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MINISTER FOR POLICE, NO CONFIDENCE 
Matter of Public Interest 

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

That this House has no confidence in the Minister for Police. 

The matter appears to me to be in order.  If at least five members stand in support of this matter being discussed, 
it can proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis.  This is a motion of some seriousness and I will 
take a reasonably tough line on members who interject.  I want to hear what is said. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [2.38 pm]:  I move the motion. 

It is indeed a serious motion.  Yesterday the Opposition rose in this Parliament to request that the Government 
take seriously the tradition of ministerial responsibility.  The Government has not taken it seriously with its 
attitude towards the Minister for Fair Trading.  Today we will put the Government to a second test on the 
concept of ministerial responsibility.  I will begin by asking the Premier a question.  Why did the Premier not 
accept the offer of resignation from the Minister for Police when the matter of his involvement with Mr 
Jamieson first surfaced in The West Australian? 

Mr Court:  I will answer that when I get up to speak. 

Dr GALLOP:  Why was the offer of resignation not accepted? 

Mr Court:  I will answer the question later. 

Dr GALLOP:  I think the silence of the Premier on the question is deafening.  I am giving the Premier the 
opportunity to answer it now.  Why was the offer of resignation not accepted? 

Mr Brown interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean! 

Mr Brown interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I formally call the member for Bassendean to order for the first time.   

Mr Brown interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I formally call the member for Bassendean to order for the second time. 

Dr GALLOP:  If the resignation of the Minister for Police was not good enough for the Premier, we will  give 
the Parliament a chance today to have a say on the matter.  Members on not only this side of the House but also 
the government side will have a say.  An interesting article was published in The Geraldton Guardian, headlined 
“Re-election fears fuel local attack”.  I quote -  

Asked whether Mr Prince should have been removed as Police Minister during the current 
investigation, Mr Bloffwitch initially said that was up to the Premier. 

“He makes the decisions so I guess we just have to back him, but I don’t know if I would have 
done the same thing,” he added. 

The member for Geraldton today has a chance, in this Parliament, to take a clear position on this matter. 

This is a serious issue and the Opposition will outline a detailed case why the Minister for Police should be 
removed from Cabinet:  First, the minister did not declare his interest to Cabinet or the Parliament when the 
finance broking scandal and what should be done about it was debated late last year.  The minister had a personal 
and business relationship with Mr Leon Jamieson.  That relationship is the basis of the minister’s removal from 
involvement in the police investigation of this matter and cabinet discussions of matters connected to it.  I say to 
the Government that if a conflict of interest exists now, a conflict of interest existed then.  The minister did not 
declare a conflict of interest, and he should have declared it.  That is a very serious breach of his duty as a 
minister in this system of government. 

Mr Prince:  It is a matter not of conflict but of perception. 
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Dr Gallop:  It is not a matter of perception.  The Minister for Police had a personal and business relationship 
with Mr Jamieson.  Is the minister saying there is no connection between that and parliamentary and cabinet 
discussions about the finance broking industry?  He has been given orders not to respond. 

Secondly, it has been revealed that the member for Albany recommended to constituents that they invest in his 
and Leon Jamieson’s finance broking company, Albany Finance Ltd.  The Gunning report, which was tabled 
yesterday, makes it clear that there should be full disclosure of information to prospective lenders.  Constituents 
in Albany have made it clear the minister did not fully disclose information about their prospective investments.  
The Gunning inquiry also recommends that people convicted of an offence of dishonesty should not carry out 
business as a finance broker.  We know that Mr Jamieson has been convicted of such an offence.  These are 
serious matters that go to the heart of the finance broking scandal and why people are facing charges in the 
courts:  Relevant facts were not fully disclosed to investors when they put their money in the care of other 
people.  That is a serious matter in which the minister has been found wanting. 

The member for Fremantle will develop two other issues at length:  First, there is clear evidence that the 
minister’s statements to this Parliament about when he first became aware of the issue were misleading.  It is a 
serious claim, but we will back it up with evidence.  What the minister has told Parliament and the public about 
his knowledge of this affair does not accord with the facts, and we will produce evidence to that effect.  A 
second, very serious, issue relates to the minister’s obligations as a person responsible for a trust.  The extent of 
his negligence as a trustee and the losses that have occurred are far greater than has been indicated to the public 
and the Parliament. 

The Opposition takes this matter very seriously.  The minister failed to declare an interest to the Parliament and 
the Cabinet - an interest that is now acknowledged by the Government.  He recommended his own finance 
broking company in Albany to constituents and potential investors without disclosing all the relevant facts.  His 
claims about his knowledge of the affair have been misleading.  Finally, there is the tragic story of his role as a 
trustee, which involves a significant degree of negligence and losses to Western Australian citizens. 

As the member for Geraldton is reported as saying in The Geraldton Guardian, this is a serious matter.  The 
finance broking scandal is a disgrace.  It is a stain on Western Australia and is affecting its reputation.  This 
Government's role in defending its ministers, despite clear evidence of their failures in their responsibilities as 
ministers, adds to that stain.  Today, this Parliament has a chance to have a say on the matter.  The Premier will 
not show leadership, but the Parliament of Western Australia will send the Government a clear message about 
the standards it expects in Western Australia in 2000. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle) [2.46 pm]:  When the member for Albany - the Minister for Police - first 
commented, mainly through The West Australian, on the issues affecting finance broker Leon Jamieson and his 
role in the matter, he was at pains to point out that he first knew of the matter about six weeks before the stories 
appeared in The West Australian.  On 21 August, it was reported that -  

Mr Prince said he had heard rumours of problems about a month ago and spoke to Mr Jamieson, who 
confirmed his worst fears at a meeting on July 21. 

The impression given by the member for Albany was that his first knowledge of the matters involving his friend 
and business associate Leon Jamieson was some time immediately prior to 21 July.  Unfortunately for the 
minister, that is not true.  I make the allegation in the Parliament today that the Minister for Police has misled the 
public and the Parliament over that matter.  Yesterday, when asked a straightforward question during question 
time, the Minister for Police said that he first became aware of the issue when an advertisement announcing the 
departure of Leon Jamieson from Albany Finance Ltd was published in the Albany Advertiser.  It is a matter of 
public record that the advertisement was published on 6 June, one and a half months earlier than the minister 
originally indicated he first became aware of the issue.  Unfortunately, even that is not true.  The minister told 
the House yesterday that he was aware of the Albany Finance announcement of the departure of Mr Jamieson, 
which was published on 6 June, and that he then asked a director about it before speaking to Mr Jamieson.  I 
presume that discussion took place on 21 July, the date the minister gave to The West Australian.   

That is not credible, for five reasons that I know of.  I have no doubt there are dozens of other reasons.  I will 
outline them briefly.  Many of the people who had money invested with Mr Jamieson, through Leon K. Jamieson 
and Associates, tell me their interest payments stopped in March of this year.  In a small, tight-knit community 
such as Albany, particularly a business community which is far smaller, it would be impossible for the local 
member of Parliament to not know his friend and business associate was defaulting on interest payments, as 
occurred in March of this year. 

Secondly, in April or May of this year, a private investigator, Peter Boccamazzo, who was investigating Leon 
Jamieson, met the Minister for Police while travelling to Albany.  They knew each other, and the member for 
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Albany asked Mr Boccamazzo why he was travelling to Albany.  Mr Boccamazzo told the member for Albany 
he was going to Albany to investigate the minister’s friend Leon Jamieson because of his involvement in fraud 
or funny business.  Mr Boccamazzo cannot remember whether he used the word “fraud” or the words “funny 
business” in the discussion on the bus which took them to the airport to catch the plane to Albany that day, but it 
is crystal clear to him that the discussion took place, and it was about Jamieson and fraud.  Mr Boccamazzo 
confronted the minister directly with it. 

Thirdly, on 25 May a writ was lodged in the Albany court on behalf of some disgruntled clients, who were 
victims of Jamieson as a finance broker, claiming more than $150 000 from Mr Jamieson, the friend and 
business associate of the minister.  Who defended that writ?  The minister’s former legal firm, Haynes Robinson, 
defended that writ.  Are we expected to believe, coupled with everything else, that the minister was not aware of 
the issuance of that writ by another lawyer in the tight-knit business and legal circles in Albany?  It strains the 
bounds of credibility.  If the minister is saying he knew none of these things, particularly when Boccamazzo had 
discussed the matter with him on a bus on the way to the plane - 

Mr Prince:  I will tell you about Mr Boccamazzo in a moment. 

Mr McGINTY:  That is fine, and the minister can do that.  On 7 June, an Albany lawyer, Christopher Cook, rang 
the member for Albany  to speak to him in his capacity as Minister for Police.  He said he was not happy about 
the fraud investigation taking place into Leon Jamieson.  He wanted the minister to provide him with the name 
of a police officer with whom he could deal directly to ensure more action from the police on the fraudulent 
behaviour of Mr Jamieson.  This is all before the minister knew anything about it! 

Mr Prince:  No, it is not. 

Mrs Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Midland will come to order. 

Mr McGINTY:  The minister can speak in a minute.  I want to lay this matter out very clearly so that there is no 
confusion about the facts.  On 7 June this year, Christopher Cook - 

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

Mr McGINTY:  Mr Cook confirmed with me this morning that he checked his file, and on 7 June he made that 
call to the Minister for Police asking him to name a police officer.  That same day the minister rang Mr Cook and 
gave him the name of Sergeant Anthony Lee as the police officer to whom he should direct fraud matters 
involving Leon Jamieson.  That is before the minister knew anything about it.   

Mr Prince:  No, it is not - 6 June. 

Mr McGINTY:  The minister will have his chance to set out his case.  I now give the fifth reason it is not 
credible that the minister’s first knowledge of this matter was six weeks before this matter came out in The West 
Australian.  The minister is a joint owner of Frederick House in Albany, which is about to go on the market.  
Albany Finance is one of the other joint owners of Frederick House in Albany, from where the minister practised 
law for a number of years and Mr Jamieson ran his finance broking business, and to this day the member for 
Albany retains an interest in that firm.  They operated from that building which is about to be put on the market 
for sale.  For at least the past 18 months to two years - this information comes from the co-owners of the 
building - Leon Jamieson collected the rent from all the tenants in the building and did not pay it on to the people 
who own it.  Included in those owners is a person sitting in this House, who has not received rental income for 
the past 18 months to two years.  I do not know whether this applies to the minister but, for taxation purposes, 
the trust with which the owners of Frederick House were involved arranged for the rental incomes to be paid to 
their wives.   

Mr Prince:  It is not a trust. 

Mr McGINTY:  Whatever it is.  The structure was such that the rental income was paid to the wives.  The 
minister may say he never received any income.  If the member for Albany was treated in the same way as other 
members of that body, his wife would have received the income, for reasons apparent to everyone in this place.  
If that rental income dried up between 18 months and two years ago, surely the minister would have known that.   

Those are five specific reasons that the member for Albany knew, before he took everyone into his confidence, 
about his criminal friend Leon Jamieson, whom he represented when Jamieson was found guilty in 1982 of 
stealing as a servant.  That is another matter he wanted to cover up.  It is simply not credible. 

A matter of even greater concern is the trusteeship by the minister of the estate of Kathleen Maud McLauchlan.  
As a result of the newspaper reports, members will be aware that $35 000 from that estate is in jeopardy because 
it was invested by the co-trustees of the deceased estate, the member for Albany and Leon Jamieson.  People are 
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aware that $35 000 is at risk.  The truth is that an amount closer to $99 926 - not the $35 000 mentioned by the 
minister - has either been lost or is at risk through this trust.  The minister has dramatically understated the extent 
of the loss from the trust of which he is a joint trustee with Leon Jamieson.  The extent of the negligence caused 
by the member for Albany to this trust is massively greater than anyone has been led to believe.  I ask for 
members’ forbearance as I trace through the events involving the estate of Kathleen Maud McLauchlan, who 
died in 1983. 

Mr Prince:  You are reading from my letter. 

Mr McGINTY:  No, I am not; I am reading from my notes.  The original trustees of the estate were an elderly 
couple by the name of Egerton.  The estate comprised the family home and approximately $80 000 in 
investments.  The will provided for interest revenue from the estate to be paid to the son, John McLauchlan, for 
life, and on his death for the capital to be paid to his daughter, Serena McLauchlan, who is the grand-daughter of 
Kathleen McLauchlan.  In 1984, the Egertons, feeling they were too old to properly administer the estate, 
resigned, and Kevin Prince and Leon Jamieson became the trustees.  I presume the minister will tell us he was 
paid for that work as a trustee because at the time he was not a member of Parliament.  

In 1984, John McLauchlan purchased a property at 20 Adelaide Street, Albany, for $37 500.  That purchase was 
to be funded from the interest from the estate.  All the interest was to be credited to his account to pay for the 
house, and it would essentially become the capital of the estate for his daughter.  I now refer to the first instance 
of negligence by the trustees in that matter.  Today, Kevin Prince and Leon Jamieson are the registered 
proprietors of that property.  There is nothing wrong with that; they are the trustees of the property.  All interest 
payments from the estate should have been applied to the purchase price.  Prince and Jamieson have never 
provided any paperwork or accounting for the proceeds of the estate.  Today John McLauchlan does not know 
whether he owns the property or how much he owes on it.  It is a case of sheer neglect by the two joint trustees 
of that property.   

The second issue that arises under this deceased estate is that in 1985-86, Mr McLauchlan made a complaint to 
the police because he was concerned that $9 000 had gone missing from the trust.   

He then received a threatening letter from the minister's former law firm, Haynes Robinson - at that stage the 
minister was a partner in that law firm - which said, in essence, how dare he accuse Mr Jamieson of stealing this 
money.  

Approximately 10 years ago, part of the deceased estate money was invested with Australian National Finance.  
Two investments were made, one of $29 023 and the other of $1 821.  Only $6 401 was recovered from the 
$29 023 investment, resulting in a capital loss of $22 622; and only $513 was recovered from the smaller 
investment of $1 821, resulting in a capital loss of $1 305.  The total capital loss 10 years ago from the 
Australian National Finance investment by the trustees of this deceased estate was $23 927.  In my view, that 
$23 927 loss was the result of the negligence of the trustees.  There has certainly been a failure to account for 
that loss, because that loss 10 years ago was not drawn to the attention of the beneficiaries until after this matter 
had exploded in recent weeks.   

Mr Prince:  Nor to me. 

Mr McGINTY:  That may well be the case; I will come to the minister in a minute. The beneficiaries were never 
told by the joint trustees, Prince and Anderson, of this disastrous investment that resulted in a loss of capital and 
interest income.  Mr McLauchlan, thinking that he was earning that interest, paid tax on that interest, which the 
trustees had negligently never told him he had not earned.  Where does that leave him in respect of the 
ownership of his house?  He is now left in the precarious position where today the Minister for Police, and his 
friend Leon Jamieson, are still the registered proprietors of this place in Albany.   

I have told the House about the $35 000 unsecured investment, which still exists today, and significant losses are 
expected to flow from that.  I have told the House about the loss of $23 927 a decade ago through Australian 
National Finance.  I will deal now with the assets of the trust, which is the third component of the loss.  A 
statement of trust investments dated 30 June 1998, prepared by the trustees, showed total trust investments of 
$115 363.  In recent weeks, the trustees, Prince and Jamieson, have provided a handwritten summary of 
investments which shows that the amount of $115 000 has diminished to $79 770.  This includes an unsecured 
amount of $36 406.  If that money has been lost, only about $40 000 of capital will be left in that deceased 
estate.  The three components of the loss are the $36 000 that was unsecured; the $23 900 Australian National 
Finance capital that was lost a decade ago; and the further $35 593 that has gone missing in the past two years.  
Whether that has been stolen or has been the product of bad investments is not apparent from the paperwork that 
has been provided.  What we do know is that the joint trustees did not account for this money and will be held 
liable for it. 
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When this matter first appeared in the newspaper, it was a story about poor Kevin Prince, the victim, who has 
been betrayed by a friend and will now need to put his hand in his own pocket to make up the difference.  What I 
have outlined today is a story about the grossest negligence by a trustee that one can imagine:  He did not know, 
did not care and did not bother to busy himself with it, in the full knowledge that the Trustees Act, which he was 
responsible for passing through this Parliament, requires trustees to review trust investments at least annually.  
We have already had the admission that that did not occur.  What we have here is not a victim, as the spin doctor 
sought to portray himself in this matter, but a person who has created victims.  The Minister for Police referred 
to Leon K. Jamieson and Albany Finance not only people from his law firm but also constituents from his 
electorate office, but he deliberately did not tell them about Mr Jamieson’s conviction for stealing as a servant, 
for which he had represented Mr Jamieson in court; and the minister has made clear the philosophical reason that 
he did not make that disclosure.   

We have seen in the pages of The West Australian and on television an attempt to portray the Minister for Police 
as a victim, because he will need to put his hands in his own pocket.  I will show members what a sham that is.  
On 11 August - three weeks ago - Mr Prince wrote to Mr  Gary Anderson, chartered accountant, regarding Leon 
Jamieson and the deed of arrangement under part X of the Bankruptcy Act.  One paragraph of that letter states -  

You will understand that naturally I and the beneficiaries of the estate are particularly anxious to know 
what is the status of the unsecured loans, clearly a breach of the Trustees Act.  Mr. Jamieson is 
personally liable in my opinion if there has been any loss, and certainly insofar as I am concerned as 
joint Trustee I claim an indemnity from him in this regard.   

What a charlatan!  The minister is setting up a defence for himself so that he will not need to reach into his own 
pocket to make good the money that he has taken from these people through his negligence as a trustee.  The 
case speaks for itself.   

MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Police) [3.06 pm]:  I really do not know what the member for Fremantle 
thinks he will gain by this.   

Mr McGinty:  Your resignation. 

Mr PRINCE:  Members of the public have had more than enough over the years of the politics of personal abuse 
and attack, and they despise the member for Fremantle and think he is - 

Mr Marlborough interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Peel! 

Mr PRINCE:  Let me set this straight.  Kathleen Maud McLauchlan came to see me in 1974 and wrote a will in 
which she put her estate in trust, with income to her son - her only child - for life, with the remainder to his 
children.  When she wrote her will in 1974, he did not have any children - strange will.  He was married at the 
time, and subsequently he had a child - a daughter who is now almost 22 and lives in Perth.  In the late 1970s I 
got to know Jamieson because we were members of the same squash club.  He did a number of business things, 
and I did some legal work for him.  He was charged with stealing as a servant because as an insurance broker he 
had misappropriated premiums that had been given to him to pass on to companies.  He went to court and 
pleaded guilty..  It was the subject of quite extensive publicity as far as I can recall; it is nearly 20 years ago.  He 
was fined $250.  He must have had a bloody good lawyer. 

Mr McGinty:  His father-in-law paid the penalty. 

Mr PRINCE:  Yes, a remarkable man, but that is beside the point.  He was at that time, as far as I can 
remember - I have not checked any records, nor do I intend to - a licensed finance broker, or he became one 
shortly thereafter, and the board put him on three-monthly audits, which I think then became six-monthly and 
then annual audits, which is the normal audit process.  I gave him a go.  In my view, the man was entitled to a 
mistake and to have another go.  Eighteen years later, I say I was wrong.  I trusted him, and I should not have.  I 
am not the only one.  Hundreds of other people have trusted him over the years, and some of them have lost as a 
result.   

Mrs McLauchlan died in 1984, and initially the Edgertons, an elderly couple, administered the will.  In fact, I did 
the work in my legal practice.  Afterwards they said, “We cannot do this; there is a small child here”, by which 
time, as far as I can remember, McLauchlan and his wife had separated; it was not the happiest of marriages.  

At the request of the Edgertons, Jamieson and I agreed to act as the trustees of the estate, because the matter 
would go on for some time.  The estate consisted of a house and some money.  I wrote the deeds - I will not 
produce them because they are private - which accumulated McLauchlan’s income under the estate against the 
purchase price of the house.   
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Mr McGinty:  That is what I just said.  

Mr PRINCE:  Yes.  By 1993 his wife got a Family Court order against him vesting in her the whole of the estate 
interest in the house.  He does not own it, and he has not owned it since 1993.  His ex-wife owns it.  Jamieson 
and I have our names on the title as a matter of law.  As a matter of equity, the ex-Mrs McLauchlan owns the 
home and not John McLauchlan; and he has not owned it since 1993.  Jamieson invested the money.  Perhaps I 
should not have trusted him.  In retrospect, I should not have done, but I did.  Among the money he invested in 
the late 1980s and early 1990s - I am still trying to find out when - was an investment in a publicly listed 
company called Australian Industrial Finance.  That company, like Cambridge Credit and a number of 
companies over the years, went into liquidation.  The money was lost.  There was a return of some cents in the 
dollar.  The capital loss was $22 000.  I found out about that recently.  That had been kept from me, as well as 
from McLauchlan.  In the meantime, as far as I am aware, the McLauchlans continued to receive the income 
from the estate.  Jamieson does not know the detail of how much he has received and whether he should have 
received that.  His accountants do not know.  I certainly do not know.  Jamieson said he would provide 
reconstructed statements.  That is the last note I had from him.  He has not provided that yet.  That $22 000 is 
lost.  No negligence is involved.  It was invested in an authorised trustee investment at the time, a publicly listed 
company that was advertising for investors by prospectus.  It was perfectly all right to invest with that company. 

Mr McGinty:  You as trustee didn't know.  

Mr PRINCE:  No.  If it went bad; it went bad.  There was money with AGC Ltd and Esanda Finance Corporation 
Ltd.  Companies do fail - not many, but they do.  This one did.  That is a matter of great regret but there is no 
negligence there.  As a never-practising lawyer, the member for Fremantle should not make accusations of that 
nature.  The member for Fremantle has only represented himself, so he has a fool for a client.  Mr Gary 
Anderson, the chartered accountant, who is the insolvency specialist appointed by Mr Jamieson and his wife to 
handle their affairs, supplied the details on the $36 000 to me.  I received this information fairly recently.  It 
shows that Jamieson made a series of advances.  The first was in early 1997 and the last was on 31 December 
1999.  For the whole of 1997, 1998 and 1999, Jamieson had been paying out sums of money and debiting them 
against defaulting borrowers of his and paying interest to the lender of the money.  We presume he did not know 
the borrower had defaulted.  That is the detail that was given to me by Anderson the controlling trustee about 
two weeks ago on 25 August.  It was then that I knew what he had done, although I clearly had suspected that for 
a little while, because all Jamieson would say to me was they were unsecured personal loans.  It seems that he 
has done that with a lot of other people's money over time.  He wrote up a deficiency of $ 1.9m out of a total 
book of $14m.   

I have known Peter Boccamazzo for some years.  He has the benefit of lawyer-client privilege from me.  He is a 
former client so I am restrained in what I can say. 

Mr McGinty:  Do not break it then.  

Mr PRINCE:  All right.  As a matter of public record, he has been on the wrong end of insolvency twice.  His 
builder’s licence has been taken from him.  He has left Albany.  He has a relationship with a lady whose parents 
are creditors in this estate.  We were on the same bus going to the aeroplane.  I said, "What are you doing here?"  
I had not seen him for ages.  He said, "I am a private detective and I am investigating Jamieson for fraud."  I said 
nothing.  I might have made a mistake about some people, but I do not accept the word of that man with regard 
to anything.  It was early May as far as I can remember.  When Albany Finance Ltd put an advertisement in the 
newspaper saying, basically, that Jameson had been sacked, I rang the director.  That was on 6 June.  Chris Cook 
telephoned me the following day.  

Mr McGinty:  Boccamazzo was right on this one, was he not? 

Mr PRINCE:  He was.  I spoke to the chairman of Albany Finance who told me that a firm of solicitors in Perth 
had made a number of threats to Albany Finance to recover money for the people whom Boccamazzo says he 
works.  I see in the newspaper that Mr Boccamazzo says it is $300 000; Mr Cook told me it was $120 000.  Mr 
Boccamazzo works on the basis of a success fee of 20 per cent.   

Mr McGinty:  He told you in advance.  

Mr PRINCE:  I did not believe him.  I had no reason to believe him - not with his reputation.   

Mr McGinty:  He did write and you ignored him.  

Mr PRINCE:  It would not have made a blind bit of difference, because Jamieson had been doing it prior to this 
year.  I now know that in relation to the trust fund for which I am jointly responsible he had been doing this in 
1997, 1998 and 1999.  I assume he has been doing it with other people's money over the same period.  I had no 
idea he had been doing it. 
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Mr McGinty:  Chris Cook was a friend of yours.  

Mr PRINCE:  Shush!   

I had no idea he was doing this when Cabinet discussed the matter that led to the Gunning inquiry.  This is 
information that came to me since May-June of this year.  Also, I went to hospital for a couple of weeks, which 
explains the delays and why I did not see Jamieson as quickly as I would have done - not that my going to 
hospital had anything to do with this; it did not.  When I finally found out what he had been up to, I made a 
complaint to the police as the surviving trustee.  Jamieson had retired as trustee.  Finally I was able to say that 
there had not only been a misappropriation but also these unsecured personal loans were a sham.  I was able to 
come to that conclusion when I spoke to his controlling trustee.  The first meeting of creditors is this Friday in 
Albany. 

Mr McGinty:  At 10.30 am at the Dog Rock Motel.  

Mr PRINCE:  That is right.  I will be there.  Yes, I am jointly liable.  Of course I will claim against the 
insolvency trustee in case there will be some form of recovery - it could be 25¢ in the dollar and it could be 
more.  According to the information from Mr Anderson, it may be more.  He was talking about a total deficiency 
of $374 000 on a liability of - 

Mr McGinty:  You are up for $96 000 just in respect of your trusteeship.  

Mr PRINCE:  The member for Fremantle is wrong.  He cannot calculate and he is trying to exaggerate.  The total 
liability is $1 746 635 less Anderson's fees.  The total assets are $1 420 680.  The deficiency will be $374 000 if 
all those assets are recovered at those values, which I doubt.  That is a matter that will be resolved no doubt over 
the next few months or years that it takes to resolve these things under a part X bankruptcy agreement.   

Mr McGinty:  Do you disagree that $96 000 is the current shortfall in the amount you are responsible for as 
trustee? 

Mr PRINCE:  Yes, I do, because I do not think I have any responsibility for the money that was lost with 
Australian Industrial Finance Ltd.  It was a proper investment at the time, and it went bad.  With respect to what 
has happened since and the misappropriation of money by Jamieson that has caused me to complain to the 
police, I have proved in the bankrupt estate for $36 000 on behalf of the trust.  It could be more; it depends on 
the calculation of interest, which should have been received over a period of some years.  I do not know that.  I 
understand that John McLauchlan is understandably upset.  I have met many times with him and his ex-wife, 
representing their daughter.   

Mr Cook rang me and he said that he had some clients.  He named them.  He said complaints were lodged with 
the police.  This was on 7 June.  The Albany Finance advertisement was the day before.  I rang the director and 
he said, "We are not getting any action from the police."  I spoke to an officer at the police station.  I 
subsequently spoke to Detective Lee and had a conversation about another former client who has been charged 
with a major amphetamine offence, as it happens.   

I passed that information back to Mr Cook. 

Mr McGinty:  But at that stage you still did not report it to the police, and you are the Minister for Police.  If you 
did not believe Boccamazzo surely you should have believed Cook. 

Mr PRINCE:  That had no relation to the trust estate for which I was jointly responsible.  I had no inkling that 
there was anything wrong with that. 

Mr McGinty:  This is your responsibility.  You should have known earlier.  

Mr PRINCE:  I had no inkling that he had done anything with the trust estate until I said to him, “What have you 
been up to?”  He told me, and said that there were these unsecured personal loans.  Then he finally gives me the 
details, and in the interregnum is my hospitalisation.  What has that to do with the Gunning inquiry?  That was 
established in February; all of this happened in May, June, July and August until now. 

Mr McGinty:  No, it was happening last year and the year before. 

Mr PRINCE:  Yes, but neither I nor anybody else knew what he was up to. 

Mr McGinty:  You did not know because of your own negligence. 

Mr PRINCE:  I did not inquire of him.  I did not do what I should have done - mea culpa, notwithstanding that 
Rumpole says, “Never plead guilty.”  Yes, I am at fault and I have said that repeatedly and I have answered 
every question put to me by members of the media. 

Mr Carpenter:  Did you offer your resignation? 
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Mr PRINCE:  I will let the Premier answer that.  I have given as complete an explanation as I can.  When one 
speaks about a unit partnership, trustees of a unit partnership, unit trust companies, public companies and so on, 
some members of the media know what it is about because they are in the business side of things, and others do 
not.  One can explain and explain and they do not necessarily get it all right.  However, I have told them 
everything I possibly can in answer to questions that have been asked.  With respect to the loss to the 
McLauchlan estate - 

Dr Gallop:  These are the typical double standards of the Liberal Party:  It can be negligent, it can cut corners, 
and it can do anything and get away with it.  That is what goes on in this Parliament. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr PRINCE:  I am responsible and I have never backed away from that.  I was far less vigilant than I should 
have been.  I understand that an enormous number of people have subsequently had a good look at a lot of trusts 
for which they are responsible, when in many respects they had dealt with them the way I have.  That is a 
salutary lesson, not just to me but to everybody else. How much the loss will be is imponderable.  At least 
$36 000 can be crystallised at the moment.  I have told McLauchlan that I am responsible. 

As to creating victims, I referred people to Jamieson and he referred people to me.  If someone comes to me and 
says, “Who is a good accountant?” when I am in practice as a lawyer, I would say, “Well, I deal with this person 
and that one is a good one as well.”  It is the sort of thing one does all the time.  The member opposite has never 
been in business and he would not know. 

Ms Anwyl:  Not when you have a financial interest. 

Mr PRINCE:  With respect to the people who are here, the member for Eyre would be the most knowledgable 
and perhaps the member for Kalgoorlie would know something, but the rest would not have a clue.  

Mr PRINCE:  None of this, with the exception of the complaint to me about the apparent lack of action from the 
police, had anything to do with me as a minister.  None of this has had anything to do with me even as a member 
of Parliament:  It is a private problem that has become public.  If I were not a member of Parliament there would 
not have been the publicity.  That is plainly obvious. 

Mr McGinty:  There would have been.  The matter has been through many forums, and the investors want their 
money. 

Mr PRINCE:  Neither me nor anybody associated with me will ever raise the problems of the member’s sister.  I 
do not play the game that way.  He does.  The member brings this sort of action in here because this is a place 
where just about anything can be debated. 

Mr McGinty:  They are all facts.  You have not denied one of them.  You said you did not believe Boccamazzo. 

Mr PRINCE:  No, I did not believe him.  On 6 June I suspected and made inquiries.  On 7 June Cook talked to 
me. 

Mr McGinty:  What about the rental income from Fredericks House? 

Mr PRINCE:  Sometimes we receive rental income from Frederick House and sometimes we do not.  It is a unit 
partnership.  It had 15 partners when it was started in 1982.  It now has 13. 

Mr McGinty:  Didn’t your wife say, “I haven’t received my rental income”? 

Mr PRINCE:  I am pretty sure it came to both of us.  I cannot recall, to be honest.  It does not really matter very 
much.  The legal practice that I had in the late 1970s with two partners - Brian Bradley and Andrew Davies - 
existed in the former quarters of the bank manager of the Bank of New South Wales.  It was very cramped and 
we needed new space.  A firm of accountants, partners of whom were Mr Frost and his son, were also in 
cramped quarters; a doctor and his wife were in cramped quarters.  The three groups needed somewhere else, so 
we got together with some other people, built a building and moved into it.  That is how that all started.  There 
were 15 owners, all of whom had different types of unit holdings in the partnership.  I was the trustee of the 
partnership with the doctor and with the late Mr Frost.  Over the years that has changed because my former 
partner, Brian Bradley, who was an ALP member and candidate, left the practice.  So did Davies, and other 
people have come and gone.  There have been changes over a period, but the object of the exercise was to 
provide ourselves with accommodation from which we could run a business.  I got out of that in 1993 when I 
entered Parliament.  I did not sell the interest, which I am told is worth about $20 000 - I left it there.  It is their 
problem; if they want it, they can have it, in that sense.  It is to do with the practice.   

Albany Finance started as a unit trust with a company as its trustee, which now happens to be the trustee of my 
family trust.  The business grew outside that structure and became a non-listed public company, Albany Finance 
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Ltd.  I know; I incorporated the company.  I also incorporated the company that is the trustee of my family trust.  
How much more does the member want to know?  That business offered me shares and I took them.  I got 9 000 
shares with a face value of $1 each actually worth about 80¢.  That is $7 200.  Jamieson has a great deal more.  
He also has a larger interest in the building. 

Mr McGinty:  When the rent came in Jamieson collected it.  You should not have authorised it.  He was not a 
real estate agent. 

Mr PRINCE:  He was a partner. 

Mr McGinty:  It was unlawful for him to collect the rent. 

Mr PRINCE:  Absolute nonsense. 

Mr McGinty:  Talk to your friend the Minister for Fair Trading. 

Mr PRINCE:  Jamieson is one of the joint owners.  He can collect the income.  He does not have to get a real 
estate agent to do that. 

Mr McGinty:  On behalf of a property he does not own? 

Mr PRINCE:  He was a part owner of the building and still is.  There are two buildings, which are separate.  
They have been amalgamated and they are now all strata titled.  The ones that are part of the original building 
are still governed by the original unit partnership agreement and he has interest in that unit partnership. 

Mr McGinty:  And he collects the rent off the others as well? 

Mr PRINCE:  He may well do, but that is nothing to do with me.  I have nothing to do with the second part of 
the building.  That is a separate exercise with accountants and others, not me.  We did not have anything to do 
with building a second building, which was about five years after the first.  There is nothing wrong with his 
collecting the rent and, as far as I was aware, that was being done. 

Mr McGinty:  But not paid to you? 

Mr PRINCE:  So? 

Mr McGinty:  It did not ring a warning bell with you? 

Mr PRINCE:  Over the period that Fredericks House has existed it has actually cost money rather than returned 
money, because it was built for the purposes of accommodating my legal practice and the doctors, the 
accountants and others, who needed a place from which to work.  That was part and parcel of the exercise; it was 
not an investment in the sense of looking for a return. 

Mr McGinty:  With others it actually rang warning bells that their rental income had stopped and Jamieson was 
not paying it to them, and that was 18 months or two years ago.  Were you unaware of that? 

Mr PRINCE:  I was unaware or that, yes.  I trusted the man; I should not have. The member for Fremantle also 
said that I had none of my own money invested with him.  I have just told the member what I have invested.  My 
late father died in 1986 and the $30 000 that he had, which was his superannuation from his days as a 
schoolteacher, went to my mother.  On my advice she invested it with Jamieson.  I know, because I wrote some 
of the mortgages on which it was lent out, and when my mother died in 1997 only $15 000 was left.  Why?  It 
was because she spent the remainder on furniture and other things over time.  It was returned, it was repaid and 
distributed between me and my brother and sister.  I trusted Jamieson with my widowed mother’s money.  I 
should not have done it then but I did.  If that is something for which I am to be crucified, the members opposite 
will not be doing it, the people of Albany will.  An extraordinary number of people have expressed support for 
me.  I suggest that if the member opposite keeps this up my majority will go up at the next election because those 
people do not like this form of personal attack.  It is backfiring on the member for Fremantle personally and on 
the ALP in general.  

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.30 pm]:  Fancy the Leader of the Opposition talking about ministerial 
responsibility!  He is the very person who hid from the people of this State the deplorable position in which he 
had put the State Government Insurance Corporation's third party insurance fund.  He refused to accept the 
advice to put the fund back into a proper position.  He hid the details of it, because it was just before an election.  
One of the first jobs of this Government was to face up to that situation and impose a $50 excess on third-party 
premiums.  The people of this State had to pay to put that fund back into a solvent position.  The Leader of the 
Opposition is a member of a Government that lost more than $1.5b.  He has just listened to a minister say, “Yes, 
that man had a conviction for that matter, yes I gave him a go and yes, that trust has been betrayed.”  The Leader 
of the Opposition is asking the people of this State to give him a go after what he did with taxpayers’ money.  
What a nerve!  
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Dr Gallop:  You have a short memory.  You are a hypocrite.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Order!  Members realise that rulings have been made in the past that referring to another 
member as a hypocrite is impugning that member.  There are ways of putting things which are acceptable to the 
Chair but that is not.   

Dr GALLOP:  I withdraw the comment. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr COURT:  The Leader of the Opposition has deliberately decided to go for the man, not the ball.  The 
Opposition has just detailed someone's personal trust, of which the minister was a joint trustee and is currently 
the only trustee.  The minister has fully explained everything, not only to Parliament, but also to the media.  The 
Leader of the Opposition asked whether the minister offered to resign.  Normally I would not comment on this, 
but I feel very strongly about it so I will.  The minister came to me and informed me of the situation in relation to 
Mr Jamieson.  The minister provided me with all of the information in his possession, which is basically what he 
has again explained to this House.  After explaining all of that he said to me, “If because of my handling of this 
trustee matter you believe it is appropriate that I resign, I am prepared to do so.”  I said to that minister, “You 
have given me a full explanation.  Make that explanation public and I do not see it as at all appropriate that you 
resign under those circumstances.”  

I do not have much time to debate this matter and I have sat in silence while other members have spoken.  On at 
least one occasion the minister spent 20 minutes detailing all of the things he has explained in this Parliament.  
The minister has been open.  He has said that he is liable as a joint trustee.  The member for Fremantle said that 
Mr Boccamazzo confronted the minister on a bus.  The story is that they were on a bus going from a terminal to 
an aeroplane.  The minister explained to this House why he did not take those comments seriously.  I do not 
know how personal the Opposition members want to get.  People have told me things about the member for 
Fremantle in the corridors of Parliament or wherever, and it goes over the top of my head.  The Opposition has 
made a decision to target the way in which the minister has been handling that trustee.  He has been completely 
open. 

Several members interjected.   

Mr COURT:  I remind the Leader of the Opposition that he sat in a Government that lost billions of dollars of 
taxpayers' money.  He should not pull out the sob stories.  Billions of dollars were lost.  

The Minister has explained the trustee issue in detail.  He has said that in some cases he gave advice to people.  
The member for Kalgoorlie, who interjected, gives advice to people as a lawyer and as a member of Parliament.   

Ms Anwyl:  I never have a financial interest.   

Mr COURT:  The member for Kalgoorlie is sensitive about this issue.  That member provides constituents with a 
list of lawyers whom she recommends and she is not averse to writing a debt collection notice for a constituent.  
As a lawyer, the member opposite does not mind providing that advice.  Hon Nick Griffiths in the other House 
does not mind advertising his services using Parliament House as the telephone number.  Members opposite have 
made a decision today to go for the man and not the issue.  The minister has fully explained himself, which is 
more than members opposite ever did.  

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [3.36 pm]:  The rule is that 30 minutes is allotted for debate for the Government, 
30 minutes for the Opposition and five minutes for the Independents if they choose to use it.  Because of the 
brevity of that position I will now foreshadow an amendment which I hope will become self evident to members 
in the next two or three minutes.   

Notwithstanding the heated exchanges across the Chamber in the past three or four minutes, the bulk of the 
debate has occurred under what might be described as solemn circumstances.  One always knows when a matter  
is serious in this House because members tend to listen to each other.  In the first three-quarters of the debate 
there has been a sense that we are dealing with a serious matter.  The minister has had some serious allegations 
levelled against him.  They are so serious - we are talking about a matter of no confidence, the effect of which is 
for a minister to resign from his portfolio if it is carried - that there must be some warning, other than the 
provisions of an MPI given to a minister to enable him to fairly prepare an argument, but in such a way that it 
does not allow him to escape the judgment or the wrath of the House.  I repeat what I said earlier:  It is difficult 
to determine such a matter in the space of a 30-minute debate from both the Government and Opposition and 
five minutes from the Independents.  The rules for an MPI debate are not appropriate for a matter as pivotal and 
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important as this.  In the past couple of minutes that have been available to me I have given a copy of my 
suggested amendment both to the Leader of the House and to the Opposition.  

The SPEAKER:  Perhaps I could have a copy for the Chair.   

Mr PENDAL:  I beg your pardon, Mr Speaker, I realise I should have done that in the first place.  I intend to 
move that the minister is facing such serious allegations that he needs to produce documents in order to give 
members a considered response.  If the Government rejects the amendment, which is to give the minister some 
time and some precedence in the House next Tuesday to answer the allegations, I shall vote for the Opposition's 
motion.  I do not necessarily want to support at the moment the Opposition's motion because its seriousness has 
not necessarily been matched with the time given to the minister to prepare and respond.  Nonetheless, there are 
some implications for the Opposition and certainly some implications for the Government.   

Amendment to Motion 

Mr PENDAL:  In those circumstances, I move - 

That the motion be amended by deleting all words after "House", and substituting - 

requests the Minister for Police and member for Albany to make a statement to this House not 
exceeding one hour on Tuesday, 12 September 2000 as a considered response to the 
allegations made in the House today by the Leader of the Opposition and the member for 
Fremantle. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [3.42 pm]:  The Opposition will accept the amendment 
moved by the member for South Perth.  We do not resile from our position that this Parliament should have a 
lack of confidence in the minister.  However, the member for South Perth has made the point that from his point 
of view as a parliamentarian, he wants more time to consider this issue.  We are happy to allow this Parliament 
more time for this matter to be placed on Parliament’s agenda.  We will support the amendment moved by the 
member for South Perth so that he can be satisfied there has been a fuller debate on this matter.   

No-one on the government side dealt with the very important matter of conflict of interest or whether the 
Premier's code of conduct that is supposed to apply to his ministers has any worth at all.  No-one on the 
government side dealt with whether it was appropriate for the member for Albany to recommend that his 
constituents invest in a firm in which he had an interest and in a finance broking firm in which the director was a 
personal and business friend.  The minister has not adequately addressed the issues raised by the member for 
Fremantle about when the minister first knew about this issue and what he did about it, and the relationship 
between the facts of the matter and what he told the Press when the matter first came up in August.   

There is also the matter of the trusteeship.  Trusteeships are set up under law.  Certain requirements follow from 
that.  If I read the Gunning report correctly, the author believes that we must take much more seriously than we 
have the responsibility when people are asked to invest money and what the disclosure requirements should be 
on the people who are entitled to take that money.  We believe this matter can be further considered if required 
by other members of this Parliament.  We do not think that the Government has in any way, shape or form dealt 
with the issues we have raised.  

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [3.44 pm]: The member for South Perth makes a valid point 
in that to move a motion of no confidence should be done by substantive motion.  He is correct in that, but the 
Minister for Police has given a detailed and open account of all the issues raised in matters to do with his private 
activities, most of which occurred prior to his being a member of Parliament.  This Government has no hesitation 
in expressing its support for the Minister for Police.  He is a man of high integrity.  Although the member for 
South Perth makes a correct point of procedure, we in the Government will not hesitate to vote in support of the 
Minister for Police. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result – 
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Ayes (19) 

Ms Anwyl Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Ripper 
Mr Brown Mr Graham Mr McGinty Mrs Roberts 
Mr Carpenter Mr Grill Ms McHale Ms Warnock 
Dr Constable Mr Kobelke Mr Pendal Mr Cunningham (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Ms MacTiernan Mr Riebeling  

Noes (28) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Mr Thomas Mr Nicholls 
 Mr McGowan Mr House 
 Mr Bridge Mrs Parker 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Motion Resumed 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (19) 

Ms Anwyl Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Ripper 
Mr Brown Mr Graham Mr McGinty Mrs Roberts 
Mr Carpenter Mr Grill Ms McHale Ms Warnock 
Dr Constable Mr Kobelke Mr Pendal Mr Cunningham (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Ms MacTiernan Mr Riebeling  

Noes (28) 

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

            

Pairs 

Mr Thomas Mr Nicholls 
Mr McGowan Mr House 
Mr Bridge Mrs Parker 

Question thus negatived. 
 


