Talk about criminal conduct is different from 
allegations, and I am not prepared to accept comments along that line. 

Mr KOBELKE:  As has been outlined by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, we have transcripts and forensic 
evidence.  What did we hear from government members about those issues?  They totally avoided the issues.  
The Leader of the House said that people have rights and that this was just an unfair dismissal.  It was an unfair 
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dismissal, but it has become far more that that.  When government members look at the papers that will be made 
available to them, they will see prima facie evidence of a case of forgery.  If a Government cares at all about law 
and order, it will pursue cases like this to the hilt.  Government members today have taken one huge step back.  
They do not want this case of forgery to be investigated.  They do not want it followed through because the 
implications come too close to the Liberal Party.  In the past few weeks there have been allegations by Liberal 
against Liberal of forgery on party membership forms.  The record of these people is that forgery is okay in the 
Liberal Party.  That is the record of this Government.  We have seen it in its membership; we have seen it today, 
because the case outlined by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was not taken up by one speaker on the 
government side.  Not one member opposite addressed the substantive issue of considerable evidence of forgery 
in the office of the member for Southern River. 

This Government is soft on crime.  No wonder crime rates in Western Australia are soaring above those in the 
rest of Australia.  We have seen today that this Government is soft on crime.  When a case is laid out before it 
and the matter should be pursued to the hilt, two speakers plus the member for Southern River duck the issue.  
They will not even try to enter a defence of the matters laid before the House by the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition.  That is a matter of grave concern to this Parliament and to the people of this State, because we now 
know that this Government does not believe in investigating clear evidence of crime.  No wonder the drug 
dealers are getting away scot-free.  This Government will not follow up on crime.  The Opposition comes into 
this place and gives the Government an example, and all it gets is a smokescreen.  This Government is an 
absolute disgrace.  The sooner we go to the election and the people of Western Australia see the back of this 
Government, the better it will be for everyone.  Then we can do something about cleaning up crime in this State. 

The SPEAKER:  I was wondering when the relevance would become apparent. 

MRS EDWARDES (Kingsley -  Minister for Labour Relations) [3.33 pm]:  The matter of public interest before 
us today contains two matters.  One deals with the right of an individual worker and the issue of unfair dismissal; 
the other deals with the matter of fraud.  Both matters have been dealt with in the appropriate way.  The first 
matter has been dealt with through the Industrial Magistrate’s Court, pursuant to section 51 of the Industrial 
Relations Act, and the matter of fraud is a matter for the police; it is not a matter for this place.  If the Opposition 
is really serious about the independence of government and its police operations - I know members opposite 
have some blurred lines about that - that is what this is all about.  This is not a matter for this place; it is a matter 
for the police, and it was quite properly referred to the police for investigation.  The Minister for Police has 
indicated to this House that he will raise that matter with the Commissioner of Police tomorrow.  He will say that 
it is a matter of public interest and that it should be investigated. 

I will return to the issue of the unfair dismissal.  Pursuant to section 51 of the Act, an aggrieved person can make 
an application to the Industrial Magistrate’s Court.  That was done in this instance.  That application must be 
made within 28 days.  I understand that this person was employed under a workplace agreement, and the 
application to the court alleged unfair dismissal.  When the relevant workplace agreement does not provide for 
the matter to be heard by the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission, there is an opportunity to go 
to the Industrial Magistrate’s Court.  Generally, the industrial magistrate will list the matter for a pre-trial 
conference prior to listing the matter for hearing - that might clear up the other question - in an endeavour to 
have the parties resolve the matter.  When the matter cannot be so resolved between the parties, it is then listed 
for hearing and determination.  In this case, the matter was resolved between the parties. 

I bring to the attention of the House the issue of the rights of workers regarding unfair dismissal.  A letter has 
come into my possession to a Mr John Farnell from the Secretary-Treasurer of the Kalgoorlie-Boulder Sub 
Branch of the Australian Labor Party.  The letter advises Mr Farnell that he is to be evicted from the Kalgoorlie 
Trades Hall, apparently for failure to enter into an agreement with the sub-branch. 

Dr Gallop:  What has this got to do with the agreement? 

Mrs EDWARDES:  It concerns rights of workers and unfair dismissal.  The letter also makes a final demand for 
an outstanding debt.  The proposed agreement covers the duties of the caretaker at the Kalgoorlie Trades Hall.  
The nature of the relationship - that is, employer, employee, independent contractor - is not clear from the 
documentation.  However, if members opposite look at the agreement, I think that it would be generally accepted 
that this sort of scenario would be predicated on the basis of an employer-employee relationship.  The agreement 
also largely sets out the duties of the position, as well as Mr Farnell’s responsibilities concerning the payment of 
bills, etc.  Again, I highlight that the agreement does not purport to be a workplace agreement, although it 
threatens Mr Farnell with eviction should he not sign it by a particular date.  It appears that there has been an 
ongoing issue between Mr Farnell and the sub branch and that the agreement is designed to ensure that Mr 
Farnell shapes up or ships out. 
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I point out to the House that if this were a workplace agreement, the employer would be in clear breach of 
section 68 of the Workplace Agreements Act in that it has attempted to persuade a person, by threat or 
intimidation, to enter into an agreement.  That would also be a potential breach of section 70. 

The SPEAKER:  I allowed the member for Nollamara some latitude, even though the motion is fairly 
prescriptive.  That may have been the difficulty, because the motion is fairly tight.  The minister is now bringing 
other matters before the House, and I find some difficulty with their relevance.  With that it mind, perhaps we 
could continue. 

Mrs EDWARDES:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  The MPI deals with two issues.  The point to which I am referring 
is the rights of an individual worker and unfair dismissal.  Although this person had been employed for at least 
10 months, he was given two weeks’ notice of eviction because he did not enter into the agreement.  As such, the 
views of members opposite on the rights of individual workers do not extend to the rights of those who are 
employed by them.  I table a copy of these documents. 

[See paper No 212.] 

MR MacLEAN (Wanneroo) [3.40 pm]:  I refer to the second part of the member for Belmont’s motion, wherein 
he refers to allegations of criminal conduct being fully investigated.  The vitriol from members opposite was 
lacking with regard to a recent case when a member of this House was assaulted by a thug.  Instead of defending 
the assaulted member, members opposite settled the situation.  We heard no calls for a criminal investigation or 
for this Parliament to be given an explanation by the thug.  The Opposition hushed the member concerned by 
reaching an agreement that, if it excluded the thug from his activities, the member would not make a criminal 
complaint.  
Mr McGowan:  Where is the relevance? 
Mr MacLEAN:  I am referring to the second part of the motion.  That is the difference between members 
opposite and members on this side of the Chamber:  We will have an issue investigated using due process, but 
they try to hush things up.  An assault on a member of this place is much more serious than the allegation raised 
by the member for Belmont.   
The SPEAKER:  This is one of the difficulties in chairing debates such as this:  One gives a little latitude to one 
member and another wants to take it.  While the matters raised are very important, it is difficult to see the 
relevance to this specific motion.   
MR RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.43 pm]:  The Government has sought to argue 
that this debate relates to two topics.  There is one topic:  The question of criminal conduct in the office of the 
member for Southern River and the Government’s tolerance of that conduct.  The Government has advanced 
every reason that Governments advance when under attack on issues of probity to deflect attention and to 
prevent calls for a further inquiry.  We have heard the standard arguments:  That we should be talking about 
something else and that we are focusing on the wrong priorities.  Forgery in the office of a member does not 
appear to be important to the Government.  It believes that we should be talking about health, education and law 
and order.  We talk about those important issues frequently.  However, we will not ignore the possible 
commission of a criminal act in the office of a member of Parliament.  We have heard the arguments that this is a 
private dispute, that it is a dispute between the employer and the employee and that it has been resolved by court 
settlement using taxpayers’ money.  It would be interesting to know how much taxpayers’ money was used to 
settle this case so that the Government could argue that we do not need to inquire into it any further.   
This debate is not about a dispute between an employee and an employer; this is about the commission of a 
crime in the course of that dispute.  The Government is trying to avoid that issue; it does not want to discuss it.  
We have witnessed a disgraceful performance by government ministers and a pathetic performance by the 
member for Southern River.  She provided no explanation of the events.  Very serious allegations have been 
made about what happened in her office, but she appears to be prepared to tolerate that activity.  What standard 
is that for members to set in this Parliament?  Do members opposite accept that as the standard that should apply 
in political parties and in government?  Do they accept that a member can give a three-sentence response about 
forgery committed in her office?   
Mr Barnett:  We accept that a serious allegation such as this should be forwarded to the police and dealt with by 
them.  That is the difference.   
Mr MacLean interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  I formally call the member for Wanneroo to order for the first time!   

Mr RIPPER:  I raised this issue because I was advised that the case appeared to have been concluded.  I was 
advised that the forensic branch of the Police Service had examined the letter of resignation for Yvonne Poole’s 
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fingerprints but did not find them.  However, the officers did not investigate further and establish whose 
fingerprints were on the letter.  In other words, the investigating officers stopped at that very crucial point - 
before they had established who might have signed the letter.   

It is important to come into this place to seek to resurrect an inquiry into a serious allegation that appears to have 
been stalled.  That is the role of this Parliament.  Surely, if the Government cared about accountability, openness, 
law and order and justice, it would seek to have this matter investigated with some vigour.  The performance of 
government members today indicates that they are running for cover, that they will stonewall on this issue and 
that they will try to protect the member for Southern River and her office.   
We have heard the argument that we are pursuing the wrong priorities, that this is a private dispute, and that 
somehow, by coming into this House, airing this issue and producing documents relating to this matter in the 
public arena, we are hampering ongoing police inquiries.  Of course, these documents have already been given to 
both sides of the dispute.  Everyone associated with this case has already seen these documents and every person 
in the office of the member for Southern River has been interviewed by the police.  It will not come as any 
surprise that this matter has been investigated.  However, it might come as a surprise that the investigations will 
be reinvigorated as a result of this debate.  Members opposite might be concerned about that.  The Minister for 
Police does have a role in talking to the Police Service and in ensuring that it does its public duty with regard to 
these matters.  
I will refer again to my original summary of these events.  We have forgery and criminal conduct in the office of 
the member for Southern River.   
The SPEAKER:  We are dealing with allegations of criminal conduct in the office.  If members stick with the 
motion, all will be well.  To go one step further is not acceptable.  I ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to 
correct that statement.   
Mr Baker interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  I formally call the member for Joondalup to order for the first time!   

Point of Order 
Mr RIPPER:  I understand that one cannot make an allegation against a member of Parliament without making 
that allegation the subject of a substantive motion.  I am making the allegation about the office of the member of 
Parliament, not about the member herself.  Surely I am entitled under the standing orders to put it in that way.   
The SPEAKER:  If the member is talking about an allegation of criminal conduct in the office, that is fine.  The 
point I am trying to make is that when he refers to “criminal conduct” in the office of the member, as I heard him 
do, that is going too far.  It is “alleged” criminal conduct.  I think I have made my point.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr RIPPER:  As always, I will accept your guidance, Mr Speaker.  There have been allegations of forgery and 
criminal conduct in the office of the Liberal member for Southern River, and the police have interviewed the 
member and her staff.  The House should take this matter much more seriously than the Government has done so 
far. 
Bells rung and the House divided. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order!  This exchange is most unusual.  The bells are ringing, and members are subject to 
standing orders while we wait for the vote to be taken. 
The division resulted as follows - 
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Ayes (15) 

Ms Anwyl Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mrs Roberts 
Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Mr McGowan Mr Thomas 
Mr Carpenter Ms MacTiernan Ms McHale Mr Cunningham (Teller) 
Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Ripper  

Noes (32) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Cowan Mr MacLean Mr Prince 
Mr Baker Mr Day Mr Marshall Mr Shave 
Mr Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr Masters Mr Sweetman 
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr McNee Mr Trenorden 
Mr Bloffwitch Mrs Holmes Mr Minson Dr Turnbull 
Mr Board Mr House Mr Omodei Mrs van de Klashorst 
Mr Bradshaw Mr Johnson Mr Osborne Mr Wiese 
Dr Constable Mr Kierath Mr Pendal Mr Tubby (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr Riebeling                 Mr Court 
 Dr Edwards                 Dr Hames 
 Ms Warnock                 Mr Nicholls 
 Mr Bridge                 Mrs Parker 

Question thus negatived. 
 


