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MEMBER FOR RIVERTON, COMMENT TO LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 
Matter of Privilege - Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr F. Riebeling):  Yesterday afternoon, the Leader of the National Party took a point of order 
of privilege under Standing Order No 109 stating that it appeared to him that the member for Riverton had used 
information from a parliamentary committee to threaten the Leader of the Opposition.  He argued that the 
member for Riverton used privileged information from a committee, which the member for Riverton chairs, 
against the Leader of the Opposition.  I have had the advantage of looking at the transcript of the exchange and I 
am aware that Hansard has checked this with the audio recording.  For that reason, I am comfortable in quoting 
from the transcript.  Apparently, in response to a comment from the Leader of the Opposition, the member for 
Riverton is recorded in the uncorrected proof of Hansard as having said -  

We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, 
china.  

These words could convey a range of meanings, but I note that the member for Riverton later said -  

I inappropriately made reference to an inquiry that a committee of this Chamber has under way under 
the normal standing orders and procedures, and I withdraw and apologise for any implication -  

It therefore seems apparent that the member for Riverton was speaking about a committee inquiry, but I do not 
think that the words themselves constitute a threat, even taking into account the member’s position as chair of 
one of the committees of this House.  Exchanges between members to the effect that one or the other will be 
brought to account or scrutinised closely are commonplace in this Chamber.  I do not think that they preclude 
members from being able to undertake their work.  In my view, the suggestion implicit in the point of privilege 
taken by the Leader of the National Party that it was a threat to use committee proceedings somehow 
inappropriately to attack the Leader of the Opposition is not sustained by the transcript.  I have observed in the 
past that the nature and effect of what is said in the House depends upon circumstances and the tone and method 
of delivery.  I was not in the House at the time, and the Acting Speaker did not hear the exchange because of the 
ambient noise; therefore, I cannot make a judgment on those non-verbal matters.  In the circumstances, I do not 
believe that this matter has sufficient substance to allow a motion without notice to be moved under Standing 
Order No 109, although the Leader of the National Party acted properly in raising the matter with the Chair.   

In conclusion, I note that the member for Riverton has acknowledged that he has not acted correctly in reference 
to unreported committee proceedings and has apologised for that error.  I remind all members that there are 
several good reasons that committee work that has not been reported to the House or is not otherwise in the 
public domain should remain confidential.  Those reasons are all related to the need for our committee system to 
work effectively, and incidents such as this highlight the potential for the system to be undermined.   

Standing Orders Suspension 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [12.05 pm]:  I move without notice - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith - 

That this House requests the resignation of the Chairman of the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee, the member for Riverton, and if he does not announce his resignation 
during this motion, then this House removes the member for Riverton as chairman of the 
committee -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  What a bunch of cream puffs!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What about this Government’s code of conduct?   

Several members interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will finish reading my motion - 

on the basis that he has breached parliamentary privilege and the Parliament’s code of conduct where in 
a threatening manner to the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Colin Barnett, he said words to the effect 
that he could not wait to have him before the committee’s hearing on Windimurra.   
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I have a copy of the uncorrected Hansard before me, and I will quickly speak to that motion if you, Mr Speaker, 
give me the time.  We are talking about one sentence, but it is a pretty important sentence in the context of this 
House.  In fact, it is a critical sentence.  The member for Riverton stated  - 

We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, 
china. 

Who are “we”?  It is hard to argue anything different but I suspect that in the course of yesterday’s debate - 

Point of Order 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  There is a very important process in place in this House; that is, members do not quote from the 
uncorrected proof of Hansard.  The Leader of the National Party is already reading from the uncorrected proof 
of Hansard.  The quote that he has misrepresented is entirely different from the quote that you, Mr Speaker, read 
earlier.  In order to not bring down the tone, it is important that the standing order on not quoting from the 
uncorrected proof of Hansard be adhered to.   

The SPEAKER:  That is the normal rule.  However, in my investigation of this matter, the particular quote that 
has been used is what I referred to in my ruling.  Therefore, it is appropriate that members in this place can refer 
to the part to which I referred in my ruling.   

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  Mr Speaker, I understand the point that you made in your opening statement that remarks 
are often dependent on the tone and circumstances in which they are made.  I, like other members, am concerned 
about recourse to the uncorrected Hansard.  However, I understand the point you made, and it seems valid.  Is 
the matter not capable of being put beyond any dispute by having recourse to the audio itself?  I understand that 
the audio should be on file.  It may not necessarily show the member making the remark, but it ought to record 
the fact that a remark was made.  It seems to me that that would allow the House to judge the circumstances and, 
therefore, the tone in which that remark was made.  I ask you, Mr Speaker, to give the House some 
understanding of why we cannot have recourse to the audio.   

The SPEAKER:  The two parts of the transcript that I quoted today were checked against the audio to ensure 
their accuracy.  The audio tapes are available to Hansard and the Clerks to check the accuracy of speeches at 
various times.  The video recording is available to all members of Parliament at any time.  Members can check 
the audio-visual recordings at any time.  The audio tapes are used as a tool by Hansard and the Clerks to check 
the accuracy of statements, such as the one I just made.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The core issue is the standing of the House.  It is not about members on this side of 
the House and members on the opposite side of the House.  This fundamental rule of the Westminster system 
must prevail.  The Premier cannot oppose this; it is not something he can logically oppose even if he does not 
agree with the threatening nature of the statement.  The Premier has his own standard of conduct that he said he 
would uphold in the House.  However, there are two different matters.  The Premier’s code of conduct is about 
how we present ourselves in the Chamber.  The other matter -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  If these are your criteria, the Opposition presents itself in a disgraceful way on a daily basis.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Does that mean that the code of conduct does not exist any more?   

The other far more important point concerns the proceedings and the standing of this Parliament.  This 
Parliament was built on a raft of procedures and traditions that make it work.  I refer back to the Speaker’s 
statement of a few moments ago.  He correctly outlined to the House the importance of those procedures.  This 
House has been very good at maintaining the proper processes of committees for some time.  This sort of debate 
is not a regular debate in this House; it happens on rare occasions.  The committees of this House have, in 
general, been held in high esteem and they must continue to be held in high esteem.  If we want the people of 
Western Australia to appear before our committees and help us carry out the procedures of Parliament, we have 
to maintain those standards.  There is no question about that.  Part of the rules in those standards concerns the 
standing of the people on those committees.  I will refer to the line to which the Speaker referred earlier, which 
comes from the uncorrected Hansard.  The member for Riverton is quoted as saying -  

We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry . . . 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He didn’t say it like that.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That does not matter.  Let us just talk about what is in the uncorrected Hansard.  The 
first thing is -  
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Dr G.I. Gallop:  At the moment a lot of people are saying that they’re looking forward to John Howard appearing 
before the Senate inquiry.  I am very keen to see him front up to the Senate inquiry.  You are a bunch of cream 
puffs.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the National Party has the floor.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  They have no policies and they don’t have a budget.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He should be named. 

The SPEAKER:  I call to order the member for Perth and the Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Premier does not seem to understand what we are talking about.  We are talking 
about the Parliament of Western Australia.  The Premier is saying that because other people in another place 
presumably do not have standards, he is not required to have standards.  That is precisely what the Premier is 
saying.  The Premier is saying that he does not have to maintain standards because other people do not.  I 
disagree with that.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What about a Prime Minister who will not let his staff testify before a parliamentary committee 
inquiry?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What about the member for Riverton?   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This sentence is weak.  There is no question for those of us who were in the Chamber 
at the time that it was said with a fair bit of passion and anger and that it was directed at the Leader of the 
Opposition in a threatening manner.  There is no question about that.  After that sentence was spoken, I did not 
waste any time and quickly got to my feet.  Mr Speaker, you would have to admit that it is rare for me to take a 
point of order in this House.  The member for Yokine can laugh and joke; however, it is rare for me to take 
points of order in this House.  This is a serious matter.  Clearly the “we” in the sentence implies the Labor Party.  
It is clear that the member for Riverton was saying that he is happy, as chairman of the committee, to use the 
committee against a member of the Opposition.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  You are verballing again.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is in the uncorrected Hansard.  The sentence reads, “We are looking forward to 
having you”, before the committee.  I can argue this with a degree of passion.  I was the Chairman of the Public 
Accounts Committee when it was able to get Richard Court, the then Premier, to appear before it.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Didn’t you have a problem with the Notre Dame inquiry?  Wasn’t there a case of a breach of 
privilege?  Weren’t you responsible for that?  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Does the member for Belmont want me to tell him what was happening with a person 
from his side of politics whom I used to respect?  He was going to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
and having it write the material for the Notre Dame inquiry for the Public Accounts Committee.  Does the 
member for Belmont want me to tell him all about that, because that is what was happening?  The Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet was writing the papers for that inquiry.  If I were the member for Belmont, I would not 
get too closely involved in that.  It was one of the great disgraces of this Chamber.   

I know that you, Mr Speaker, want to keep to the process, and I am happy to do just that.  I am asking for the 
suspension of standing orders and I make the point that that cannot be resisted.  This is a procedure that cannot -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  This is cream puffery parading as parliamentary debate.  It is pathetic.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Premier is clearly saying that there is no problem with a member of this House 
using the standing of one of the committees of this House against another member of this House.  That is against 
every rule of this Chamber.  In this context, the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee of 
this House clearly told the House that he was going to use the committee, on behalf of the Labor Party, against a 
member of the Opposition.  That is totally intolerable.  If procedures of this Parliament reach the stage at which 
committees are used against other members of this Chamber, this place will quickly deteriorate to a very useless 
organisation.  The Premier cannot allow this to happen.  Of all the people who have lectured members in the 
House over the years, the Premier has been one of the strongest on this type of issue.  Why would he back down 
on it today?  He has often stood in this House and argued precisely what I am arguing today.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Can I ask you to exercise a bit of good country commonsense?  That might be useful.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We cannot have a member of this Chamber, who is a chairman of a committee, using 
his bias against another member of this House, whether it is bias against a member of the Government or the 
Opposition.  It is just not acceptable.  The one line that is recorded in Hansard is that the chairman is looking 
forward to it. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  That is awful!  That is shocking!  He is looking forward to seeing him.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure was on the Public Accounts Committee 
at one time.  Did we send a letter to the Premier and invite him to attend the Public Accounts Committee or did I 
stand up in this House and point to the Premier and say that he would attend the committee?  Did I stand here on 
behalf of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and tell the Premier that he would attend the committee?  I 
did not.  The committee went through the correct procedures.  The committee wrote to the Premier and requested 
the Premier to attend.  All members in this House should know that no member in the Chamber has to attend a 
committee.  Members attend committees by invitation; they cannot be compelled.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  How is it a threat if he cannot be compelled?  It is by invitation; it does not sound all that 
threatening to me.   

The SPEAKER:  Some members in the House are enjoying interjecting at great length.  However, I am sure that 
the Leader of the National Party is about to refer to the motion to suspend standing orders and I am sure also that 
that is where the Leader of the National Party will direct his comments.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The point I am making is that an invitation to members of this Chamber to attend a 
standing committee of this House is not offered across the Chamber by way of interjection.  That is far from the 
proper process.  It is clear that the chairperson of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee told the 
Leader of the Opposition that he would appear before the committee.  Did the Leader of the Opposition know 
that before yesterday?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It was news to me.   

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  My point of order goes to relevance.  I am not sure of the relevance of the rambling of the 
Leader of the National Party.  His comments must be relevant to the suspension of standing orders.  I indicate 
that the Government will accede to the motion to suspend standing orders.   

The SPEAKER:  Half a minute ago I indicated that the Leader of the National Party should direct his comments 
to the motion.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not intend to take up a lot of the time of the House.  This is a serious matter.  We 
should go through this procedure.  Given the fact that the Government is prepared to accede to the motion, I am 
happy to resume my seat.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [12.22 pm]:  The Government will accept the motion 
from the Leader of the National Party to suspend standing orders to debate this matter.  The contribution from 
the Leader of the National Party indicated that the Opposition does not take the matter very seriously because his 
inane rambling did not make much sense to anyone.  Also, if the Opposition thought that this matter was 
important, it could at least have approached the Government before Parliament commenced to find out whether 
we would agree to this motion.  However, no approach was made.  It is clearly a stunt that has no basis 
whatsoever.  We will take up that argument in the debate on the substantive matter.   
The SPEAKER:  The question before us is that standing orders be suspended.  If there is a dissenting voice, I 
will need to divide the House.  The question is that the standing orders be suspended.  Those of that opinion say 
aye, against no.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Aye.   

The SPEAKER:  I heard a dissenting voice.  A division is required.  Ring the bells.   
Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I did not hear a dissenting voice.  I heard two ayes from the Opposition.  That is all I 
heard.   

The SPEAKER:  The standing orders provide that if the Speaker hears a dissenting voice, the House should be 
divided.  I heard a dissenting voice.   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  My understanding of the standing orders is that if someone votes against the question and 
there is a division, the person who voted against the question must vote against it.  No-one on the government 
side voted against the motion.  Perhaps a member on the other side voted against it.   
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The SPEAKER:  I clearly heard a dissenting voice.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Further to the point of order -  

Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I respectfully suggest that the vote be taken again.  We could then find out whether there 
was a dissenting voice.  Maybe there was a misunderstanding.   
The SPEAKER:  The division will indicate whether anyone dissented.  I clearly heard someone dissent when I 
asked whether anyone would vote against the motion.   
The SPEAKER:  It is clear without having to count the numbers that there are no members voting against the 
motion. 
Question passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [12.27 pm]:  I move -  

That the member for Riverton be stood down as the chairperson of the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee.   

This is a very simple motion.  It is absolutely important that this House maintain its standards.   

The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the National Party may have misunderstood what the last vote authorised.  It 
authorised the moving of the motion referred to, not another motion.  The suspension of standing orders has been 
granted to allow debate on the motion that the member has already moved.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I move -  

That this House requests the resignation of the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing 
Committee, the member for Riverton, and if he does not announce his resignation during this motion, 
then this House removes the member for Riverton as chairman of the committee on the basis that he has 
breached parliamentary privilege and the Parliament’s code of conduct where in a threatening manner 
to the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Colin Barnett, he said words to the effect that he could not wait to 
have him before the committee’s hearing on Windimurra.   

Mr J.N. Hyde interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  This is a very serious motion and demands that all sides of this House be 
heard in as much silence as possible.  Members on both sides will have strong views and will wish to make their 
contributions.  They will do so by standing in their places, not by interjection.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Some years ago I, along with the Treasurer and a range of other people, served on a 
committee of this House that went through a process of establishing the Parliament’s current committee process.  
Previous members of the House, under the then Leader of the House, the current Leader of the Opposition, 
debated a motion to establish the current committee process.  That process was established after several years of 
work to move the House forward to ensure that it was relevant and went through the appropriate practices for the 
State.  From memory, I think that motion was unanimously agreed to by all members in the House.  I do not 
believe that anyone in this House argued against the establishment of that process.  There was some argument 
about the format of the committees, but not about the fact that this House should reform itself and move to 
expand its committee process.  Again from memory, the Public Accounts Committee was the first committee 
established by this Chamber in about 1971 and has been operating for some years to the credit of a great number 
of people currently and previously in this Chamber.  I suggest that when either party has been in power in this 
place, the Public Accounts Committee has proved itself to be a great servant of this House, as has the current 
chairman.  The work of the Public Accounts Committee in the past three and a half years has been very good.  
Those are the processes that we must ensure are maintained at least to a minimum standard.  That standard has 
been high.  Mr Speaker, you and your predecessors, as Presiding Officers, have worked hard to maintain the 
standing of this Parliament.   

It is difficult when we start applying a political argument to a process.  That is one thing that this Parliament has 
not done well over a number of years.  There have been many occasions on which the Westminster Parliament 
has penalised members of all persuasions for carrying out procedures incorrectly, and it has done that on an 
impartial basis; that is, their colleagues have voted against them because they have been wrong.  That happens to 
the credit of the Westminster system.  It could be argued that because there are some 700-odd members in that 
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Chamber - I am sure that someone will pick me up on my figure - it is much easier to be dispassionate in a 
process.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There are about 650.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  There are about 650; I have been corrected.  It is a large number and it is easy to be 
dispassionate.  The position of Speaker is not contested at elections, not that that is a good idea.  In a House of 
56 members, not including the Speaker, it is harder to have a dispassionate process.  However, it is important 
that that process be maintained.  We cannot allow a person who holds an office in this Chamber to break the 
privilege of that office, whether or not in a fit of anger.  It was a hot debate yesterday and I was angry.  I said 
something yesterday that I prefer I had not said, but nevertheless it was said.  That is the case with the member 
for Riverton.  He cannot withdraw what he has said.  It is clear that he is the chairman of a committee that is 
going through a process that he understands - I do not understand it; I have not been part of that process - and he 
has indicated clearly to this House that there will be some sort of hearing that the Leader of the Opposition will 
be required to attend.  We know that the Leader of the Opposition cannot be required to attend, so he could be 
only invited.  Much to the credit of the previous Premier, Richard Court, when he was given an invitation to a 
hearing of the Public Accounts Committee, he attended.  He was given the invitation through the proper 
procedure.  The committee went through the processes absolutely correctly.  The then Premier was informed by 
letter that the committee wanted to speak to him and he was given the due respect deserving of the position of 
Premier of this State.  That is the process that should happen now.  If there is an inquiry into the Windimurra 
mine - we all know there is a problem with Windimurra not continuing, but that is an issue within the State - and 
the committee wishes the Leader of the Opposition to attend a hearing, not only should that be done but also it is 
absolutely essential that that process be done in the correct format.  The Leader of the Opposition should receive 
a letter that recognises his standing in this Parliament and his previous role, because obviously that is why the 
committee would want to speak to him, and asks him in a civil manner to attend a hearing.  Has that happened?  
The first time the Leader of the Opposition heard that he may be required to attend a committee hearing was in 
an interjection in this House from the chairperson of that committee.  Frankly, only the chairperson and four 
others in this House - I am sure that is the case - would have knowledge of the reason that the Leader of the 
Opposition would or may be requested to attend a committee hearing.  That is a privileged position.  It is a 
position that should not be taken lightly.  This House cannot take that position lightly.  If we are to allow 
yesterday’s action to be part of the proceedings of this House, we have taken a giant step backwards.  It will be 
the reverse of the Jeff Kennett quantum leap of some years ago.   

I return to the comments I made when I moved the motion to suspend standing orders.  I do not believe that 
anyone in this Chamber will argue that the committees of this Chamber are not held in high regard.  In fact, I am 
regularly told by people with whom I come in contact both within and outside the State that the committees of 
this Parliament are held in high regard.  It is important that we maintain that high regard, not only for ourselves 
but also for those members who will follow us after the election in a few months.  We know that precedents are 
an important part of our traditions.  It is important that the chairperson of any standing committee of this House 
hold that position with the amount of pride and privilege that goes with that position.  It is not a small matter.  
Chairpersons are recognised in the proceedings of this House.  Chairpersons get the financial benefit and 
recognition of this House that they deserve.  In fact, I have been involved in the argument that they deserve 
more, and I am still of the opinion that they deserve more.  However, they deserve that because they earn it.  
They go through the proceedings of this House.  They respect this House and every person in it and they ensure 
that the Chamber operates for the benefit of Western Australians.   

The member for Riverton, as chairperson of a committee, cannot be allowed to feel free to give out invitations to 
attend his committee on an ad hoc basis in this Chamber by using the word “we”.  It was clear to me that “we” 
meant the Labor Party; “we” did not mean the Parliament of Western Australia.  Members must remember that 
there was a heated debate yesterday, during which members on both sides of the House were bouncing 
interjections off each other.  I accept the fact that the member for Riverton regrets his statement because he 
sought to withdraw it.  However, he cannot withdraw his statement.  One of the things I tell my children - I 
should take my own advice - is that they cannot take back words.  Once those words have been put out in the 
stratosphere, they are out there.  The difficulty is that a respected person in this Chamber has been given the 
privilege of being the chairperson of that committee by this Parliament, not by members opposite.  Even though 
we know the numbers in this place, he was given that position by this Parliament.  It was the same with the 
chairperson of the Public Accounts Committee.  As far as I am concerned, and I say it everywhere, he is this 
Parliament’s chairperson.  I respect him as the holder of that position and I respect what that committee is doing.  
I need to be able to say that about our chairperson, as do you, Mr Speaker, every time I run into a member of the 
general public.   
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This was a serious breach.  It may have occurred in the heat of the moment, but that is no excuse.  Unfortunately, 
it cannot be taken back.  It will be in Hansard, whenever that process is completed today.  It will not be there 
just for those of us who are here today to discuss and argue, it will be there for all people who come after us.  It 
will be etched into the proceedings of this place.  If we do not act on it, what level of conduct will we be 
accepting in this place?  That is why I am saying this to the Premier, even though he is not here.  I am sad that 
the member for Riverton is not here either, as he should be in the Chamber.  That is his decision.  I do not like to 
speak about him when he is not here, but he has made the decision to not be here.  This motion cannot be 
resisted.  The Government might want to resist it on political grounds.  No doubt from the smile of the Leader of 
the House it will be resisted on political grounds.  What about the Parliament?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am happy to send your Hansard on this debate far and wide, because I think you are making 
an absolute fool of yourself.  That is why I am smiling.  You have moved a motion so that you can make a fool 
of yourself.  You should keep doing that, and I will keep smiling.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Leader of the House has fantastic knowledge of the workings of the House.  In 
his short dissertation he said that we should have approached him on the process.  The Leader of the House 
clearly sees this as a Government versus Opposition process.  He does not see this as a process of the Parliament.  
He cannot recognise the Parliament of Western Australia, even though he is sitting in it.  He should have some 
respect for it.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Keep making a fool of yourself; you are doing a great job.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Whenever the Leader of the House does a deal with the Liberal Party, he never tells 
the National Party about it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I thought you were in coalition!  I am sorry about that; you are not in coalition! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It took us three years to get here.  In the three years that I sat in another seat in this 
Chamber, the Leader of the House did not approach me once to tell me what was going to happen in this House.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Who is setting the policy on the Bunbury region scheme?  Is it the National Party?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Where is that coming from?  Did I hear an echo in the Chamber? 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  It is coming from your web site.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Where is that coming from?  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure can 
trivialise the debate if she wishes, but this is a debate for the Parliament.  It is not a debate for the Labor Party or 
a debate for the - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is why we allowed the suspension, even though it seemed an absolutely stupid thing to 
do because you have no basis for it.  We allowed you to do that for the sake of the processes of the Parliament.  
You may continue to make a fool of yourself.  You have that right.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Leader of the House obviously thinks it is appropriate that an invitation to the 
Leader of the Opposition to attend an inquiry be done by way of an interjection in this House.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is not what he said.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is.  He said, “We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry . . .”  
That is what will be in Hansard.  What does that mean?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is a statement of pleasure about his prospective company.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Exactly.  It was a clear indication to the Leader of the Opposition that he would be 
attending that inquiry.  It was the first time that the Leader of the Opposition had heard about that from the 
chairperson of a committee that stands with some privilege in this House. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What underlies this is the sense of disbelief that anyone could genuinely look forward to 
seeing the Leader of the Opposition.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I really appreciate the fact that the minister came in specially to make that brilliant 
interjection.  That is a measure of her value to this Parliament.  She goes out of her way to denigrate the 
Parliament.  She can have her interests.  There are a few members in this Chamber who want to keep the 
proceedings of this place on a level keel and to keep the respect of this place.  Chairpersons represent every 
member of this Chamber.  The Leader of the House will surely not deny that the member for Riverton chairs a 
committee on behalf of us all.  Does he?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is correct; he does.  Where does the “we” come from?  By “we”, he clearly 
meant the Labor Party.  Even if we were to take the “we” as meaning the committee, there are only five people 
in this Chamber who would have known that the committee was seeking to have the Leader of the Opposition 
appear before it.  That is clearly what it is about.  The member for Riverton said, “We look forward to having 
you at the Windimurra inquiry . . .”  That cannot be interpreted in any other way.  Are we going to follow the 
procedures of this House when members of this Chamber are called to appear before an inquiry?  What would 
have happened had the Speaker’s ruling been a little different an hour ago and we did have a privileges 
committee?  Would the Speaker have done it by way of interjection?  Of course he would not have done, because 
he respects this Chamber.  He would have followed the correct procedures of this House, without any doubt, as 
the member for Riverton should have done.  There is no excuse for the member for Riverton to not carry out the 
formal, recognised procedures of this House.   

Three people from the Labor Party are in the Chamber.  I wanted to talk about the procedures of the House.  
Some other people might want to talk about the code of conduct.  The code of conduct alone requires the 
member for Riverton to -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Where does it transgress the code?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will allow someone else to carry that debate. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The mover of the motion didn’t even know whether it transgressed the code when he made the 
claim!  There is no transgression.  You are all huff and puff.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not want to talk about the code because I believe the Parliament to be more 
important than the code.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Leader of the House can laugh.  There are two procedures.  One is the practice of 
the House and one is the practice of members.  I am not so hot about the practice of members.  I agree that 
debates like the one that occurred yesterday will occur and that members will get agitated.  I am not so hot about 
that.  However, the standing of the Parliament is a different matter altogether.  The member for Riverton clearly 
breached the standards of this Parliament.  Who cares about the code of conduct?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Provide some evidence of that.  You have waffled on and given us no evidence of a breach.  
You don’t even know. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will bring it down to a few syllables.  The chairperson of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee gave a direct invitation to the Leader of the Opposition to attend the committee.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  What is wrong with that?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is not the correct procedure of this House.  The Leader of the House knows the 
procedures of this House.  Sorry, he does not.  He has clearly indicated that he does not.  Every other member of 
this House knows the procedures of this House.  There is a set procedure.  Respect is to be given to members. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Does the Treasurer not believe that there is a procedure in this House?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I was not commenting on that but on an earlier interjection from one of your colleagues.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  A set procedure and a set of standards keep the place together.  If I do not respect the 
Leader of the House as the Leader of the House, this House will not function.  If I do not respect the Speaker as 
the Speaker, this House will not function.  The Premier of this State is my Premier.  If I do not respect the 
Premier as the Premier of Western Australia, this Parliament will not function.  If I do not respect the member 
for Riverton as the chairperson of his committee, the same process occurs.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  According to your motion, the member for Riverton said something to the effect that he 
couldn’t wait to have him before the committee hearing on Windimurra.  Where is the disrespect in that?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I know I am wasting my time with the Leader of the House.  He has no interest in this 
Parliament.  A procedure for this House is set down in the standing orders, which we are meant to follow.  The 
Leader of the House might like to read the standing orders on committee work.  It will tell him what the 
procedures are.  Those procedures have been breached.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How have they been breached by the member for Riverton saying that he couldn’t wait to 
have him before the committee hearing on Windimurra?   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Witnesses are meant to be called before committees under a set format.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That was not calling him; it was simply saying that he could not wait.  The Leader of the 
Opposition might not want to go.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It was the first time that the Leader of the Opposition was informed that he was to 
attend the inquiry.  After the Leader of the Opposition had been informed, it would have been quite in order. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are working on the assumption that the Leader of the Opposition has got so much to hide 
that he will run away from the committee. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am working on the assumption that had the Leader of the Opposition received a 
letter inviting him to attend the committee and had this statement been made after that date, there would be 
nothing wrong with the statement whatsoever.  Had the statement been made through the correct procedures of 
the standing orders of this House, there would not have been a breach. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are assuming that an inquiry into Windimurra, for which the Leader of the Opposition 
was responsible when minister, would not involve the Leader of the Opposition.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Some 99.9 per cent of such inquiries do not entail any members of this Chamber 
appearing before committees.   

Mr L. Graham:  You may remember the furore when we called the Premier of the day to answer questions, 
which was unprecedented. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It was the first time in 100 years.  I did not ingratiate myself with the Government at 
the time, as a government member chairing the Public Accounts Committee, by pulling the Premier before the 
committee.  The member for Pilbara and the current Minister for Planning and Infrastructure were on that 
committee.  I will not say who it was because I do not want to give out that information; nevertheless during that 
process someone argued that we should not pull before the committee a person of such standing as the Premier.  
Members of the committee debated that for some time in committee because we respected the standing of the 
Premier.  We should respect the standing of the Leader of the Opposition.  If we do not want to respect that, we 
should at least respect the fact that he was a minister in a previous Administration.  If we do not respect those 
matters, we are in deep trouble. 

The question is very simple: if the Leader of the House wishes to continue with his argument, had a letter been 
sent to the Leader of the Opposition prior to the interjection, there would have been nothing wrong with the 
interjection at all.  It would be public knowledge and that would be fine.  However, the first time that the public 
of Western Australia and members of this Parliament heard that the Leader of the Opposition is to appear before 
the committee was during yesterday’s debate.   

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [12.53 pm]:  Let me play-act the two responses or lots of tone or inflection 
about what happened or might have happened last night.  The member for Riverton might have said this on 
hearing the Leader of the Opposition, and he might have used a certain tone -  

We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, 
china. 

That is one way in which it could have been put.  The other way could have been in another tone -  

We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, 
china.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is closer to the mark.  You are dead right; that is what happened. 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I was not here.  I do not have to recall it because I looked at the videorecording 10 minutes 
ago.  I cannot canvass your ruling, Mr Speaker, but my view as one member is that the member for Riverton did 
not do it the first way.  The member for Riverton was jabbing his finger, certainly at someone on this side of the 
House, in the general direction of the opposition front bench, and he said -  

We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, 
china. 

He then further said, which the uncorrected proof Hansard record did not pick up at all but is clearly audible on 
the video in amongst the interchange - 

Then we will find out . . .  
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His words were then lost in the general debate.  There is no doubt that the member was not looking forward to 
gaining knowledge.  I think he did act inappropriately.  One of the reasons I think he acted inappropriately is that 
he thought he acted inappropriately, because later that night he apologised to the House when he said -  

I responded to the Leader of the Opposition’s interjection.  I inappropriately made reference to an 
inquiry that a committee of this Chamber has under way under the normal standing orders and 
procedures, and I withdraw and apologise for any implication -  

He was then cut off by an interjection.  We are not sure therefore what the implication was to be.  Mr Speaker, I 
think that you have taken a very generous view.  That is what Speakers are for - to make those decisions - but we 
have passed that now.  It is not a question of canvassing your ruling.  If I as a member were at the receiving end 
of the remarks of the member for Riverton, I would have taken them, to use his own words, as certainly 
inappropriate behaviour by someone who is the chairman of a committee.  It may be that other members will 
canvass this, but it is a separate issue about whether a chairman has disclosed certain matters that he is not 
supposed to disclose.  That is another story.  For my part we are dealing with an issue of whether a member in 
the cut and thrust of debate said, “Oh, well, we are looking forward to having you, china,” or whether he said it 
with a tone and inflection that was entirely different.  For that reason I intend to support the motion. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.58 pm]:  The motion before the House is a very serious and important one.  
It reflects upon Standing Order No 109, which deals with the privilege of this House.  It also encompasses the 
privileges of the standing committees and select committees of this House.   

I can perfectly understand the remarks you made earlier, Mr Speaker, and your ruling, because you were simply 
reading the version as printed in Hansard.  The member for South Perth has just illustrated in his famous 
thespian way the different ways in which people can interpret a line that they read in a document.  The member 
for South Perth had to go to the audiovisual control room to see the way in which the matter was presented last 
night.  I did not need to go to the audiovisual control room because I was in the Chamber when it was said.  I can 
say quite categorically that the way in which the member for Riverton threatened - I say threatened and I mean 
threatened - the Leader of the Opposition was a disgraceful abuse of the privileges of this Parliament.  A member 
of a committee of this Parliament holds a very responsible position.  A chairman of a committee must act with 
the utmost integrity, principle and standing.  This Chamber saw an absolute dilution of that position by the 
member for Riverton yesterday when he threatened and intimidated the Leader of the Opposition.   

The Leader of the National Party and the member for South Perth have said that someone in the position of 
chairman of a standing committee is not allowed by the standing orders of this Parliament to reveal details, 
decisions and comments made within a standing committee until the matter is presented to Parliament by way of 
report.  A chairman is not allowed to come out publicly, before a committee has made a decision, and say 
whether it will call somebody as a witness for a particular inquiry.  That has been stated quite clearly.  There is 
no question in members’ minds that the Leader of the Opposition has not been invited to attend the committee.  
What was said yesterday implied, without question in my mind, that the committee members had obviously 
made a decision to invite the Leader of the Opposition to appear before that particular committee.  As the Leader 
of the National Party said, if an invitation had already been sent to the Leader of the Opposition, one could not 
argue about the matter.  However, the invitation had not come; the Leader of the Opposition had not been invited 
to go before the inquiry.   

I return to the interpretation of what people say in this House, and to the interpretation of what was said by the 
member for Riverton in this instance.  He did not even speak in a joking way when he said he would love the 
Leader of the Opposition to go before the inquiry and enlighten the inquiry with this, that or the other.  What he 
said was a threat.  He said it with his finger pointing over this side of the Chamber, and he threatened the Leader 
of the Opposition.  He was divulging, one can only assume, what the committee had already decided.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It would be interesting to look at the committee’s minutes.  If the committee’s minutes 
recall the facts of the matters of the inquiry, we would know exactly what the member for Riverton was doing.  
Maybe we should ask the Chamber to examine the minutes of the committee.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is one option open to the Chamber.  The Government would not approve that action; 
it would use its numbers to vote against the motion.   

There is also the question of bias.  I refer the House to page 396 of Odgers’ Australian Senate Practice.  A 
disqualification for bias is included for a situation of a specific bias by a committee member on a committee 
inquiring into any subject.  If ever there was a case of bias, it was that seen yesterday.  It was clear in my mind, 
and certainly in the minds of members on this side of the House, that there was a definite bias by the committee 
chairman against the Leader of the Opposition.  I quote his words, as everyone else has done -  
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 We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, 
china.   

We can forget the word “china” - that is just a slang expression.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is normally said in derogatory terms, my friend! 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Is it?  In what way?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is normally said in derogatory terms.  We all know, on this side of the House at least, 
that the member for Riverton allows his mouth to run ahead of his brain very often, and that it has often got him 
into trouble.   

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Hillarys has impugned my reputation by alleging - 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  He impugned my reputation by alleging that I used the word “china” as a derogatory term.  I 
ask him in the course of the debate to give some meaning to that so that I can understand how he might interpret 
that to be a derogatory term.  People would know that I have campaigned not only in my political life but also in 
my personal life for a long time against the use of racist or derogatory language.  If the member for Hillarys had 
been honest -  

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands!  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  If the member for Hillarys had been honest, he would have made reference to the Leader of 
the Opposition’s comment in the immediately preceding exchange in which he said, “You are not in the Chair, 
china.”  

The SPEAKER:  Points of order are not an opportunity to make a contribution to debate.  The member for 
Hillarys can make his comments and put whatever interpretation on what you said that he wishes.  You may 
disagree with that absolutely, and there might be another explanation for the matter.  However, points of order 
are not to be taken as an opportunity to interject on your feet.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I did say let us ignore the word “china”.  I was concentrating on the words said before 
“china” - those are the important words.  The way in which those words were spoken was important because it 
made all the difference, as the member for South Perth pointed out in his thespian way, and as indicated by the 
finger pointing.  I point to the fact that the chairman of that committee used this House yesterday to attack the 
Leader of the Opposition, and that the chairman of the committee, without question, also showed a bias.  That is 
totally inappropriate.  It is unforgivable for the chairman of any committee of this House to show bias prior to an 
inquiry taking place or prior to a member of this House being invited to attend a committee.  It is a very serious 
situation.  Frankly, if members opposite are to be a Government, as they like to think, of integrity, openness and 
accountability, they should vote with us on this motion.  We have not demanded but have requested that the 
member for Riverton stand down as chairman of that committee.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He should stand down.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He should stand down.  When the member for Riverton raised a point of order, I thought 
he would object to my comment that members on this side of the House believe his mouth runs ahead of his 
brain very often.  I did not think he would object to “china”. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member will read it in Hansard.   

Frankly, the member should learn a bit of self-control as well as about the responsibility of holding the very 
senior position of chairman of a very important standing committee of this House.  He should learn all those 
things.  We all know it is his first term in Parliament, and that one has a learning curve here.  We made excuses 
for him in his first 12 months.  However, we have a couple of months to go before the next state election, and he 
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should have learnt his lessons by now.  He has been here almost four years, and he has held the position of 
chairman of the standing committee for a long time.   

Standing Order No 109 is quite clear in its illustration of the privileges of this place.  I contend that the member 
for Riverton in his position as the chairman of that very important standing committee has breached that 
privilege, and shown a totally unacceptable bias.  It cannot be accepted by this House.  How can a committee 
possibly carry out an inquiry when a bias has been clearly shown by its chairman?   

One must assume from the member’s words yesterday that the comment applied to not only the chairman.  He 
said “we”.  There is only one interpretation of “we” in that context.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Talk to Queen Victoria about the royal “we”.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  “We” means - 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Riverton thinks it is a joke, together with the government Whip.  This is a 
very serious motion before the House.  I am normally very happy to have a joke in this place.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  It’s not a joke; it’s deadly serious.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I accept interjections, but this is too serious to joke about.  It is about the running of this 
House and the privileges of this House and its standing committees.  One can draw only one conclusion about 
the use of “we”; that is, the member meant the committee.  That committee is government dominated; it is Labor 
dominated.  If the member was speaking on behalf of the Labor members of the committee when he said “we”, 
one can also say that if other Labor members are aware - they may have discussed it in the Labor caucus of the 
committee that they may well have - they should all disqualify themselves.  There is a clear case of bias.  I 
highlight the bias because it is serious in this instance.   

I make a suggestion, but I know it will not be taken up.  There is a remuneration with the chairman position and 
members are loath to give up committee chairmanship positions.  The member for Riverton knows he did wrong.  
That is why he apologised and admitted he committed a sin of this House by transgressing standing orders and 
the privileges of this Chamber.  Shortly after he made the statement, he apologised and reflected on the 
inappropriate words that he used; it was not a mistake.  I suggest to the member for Riverton that he do the right 
thing and not put the House through this debate: he should stand and say that he resigns from his position as 
chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee.  That is what he should do.  I know he will not do 
it. 

Mr Speaker, I am extremely concerned that during a motion before the House on an important issue such as this, 
the Premier and the Deputy Premier are not even in the Chamber.  The Leader of the House and one other 
minister are present in the Chamber; that is, three members are supporting the member for Riverton on this 
motion.  It is disgraceful that such a serious issue is being swept away by the Premier and the Government of the 
State of Western Australia.  That is the sort of contempt for the workings and privileges of this House that we 
have seen clearly coming across from not only the member for Riverton but also the Premier and the 
Government of Western Australia. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [1.10 pm]:  The Government agreed to the suspension 
of standing orders so that the House could consider the motion now before it, which is a request for the 
resignation of the member for Riverton as the chair of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee.  Any 
motion seeking to remove or stand down the chairman of a committee is a matter that we treat seriously, even 
when the case is without any foundation whatsoever.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Have you looked at the video? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Have you looked at the video? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Members opposite are so useless that they cannot even put a cogent argument that would 
go anywhere near supporting the motion that was moved.  They have made absolute fools of themselves.  I will 
give an example.  The Leader of the National Party said that the member for Riverton was talking about the 
Labor Party when he used the word “we”.  He tried to build an argument that the member for Riverton had 
somehow transgressed the rules of Parliament because he meant the Labor Party when he said “we”.  The 
member for Hillarys stood and attacked the member for Riverton by saying that he definitely meant the 
committee when he used the word “we”, and that, because he was talking on behalf of the committee, he had 
somehow breached some rule.  Mr Speaker, the member for Hillarys did not provide any substance to that attack. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Then he has breached privilege by that.  Good point either way; it is the Labor Party or a 
breach of privilege. 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  He did not go on and put substance - 

The SPEAKER:  When I rose to my feet and indicated, mainly to members on my right, that they should not 
interject and that this was a serious matter, I was referring to everyone in this House.  Members may not agree 
with what the Leader of the House is saying; however, he has the right to state his views on this matter.  I will 
not stand for large numbers of interjections putting off his contribution. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Speaker, I gave the two different interpretations of the word “we” from members 
opposite.  That is just one example of how the Opposition has totally failed to present an argument with any 
cogency or facts for supporting the motion.  When I attempted to do that, the Leader of the Opposition, in his 
normal bullying way, yelled and yelled at me so that you, Mr Speaker, had to seek some quiet from members in 
the place.  Yet, in yelling at me, the Leader of the Opposition said that it was a matter of privilege.  Members 
opposite did not seek in any rational way to present a case on any breach of privilege.  In no way whatsoever did 
they seek to put facts or a rational argument on any breach of privilege.  Your ruling, Mr Speaker, has indicated 
there was no breach of privilege and the Opposition did not seek to mount an argument to the contrary. 

One issue that might constitute a breach of privilege, which arose in part of the contribution to this debate, was 
that somehow the member for Riverton may have disclosed something relating to the workings of the committee 
or something that should remain confidential to the committee at this stage of the proceedings.  However, no 
evidence was given about what was that disclosure.  The motion states that the member for Riverton said some 
words to the effect that he could not wait to have him - meaning the Leader of the Opposition - before the 
committee’s hearing on Windimurra.  Everyone knows that one term of reference of that committee is to conduct 
an inquiry into Windimurra.  The Leader of the Opposition was the previous minister responsible for the 
Windimurra debacle.  Therefore, how can disclosure of the fact that the Leader of the Opposition is welcome to 
give evidence before the committee be a disclosure of anything that is not publicly known?  All that was alluded 
to by the member for Riverton was a matter that is widely known and in the public arena.  Therefore, there is 
absolutely no basis for the argument that the member, as chair of the committee, disclosed any matter that should 
not be disclosed.  The member for Riverton spoke only in half a sentence about matters that were already in the 
public arena; that is, there is an inquiry into Windimurra and, as everyone knows, the Leader of the Opposition 
was the key player.  One would hope he would have the strength of character to put his case before the 
committee.  On past practice one might doubt that, but one would hope that he would have the strength of 
character to put his case. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You knew that, did you?  Have you been running the committee’s agenda?  How come 
you knew that?  I certainly didn’t know that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It has been publicly announced.  It is in the paper.  I read the paper, although often it gets it 
wrong. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You sat on a committee.  It is a very rare occurrence for any member of this House to be 
called before a committee of this House.  It is a very rare event.  It probably does not occur more than once every 
four years, so how did you know that? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the National Party appears to have no ability to enter into rational dialogue.  
He is totally irrational in what he says.  The issue is that the member for Riverton alluded to the fact that there 
was an inquiry into Windimurra and said that he would obviously like to have the Leader of the Opposition 
before it.  That is what he implied. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  He didn’t say those words. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The motion says that the member for Riverton could not wait to have him before the 
committee hearing on Windimurra.  Members opposite can try to twist those words and say that they mean 
things they do not. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  He didn’t say that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  He did not say that?   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Why don’t you go and look at the video? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member for Nedlands is now saying that the Leader of the National Party has got the 
motion wrong.  This is an absolute rabble.  The member for Nedlands is now criticising the Leader of the 
National Party for moving a motion that is wrong.  How unbelievable can this rabble be?  Two members have 
gone into debate on this motion and totally contradicted each other on what the word “we” means.  Now the 
member for Nedlands is criticising the Leader of the National Party because he got the words wrong in his 
motion.  This is an absolute joke and a waste of the time of this House. 
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I return to what may have been matters that the Opposition sought to establish and utterly failed or did not even 
attempt to establish.  Firstly, the member for Riverton did not go anywhere near disclosing any matter on the 
working of the committee that was not already in the public arena.  He went nowhere near it whatsoever and the 
Opposition did not even attempt to make that case. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Speaker, another argument that was bandied around, which may go to an issue of 
privilege, was that the Leader of the Opposition was threatened when the member for Riverton suggested that he 
would like to see him before the committee on the Windimurra issue.  To feel threatened - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I do not see the word “like” in there.  Where is the word “like”?  Show me where the word 
“like” is. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  To feel threatened that the Opposition might have to justify decisions that the Leader of the 
Opposition made when he was a minister seems to have no bearing on the meaning of the word “threatened”.  I 
can understand that members may read a threat if those words were said in the context of bullying.  Bullying in 
the workplace concerns me; it is an issue and it happens too widely.  However, sometimes people who claim to 
have been bullied are the very people who do the bullying and as soon as someone stands up to them, they claim 
that they are being bullied and threatened.  This is a classic example from the Leader of the Opposition, who 
continually takes an attitude in this place that most people interpret as bullying; therefore, there is the threat that 
a simple statement by the member for Riverton indicating his desire that the Leader of the Opposition might give 
evidence is somehow bullying.  It might be bullying if the Leader of the Opposition is frightened that the truth 
will impact negatively on him.  In that case, that which is a normal statement of fact could be seen as a threat; 
and a normal statement of fact that will open up the truth, if it is a threat, may be perceived as bullying.  
However, in terms of proper debate, accountability and making sure that the things are on the record in an 
appropriate way, to seek to have the Leader of the Opposition give some explanation for the Windimurra debacle 
is simply good government and the proper work of the committee.  No-one in the wider community would 
perceive that as a threat.  However, the Leader of the Opposition, having totally bungled it, may feel threatened 
that the truth will come out.  The only sense of threat is that the truth may come out.   

The contributions made by the member for South Perth and the member for Hillarys were very selective and did 
not put this matter into context.  Yesterday, the opposition rabble sought on many occasions to disrupt the proper 
functioning of this Chamber.  I did not keep a record of how many times you, Mr Speaker, or Acting Speakers 
had to seek order in this place.  However, the level of interjection and the total wall of noise generated by the 
Liberal and National Party members during the debate was quite disgraceful.  This particular statement made by 
the member for Riverton arose when he sought to take a point of order because he could not hear the member 
contributing to the debate in this Chamber.  When the member for Riverton took that point of order - and 
normally one would hope that in raising a point of order one would be allowed to say it - from memory - I was in 
the Chamber at the time - he got out about half a sentence when the Leader of the Opposition started yelling at 
him.  The Leader of the Opposition was trying to yell him down, and it was the Leader of the Opposition who 
called the member for Riverton “china”.  The member for Riverton simply responded in his retort by putting the 
word “china” on the end of it.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  “China” is well known to be a shortened version of “china plate”, which is rhyming slang for 
mate.  The previous suggestion that it is in some way derogatory I find offensive.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You’re concerned about your election, aren’t you.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  No. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I thank the member for his interjection, but members should not then interject on others.   

The very noisy, abusive interjection by the Leader of the Opposition while the member for Riverton was on his 
feet taking a point of order led him to respond.  What he said in his response was in no way a matter of privilege.  
In no way was it a disclosure of the work of the committee and in no way was it a threat.  He later suggested that 
his response was inappropriate - I think that was the word he used - in the sense that he simply should not have 
responded to an interjection when he was on his feet taking a point of order.  It was inappropriate, because we 
certainly do not want the House to have to work under conditions in which members opposite create a barrage of 
noise to disrupt the proceedings of the House.   

I return to the fact that members opposite have totally failed to present any argument that would support this 
motion.  The member for Hillarys accused the member for Riverton of being derogatory to the Leader of the 
Opposition by using the word “china”.  However, as the interjection by the member for Riverton a moment ago 
explained, there was no such intent and it could not be conveyed.  Members opposite were not even aware that 
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their Leader of the Opposition had used the term, and, somehow, they have created this fiction that the member 
for Riverton was derogatory to the Leader of the Opposition by using the word “china”.  That is a classic 
example of how the matter being peddled here by the Opposition is totally without foundation.  It is simply a 
waste of the time of this House, but given that it does -  

Mr A.D. Marshall interjected.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We certainly believe that any motion that attacks a chair of a committee should be aired.  It 
is a pity that the Opposition has moved this motion without any foundation.  It is simply huff and puff.  This is 
an Opposition that does not know where to go; it has no direction or leadership.  This is the absolute nonsense 
that is raised when we have such a totally moribund rabble opposite trying to pretend that it is a parliamentary 
opposition.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [1.25 pm]:  I support the motion moved by the Leader of the National Party.  
Yesterday, I was in the office of the Leader of the Opposition viewing the internal television coverage of the 
Chamber while the member for Riverton was talking.  I invite anyone who wants to get a real appraisal of what 
the member for Riverton was doing to look at that video footage.  In my view, to just look at the words on the 
page is not enough.  Knowing the member for Riverton, if one reads further on in the uncorrected Hansard and 
one looks further on at the video, it was highly unusual for the member for Riverton to proffer up in the form of 
an apology the view that he was not threatening the Leader of the Opposition.  The Minister for Consumer and 
Employment Protection has spoken in support of the member for Riverton, but I ask members opposite whether 
they have viewed the video footage. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I was in the Chamber when it happened.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Have members opposite viewed the video?  Anyone can be in this Chamber and not take 
notice of what is going on.  Does the minister want to know the truth?  If he wants to know the truth -   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  There is no point talking to the Minister for Tourism about the truth.  If the Minister for 
Consumer and Employment Protection wants to know the truth, he should look at the video.  Have members 
opposite looked at the video?  Have members opposite asked the member for Riverton what he meant by the 
word “we”?  Have members opposite asked anyone who can check the minutes of the committee of which the 
member for Riverton is the chair to see whether there has been any discussion about the Leader of the 
Opposition attending a hearing of that committee?  If members watch the video of what was said in the Chamber 
yesterday, they can hear the tone of voice used by the member for Riverton.  They can also look at the 
expression on his face and his body language.  I invite members to keep watching the video and to look at the 
member for Riverton’s face because, quite frankly, he looked a bit panicked.  Do not laugh minister; go and look 
at the video.  I think the minister knows -   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I know that your case is without foundation; you are clutching at straws.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Will the minister come with me and look at the video?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I was fully engaged in the debate in the House - 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This is an invitation to look at the video with me.  I ask the minister to bring into this 
Chamber that video.  When he looks at the member for Riverton’s face after he made that comment and when 
other members said that he had been threatening the leader, I reckon the minister and members opposite will see 
- 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Guilt. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Guilt was written all over his face.  He looked perplexed -  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You were in the House.  You weren’t watching a video.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, I did not say I was in the House 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You were in the House. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Sorry? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You are misleading this Parliament.  You are shown in the uncorrected Hansard as being in 
the House.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, I came into the Chamber. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You were shown as being in the House. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  All right, tell me when? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Read the uncorrected Hansard.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Tell me what time?  Come on, do not verbal; no verballing in this place, minister.  
Yesterday I watched the debate on the internal television channel in the Leader of the Opposition’s office - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Read the uncorrected Hansard. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Have a look at the video to see who was in here.  It is all recorded.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  She claims she was not in here and that she was watching the video.  The uncorrected 
Hansard shows that she was in here just after the event.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I saw that something was going on so I came in here. 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is a classic response from the minister for - what is it now - tourism.  Verbally he is 
not quite getting it right.  That is not acceptable in this House, minister.  He should get the video and he will see 
that I was not in this Chamber.  That is the wonderful thing about this place - everything is recorded on video.  If 
you get a video, Mr Speaker, and look at who was in this Chamber yesterday, you will find that I was not in here 
when the member for Riverton was talking.  However, I saw him and heard what he said on the internal 
television coverage at the time and I came into the Chamber.  It was the use of the word “china”.  I will tell 
members something else about what the member for Riverton said.  He was not talking about inviting the Leader 
of the Opposition; he was talking about commanding him to come along.  The member for Riverton thinks he is 
a powerful bloke; he thinks he is pretty powerful on that committee.  He behaves in this Chamber in many ways 
that I find do not reflect how a member of Parliament should behave.  With the way he behaves in this Chamber, 
he is the worst person.  Yesterday he was caught out on video.  For the Minister for Consumer and Employment 
Protection and the Minister for Tourism to sit there and suggest that I am telling a lie about whether I was in the 
Chamber or not - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  We are just telling you what is in Hansard! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Minister for Tourism has just summed up his character beautifully.  I suggest that he go 
and look at the video and hear the tone of voice and see the facial expression and body language of the member 
for Riverton, and then see how worried he looked afterwards.  He knew he had stuffed up.  I support the Leader 
of the National Party because I do not like to see that kind of behaviour in this Chamber and I do not like to see 
people misusing their power the way the member for Riverton suggested he would.  

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton) [1.30 pm]:  Firstly, I place on record my refusal to resign.  Secondly, I repeat the 
statement I made to the house last night.  I in no way threatened the Leader of the Opposition.  Thirdly, I bring to 
the attention of the House the public record of the inquiry into Windimurra that has already been reported to this 
Chamber and is well known in the public arena.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The problem with the member for Nedlands is that she is all airs and no graces.  The sooner 
she learns that the sooner she may get some respect from other members.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the National Party! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Mr Speaker, on 30 June I wrote to you in the following terms - 

My Committee has resolved at its meeting on 30 June 2004 to conduct an inquiry into the permanent 
closure by Xstrata Alloys of the Windimurra vanadium operation in Western Australia, the management 
of vanadium resources at Windimurra and the impact of management on the market price of vanadium 
and state resources.  

The Committee adopted the following terms of reference - 

. . .  

a) The scale and type of public and private infrastructure investment into vanadium 
mining at Windimurra; 

b) Operations of the mine and plant since establishment;  
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c) The conditions leading to mine and plant closure; 

That letter was forwarded to you over my signature on 30 June 2004.  On Thursday, 1 July you gave notice to 
this Chamber of that correspondence and you reported the commencement of the committee’s inquiry.  On 
Saturday, 3 July this matter was advertised in the public notices page of The West Australian.  I table that for the 
information of members.  On Wednesday, 7 July, in accordance with standing orders, this matter was advertised 
in the Kalgoorlie Miner.  On 10 August there was further public advice from the committee in the form of a 
media bulletin, which stated - 

The Economics and Industry Standing Committee is inquiring into the permanent closure by Xstrata 
Alloys of the Windimurra vanadium operation in Western Australia, the management of vanadium 
resources at Windimurra and the impact of management on market price of vanadium and state 
resources.  

The media release gave notice that Mr Roderick Smith, the Executive Director of Precious Metals Australia Ltd, 
would be presenting evidence to the inquiry.  

The first point I make is that any comment made by me as chairman about the conduct of an inquiry is a matter 
of record.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the National Party!  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It is not only a matter of the record of this Chamber, but also a matter of public record - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  I am sure that during the contribution of the Leader of the National Party to this debate the 
member for Riverton listened to what he had to say.  I ask that the Leader of the National Party extend to the 
member for Riverton the same courtesy.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  The interjections we are hearing during the course of this debate - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are so self-important.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The airs minus the graces are on display once again.  The kind of continual barrage of 
interjections I am receiving now is a repeat of the behaviour of the Opposition last night.   

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER:  I call upon the member for Warren-Blackwood to withdraw that comment.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  This behaviour is a conscious strategy on the part of the Opposition to disrupt any 
contribution to open debate in this Chamber.  I will come back to that point, because it is central to the exchange 
that went on last night.  In addition to the public record that has been caused to be made on the inquiry into 
Windimurra by my committee, it is also true to say that this has been a matter of some discussion, disclosure and 
debate in a range of media outlets.  In the 29 July to 4 August edition of the Business Review Weekly there is an 
article headed “Mine Games”, a three-page analysis of the circumstances leading up to the establishment of the 
Windimurra mine and the fact that the committee had commenced an inquiry.  Business News of 8 July, under 
the heading “Mine law change mooted” states - 

State Opposition leader Colin Barnett, who was the Resources Minister responsible for the 
Government’s decision to invest in the mine, said an inquiry would achieve nothing.  

In the public domain, the Leader of the Opposition made a comment about the conduct of this inquiry and 
whether it had any chance of revealing anything.  

The SPEAKER:  Earlier, the member for Riverton indicated that he wished to table the first document from 
which he read for the balance of today’s sitting.  I presume he will be tabling all these documents.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Yes, Mr Speaker.  

The SPEAKER:  Those documents will lie on the Table for the balance of this day’s sitting.  

[The papers were tabled for the information of members.] 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  I meant to indicate that there was a range of material here that would need to be presented to 
members opposite.   

The Leader of the Opposition entered the debate as recently as 8 July, publicly discussing the conduct of the 
inquiry. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Get to the invitation.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Nedlands is like one of those dolls with a string that is pulled so that the doll 
then bleats the same message constantly.  I can imagine that, from where the member for Nedlands is standing, it 
appeared that being the member for Nedlands might have got her into the upstairs group, but I can tell her right 
now that her lack of graces means that she is still downstairs.   

The West Australian of 13 August also discusses the topic under the heading “Xstrata bonanza follows MIM 
buy”.  The article makes reference to the results of the closure of the mine and the world price of vanadium.  

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  The member for Nedlands! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The article reads -  

The results come as a State Parliament committee investigates the circumstances of Windimurra’s 
closure, after claims by junior partner Precious Metals Australia that the move was aimed at boosting 
returns at Xstrata’s South African operations.  

Again, this is part of a broad debate on the public record on this issue.   

Extraordinarily, at the very time this matter arose in the course of discussion last night The West Australian early 
edition of today’s date, Wednesday, 18 August, in the business section under the heading “PMA claim without 
merit, says Xstrata”, discusses a court application launched by Precious Metals Australia Ltd in the New South 
Wales Supreme Court.  It refers to the various parties involved.  It states - 

A State Parliament committee is investigating the closure to determine if there is any need for measures 
enabling the State to intervene in the mining industry to protect the public interest.  

. . .  

PMA chief executive Roderick Smith yesterday said the company might ultimately call State 
Opposition Leader Colin Barnett and State Development Minister Clive Brown as witnesses in the case.   

Mr Barnett was resources minister when the WA Government invested in related infrastructure.   

Mr Brown, who said yesterday he would appear if required, has sought a detailed explanation from 
Xstrata about Windimurra’s closure. 

There has been an extraordinary level of public debate about Windimurra.  There has been an extraordinary level 
of disclosure and debate about the role of the Leader of the Opposition when he was the Minister for Resources 
Development and the kind of role that he had to play in the establishment of that mine. 

I refer to the first document that I indicated I wanted to present to the Chamber.  Term of reference a) states - 

the scale and type of public and private infrastructure investment into vanadium mining at Windimurra; 

As indicated in the committee’s own terms of reference, the Leader of the Opposition’s comment about it and his 
involvement as a former Minister for Resources Development, the Leader of the Opposition has some 
connection with Windimurra.  That fact is established.  Firstly, the Windimurra inquiry is a matter of public 
record and a matter of record in this Chamber; secondly, the now Leader of the Opposition was the Minister for 
Resources Development at the time of the establishment of the Windimurra project; and, thirdly, he has made 
public comment about this inquiry because he has some knowledge of its background.  If we establish that this is 
a matter of public record and put it aside, I will turn to the exchange that went on in that context to understand 
what the exchange was about.  I took a point of order pursuant to Standing Order No 96 about a disturbance in 
this Chamber.  I made the point that there had been, not for just a short time but for maybe an hour or more, a 
constant barrage of raised voices, interjections and a refusal by members opposite to allow - 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  - anybody on his feet to actually complete a sentence without being subjected to this wall of 
noise.  I stood and made that point of order.  In the course of making that point of order, the very point of which 
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was about interjection, interruption and the barrage of noise that was disrupting the procedures of this place, the 
Leader of the Opposition said, “You are not in the Chair, china.”  He did not say, “Oh, you’re not in the Chair, 
china.”  He said, “You are not in the Chair, china!”  He said it aggressively.  He did it to interrupt.  He did it as 
part of a process of disrupting the procedure of this Chamber. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You’re a joke.  You really are. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Inappropriately, while I was in the middle of making my point of order, I responded to what I 
think was a highly disruptive and conscious attempt to interject on and disrupt my point of order.   

Mr Speaker, I take points of order quite seriously.  I see them as a moment in the debating procedure when a 
member is calling on the Presiding Officer to administer the standing orders of this Chamber.  As an Acting 
Speaker, a role that I also take quite seriously, I see that as something that is sacrosanct to the processes of this 
Chamber.  I have a very high regard - 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have a very high regard for the role of the Presiding Officer. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Warren-Blackwood! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Without the Presiding Officer administering the standing orders, we would descend into some 
sort of chaos, and most importantly - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  What a high moral ground! 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  In seeking to have those standing orders administered, as is the right of every member of this 
Chamber, the very thing that I was seeking to do was repeated by the Leader of the Opposition.  “You are not in 
the Chair, china”, was his loud, aggressive interjection. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I inappropriately responded at the very moment of making a point of order.  I accept that I 
should have had no regard to any other comment that was made to me.  Points of order are made about the 
administration of the Chamber.  It is not part of the general debate; it is about the administration of the Chamber.  
I apologised later for that inappropriate response, because, firstly, I should not have responded to the interjection 
and, secondly, I was angry with the Leader of the Opposition for interjecting on this point of order.  I thought 
that as Leader of the Opposition he would also want to uphold the standing orders of this Chamber. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are a constant interjector. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I just say again that the behaviour we are seeing now is a replica of the constant interjection 
and disruptive strategy that the - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You have got a short memory. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  - Opposition was pursuing yesterday and is obviously its strategy for the balance of this 
sitting.  In the absence of policies, I do not think it will work for them.  In the absence of policies, I think the 
people of Western Australia will see straight through this rabble.  They will understand that those opposite will 
do anything to disrupt good governance in Western Australia in pursuit of their own power.  That is an appalling 
position for the Opposition to take.  I thought those opposite were capable of more, and I am sure the Leader of 
the Opposition believed he was capable of more. 

I return to the point of order.  The Leader of the Opposition said - 

You are not in the Chair, china. 

I said -  
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We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, 
china. 

The member for South Perth did a role-play of the options available in the delivery of that.  Did I say in a 
particular tone, “We are looking forward to having you at the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you 
about, china”?  No, I did not say that at all.  I said it in this manner, “We are looking forward to having you at 
the Windimurra inquiry; that is what we will ask you about, china.”  Of course I said it that way.  I have just said 
that the Leader of the Opposition was being absolutely outrageous.  He had absolutely no regard for this 
Chamber.  He is doing it again today.  He cannot help himself; he will do anything to disrupt the process. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I do not think that is the question. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  We in the committee - this is one sense of “we” - are certainly looking forward to examining 
all the matters that are relevant to Windimurra.  The Leader of the Opposition is absolutely relevant.  Quite 
frankly, I would have expected that at some point he would have been writing to me, but that is up to him.  The 
question that really arises from this motion is: was I threatening him?  It is very interesting that members have 
been so selective in their quotes from last night’s interactions.  I will just turn the page to where it is reported I 
said - 

Mr Acting Speaker, while I was making a point of order to you, I responded to an interjection from the 
Leader of the Opposition about whether I had any knowledge about the energy systems.  

The Leader of the Opposition said - 

That is not true.  I made no interjection to you at all. 

Did the Leader of the Opposition make an interjection or not?   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It is amazing that he complained.  I was doing that. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  No, I did not.  First of all, he did not make an interjection and then he did.  There is no 
substance to this motion and there was no threat.  The apology I gave was for appropriate responses.  I will not 
resign.  The Leader of the Opposition is shallow.  He lacks substance and he has provided no evidence to prove 
that he felt threatened or, indeed, that I threatened him in any particular way.  In what way would it be 
threatening for the Leader of the Opposition to appear before a public inquiry?  In what way could I imagine that 
appearing before a public inquiry would be threatening to the Leader of the Opposition?  How could it be 
threatening to appear before a public inquiry?  Is the Leader of the Opposition hiding something?  I wonder 
about that now.  He needs to explain to the people of Western Australia why he is so sensitive to the idea - or 
even the remote suggestion - of appearing before a public inquiry and why it would be in some way threatening.  
That is beyond belief.  I am staggered that the Leader of the Opposition has used that as his argument.  If that is 
the case, the Leader of the Opposition has more things to worry about than any suggested invitation of his 
appearing before an inquiry.   

MR B.K. MASTERS (Vasse) [1.53 pm]:  It is almost eight years since I became a member of this place.  I came 
to this place thinking that I would make a contribution towards the good government of Western Australia.  I 
also thought that this Parliament was overwhelmingly designed to achieve that outcome.  It is, therefore, 
somewhat disappointing that after eight years I now find that the Opposition during the previous term of 
government and the Opposition today oppose simply because they are the Opposition and not for any substantial 
or overwhelmingly important reasons.  I have read the motion put forward by the Leader of the National Party.  I 
have looked at a number of different sections of the standing orders.  I have attempted to read Erskine May’s 
comments about parliamentary privilege.  I have also tried to listen to the bulk of the debate today.  I cannot 
agree with the motion before this place.  Members must simply understand that the member for Riverton is a 
robust debater - not unlike quite a number of other members in this place.  I certainly do not interpret his 
statements of last night, which I did not hear live, but which I was forced to read in the draft copy of Hansard, to 
be a breach of parliamentary privilege, contrary to standing orders, nor a threat against the Leader of the 
Opposition.   

I emphasise again that the member for Riverton is a robust debater.  I am a member of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee.  I assure the House that that committee has had some significantly robust debates 
during the three and a half years it has operated.  I have come to expect that from the member for Riverton.  I do 
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not think him any the worse for it - I guess I do not think him any the better for it either.  It is simply the nature 
of the member of Parliament that that is the way in which he conducts his business.  I am sorry to say that, to a 
large extent, we have wasted the past two hours of this place by discussing this motion.  I will not support the 
motion.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (17) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr A.D. Marshall Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr M.F. Board Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.G. Pendal  
Dr E. Constable Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Ms S.E. Walker  

Noes (28) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Mr W.J. McNee Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr R.N. Sweetman Mrs D.J. Guise 

Question thus negatived.   
 


