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MINISTER FOR POLICE, ALBANY FINANCE LIMITED 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland): Today I received a letter from the member for Fremantle seeking to debate as 
a matter of public interest the following motion - 

Pursuant to Standing Order No 145 I propose that the following matter of public interest be submitted to 
the House for discussion today. 

“That this House calls on the Premier to stand aside the Minister for Police.” 

This matter appears to be in order.  If at least five members stand in support of the motion, it can proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle) [2.45 pm]:  I move the motion. 

There has been significant previous debate in this House concerning the affairs of Albany finance broker Leon 
K. Jamieson and his associations with the Minister for Police.  Leon K. Jamieson and Associates operates out of 
the same office as Albany Finance Limited.  The Minister for Police will be well acquainted with the affairs of 
Albany Finance Limited - he was a director from 5 December 1986 until 24 January 1994.  Although Mr 
Jamieson is a shareholder in Albany Finance and was its manager from around 1989 until earlier this year, he 
was not a director of Albany Finance. 

Jim Mackenzie is 82 years old and lives in Albany with his wife, Joan.  In 1987, they were introduced to Albany 
Finance and over time they invested a substantial amount on deposit with that company.  Most of their deposits 
were made between 1987 and 1991, while the current Minister for Police was a director.  Earlier this year, the 
Mackenzies became concerned about how much they had on deposit with Albany Finance.  They obtained from 
the company’s records a series of copy letters addressed to them, and copy cheque requisitions for cheques 
payable to them, most of which were dated 1988-92.  These records purport to show repayments of more than 
$187 000 to the Mackenzies.  The trouble is that the Mackenzies never received the payments.   

In a letter dated 6 July 2000, Mr Philip Wyatt of Haynes Robinson, who is a director of Albany Finance but who 
was acting in his capacity as that company’s solicitor, admitted on behalf of the company that five cheques 
totalling $112 638.53 payable to the Mackenzies had been credited to the trust account of Leon K. Jamieson and 
Associates.  I have that admission in writing.  The Mackenzies never received, nor even knew of, any such 
payments by Albany Finance to Jamieson’s trust account purportedly on their behalf.  I have copies of those 
fraudulent documents, which were designed to cover the tracks of those in Albany Finance who stole these funds 
while the Minister for Police was a director.  The records obtained by the Mackenzies also include a series of 
copies of letters addressed to them in the period 1990-93 from Albany Finance Limited, purportedly 
acknowledging deposits by the Mackenzies.  However, the Mackenzies’ own records show that they never made 
such deposits.  The deposits total $187 104.90, that is, a very similar amount to the false repayments to which I 
have already referred.  I have here the letters relating to the false deposits.  The letters were seemingly designed 
to give the appearance of internal regularity to transactions of a criminal nature.  The Mackenzies can therefore 
only assume that their money on deposit with Albany Finance Limited was frequently withdrawn without their 
knowledge or consent and paid to the trust account of Leon K Jamieson and Associates, licensed finance broker, 
and then later redeposited in their names with Albany Finance Limited.  It appears likely that the Mackenzies’ 
money on deposit with Albany Finance was misappropriated - that is, stolen - and used to overcome deficiencies 
in the Jamieson Finance Broking trust account, whenever Jamieson decided he needed it.  The question is, how 
many other people were like the Mackenzies, and had their money used inappropriately to prop up companies 
like Leon K Jamieson, finance broker?  Today, I am only telling the story of one unfortunate couple, about 
whom we have both the income and expenditure documents to prove the case. 

The directors of Albany Finance Limited at that time, including the current Minister for Police, are responsible 
for this outrageous conduct.  I assume they will say that everything was left to Jamieson, and they had no idea 
what he was doing.  That is not good enough.  As directors, they were responsible to have procedures in place to 
prevent such things happening, and they failed.  The minister has already claimed once that as co-trustee of a 
deceased estate with Jamieson, he left the entire administration of the estate to Jamieson.  He recently claimed in 
the media, after legal proceeding were commenced against him to account for that estate - that of the 
McLauchlan family, who were all missing money - that he had admitted liability for those losses in this House.  
We all know that those statements made here cannot be used against him in a court.  What has he done outside 
the Parliament?  Has he now admitted liability for losses of the McLauchlan family?  I am told he has not.  He 
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has, in fact had solicitors, including Queen’s Counsel Ron Birmingham, enter an appearance, and he has 
admitted nothing.  Why is he putting the McLauchlan family through such stress and trauma when he must know 
that, as co-trustee, he is liable for those losses?  He has also claimed an indemnity to avoid personal 
responsibility for the losses for which he was responsible.  

Mr Prince:  No, he has not! 

Mr McGINTY:  I have seen it in writing, under the minister’s own signature, claiming an indemnity, so that he 
would not have to reach into his own pocket and make good those losses.  

Mr Prince:  An indemnity is probing a man in bankruptcy to see if he has anything to recover.  

Mr McGINTY:  The minister is trying to avoid his own personal responsibility for what he has done. Mr and 
Mrs Mackenzie are also suffering great stress arising from their dealings with Albany Finance Limited when the 
minister was a director.  As best they can reconcile their position from their true records, ignoring the false 
payments and false deposits, they should be entitled to more than $179 000, plus a substantial amount of accrued 
interest from Albany Finance.  However, Albany Finance is claiming that, based on its records, the Mackenzies 
are owed less than $10 000.  The minister should go and visit the Mackenzies, who after all are his constituents, 
and find out for himself the stress, anxiety and trauma their dealings with Albany Finance are causing them.  I 
emphasise that these were dealings when the minister was a director of this company.  In short, Albany Finance 
has robbed this elderly couple of more than $170 000, according to the documentation I have seen, and this 
occurred while the Minister for Police was a director of that company.  One well-known case of using the same 
money to balance the books of different companies at different times was the Rothwell group of companies.  
Today we can see that the practice was also flourishing in Albany while the current Minister for Police was a 
director of one of the companies involved. 

I gather from the McLauchlans that the minister reported Jamieson’s conduct as his co-trustee to the major fraud 
squad of the Police Service, for which he is responsible.  I would be interested to know whether he asked them to 
investigate why some $30 000 of the McLauchlan estate was invested with Australian National Finance Limited, 
which was not an authorised trustee investment, in or about 1988, when the minister was an Albany solicitor, and 
Jamieson’s co-trustee.  Shortly after the investment was made, Australian National Finance went into 
receivership, and most of the estate’s investment was lost.  One wonders whether that investment was also a 
decision of which the minister knew nothing.  One also wonders whether it was because of the Australian 
National Finance losses that the minister continued as co-trustee of the McLauchlan estate when he finished 
legal practice in 1993, after being elected to this Parliament.  The McLauchlan family would be very keen to 
hear the minister’s answer to that question.  The Mackenzies are at a stage of life, and in a state of health, where 
to pursue litigation against Albany Finance to recover their money would put them under great pressure.  I call 
upon the minister to accept that, having been a director at the time of the misapplication of their money, he has a 
personal responsibility to constructively assist the Mackenzies to be repaid, by Albany Finance, the money their 
own records show was invested and not repaid, and the interest due on that money as well.  I also call upon the 
minister to undertake to report the conduct of Albany Finance, while he was director, concerning the 
Mackenzies, to the major fraud squad for investigation, and to fully cooperate with the major fraud squad in that 
investigation.  It is impossible for the member for Albany to remain the Minister for Police in the light of these 
revelations.  There is no doubt that serious criminal activity took place in Albany Finance while the Minister for 
Police was a director. 

The second key point is that the commercial crime division of the Western Australia Police Service will conduct 
an investigation, and a primary focus of that investigation will be the Minister for Police.  In other words, the 
commercial crime division will be required to inquire into the actions and activities of its own minister.  That is 
untenable.  Three possible scenarios might develop from the facts that I have outlined to the Parliament today.  

Mr Court:  Is the member for Fremantle saying that the Minister for Police is being investigated? 

Mr McGINTY:  Did the Premier not hear my last sentence?  I said there is no doubt that criminal activity took 
place in Albany Finance while the minister was a director, and secondly, that the commercial crime division will 
be investigating that criminal activity.  That will, of necessity, involve, as a primary focus, the role of the current 
Minister for Police.  

Mr Court:  The member for Fremantle is kidding himself.  

Mr McGINTY:  The Premier should take off his blinkers and look at what his ministers are doing, and start to 
take an independent view of these things, rather than defending them at all cost.  

Mr Court:  If I start taking advice from the member for Fremantle I am in real trouble.  
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Mr McGINTY:  As the Premier said on television yesterday, rightly or wrongly, including when they are wrong, 
he is going to defend them.  It is not an acceptable standard of propriety in government that the Premier will 
stand by and have the Police Service investigate his own Minister for Police.  

Mr Court:  I ask a question of the member for Fremantle, and cannot even get a straight answer.  

Mr McGINTY:  It is very straight.  This is a matter that the police will investigate, and that will of necessity 
involve an investigation of the Minister for Police and his role in the matter.  Three possible scenarios present 
themselves.  First, Leon Jamieson, who has already been convicted of a charge of dishonesty some years ago, 
although the Minister for Police tried to cover that up -  

Mr Prince:  I did no such thing!  I represented the man! 

Mr McGINTY:  The minister told everybody publicly that everyone deserves a second chance.  Therefore, he 
kept it secret and did not disclose it to people to whom he had a duty to disclose it.  He breached that duty by 
keeping his criminality and dishonesty secret for his own purposes. 

I tell the House the three scenarios:  First, Leon Jamieson may admit his guilt and further admit that the Board of 
Albany Finance at the relevant time had no knowledge of his fraudulent activities.  That is one possibility to 
emerge.  If so, Leon Jamieson undoubtedly will go to prison having already been convicted of stealing and 
fraudulent behaviour.  We will then see the Minister for Police at best guilty, if one likes, of being negligent in 
his duty as a director. 

The second scenario that may present itself is that Jamieson will say that he did what he did with the knowledge 
of the Board of Albany Finance.  The consequences of that are profound.  It would mean that the board 
members, including the member for Albany, the Minister for Police, are criminally liable as accessories or, to put 
it in modern parlance, as co-conspirators to defraud.  If the evidence establishes that to be the case, the Minister 
for Police will be criminally liable as a director of the company at the time the fraud and stealing took place.  
That is why the Premier cannot leave the Minister for Police in charge of the Police Force that is conducting that 
investigation. 

Dr Gallop:  Set a few standards in this State.  We have elderly people being ripped off all over the place. 

Mr Court:  You talk about standards, but you sat in Cabinet and allowed one and a half billion dollars of 
taxpayers’ money to go down the drain. 

Mr McGINTY:  The Premier should tell the Mackenzies that he does not care.  He would rather defend his mate, 
the member for Albany, despite what he has been involved in, and despite what occurred while he was a director 
of that company.  Tell them.  Stop playing political games in here and confront the people like the Mackenzies 
who have lost their money in this matter. 

The third scenario is that Mr Jamieson will make no confession, and the police will be called upon to investigate 
not only what occurred, but also who knew and who authorised what occurred.  Was it Mr Jamieson working 
alone or was it the directors?  In other words, the police will be called upon to investigate their minister for his 
involvement in the commission of a criminal offence.  Undoubtedly, criminality is at the root of this matter.  
That is why the Mackenzies have lost their money.  If the minister is not criminally responsible, he will 
ultimately be held civilly responsible unless Albany Finance pays.  Does the minister not appreciate that he has 
responsibilities as a director?  When things go horribly wrong, as they did when the minister was a trustee - for 
which he has already received a writ - he wants to do a Pontius Pilate:  He washes his hands saying it is not his 
responsibility and he walks away from it.  That is not good enough.  That is what the minister is doing at this 
moment.  Whichever way one approaches this matter, the position of the Minister for Police is untenable.  He 
must be stood aside.  Members opposite cannot maintain any integrity in government while the police are 
investigating their own minister.  If the Premier allows that to continue, he does so at his risk.  It is completely 
wrong. 

Let us recall what happened a few months ago.  The Premier stood the Minister for Police aside from any 
dealings with the police investigation into the minister’s friend and business partner, Leon Jamieson.  The 
Premier at that stage at least saw a potential for conflict of interest in an investigation into Mr Jamieson.  The 
Attorney General was deputed to deal with the Police Force in any matters involved in that investigation.  How 
much more to the point is it when the police are investigating their own minister?  It is not his business and 
social friend Mr Jamieson, but the minister himself.  Surely, he must be stood aside.  To fail to do that would 
show that this is a Government with no standards when it comes to its own ministers. 
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MR PRINCE (Albany - Minister for Police) [3.06 pm]:  The member for Fremantle can come up with truly 
amazing fiction.  He is a lap dog of John “glittering indifference to the truth” Halden.  This is the standard of the 
ALP in its campaign.  The member for Fremantle cannot deal with policies or issues; he can deal only with 
personal attacks.  Every time he does this, my majority in Albany goes up.  What the member said in this place 
will be given - 

Mr McGinty:  Every time you rob your constituents, your majority will not go up! 

Mr PRINCE: - to the directors and shareholders of Albany Finance. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr BARNETT:  I suggest that what the member for Fremantle said was clearly unparliamentary. 

Mr KOBELKE:  My understanding of the interjection from the member for Fremantle to the member for Albany 
was, “Every time you rob your electors, your standing goes down”, or something close to those words.  The 
implication from the Leader of the House was that the member for Albany was involved in robbery.  It may be 
true, if that is how the Leader of the House sees it.  The comment was simply a statement of the fact that, if 
someone robs or is seen to be involved in robbery, it has certain consequences.  As such, it was not a direct 
imputation against the minister.  If the minister wished to accept that he has been involved in robbery, it may be 
taken as an accusation. 

Mr Prince:  I did not hear what he said. 

Mr KOBELKE:  It was a statement of fact and not something the member should have to withdraw. 

The SPEAKER:  I believe the member for Fremantle should just withdraw. 

Mr McGINTY:  I withdraw, Mr Speaker. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr PRINCE:  The ALP tactics, particularly in the 10 years or more with John Halden involved -  

Mr Carpenter interjected. 

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

Mr Carpenter interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I formally call to order the member for Willagee for the second time.  I have had 
enough of the member today!  He has interjected repeatedly on matters with little to do with his area of work. 

Mr PRINCE:  The ALP tactic is to attack personally and with viciousness.  Others who have had more direct and 
personal contact with that approach will say more about that aspect. 

I now quote from an editorial in The West Australian of October 1996 that appeared shortly after the member for 
Fremantle stood down as Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr Gallop:  How many charges have been laid in the finance broking scandal? 

Mr PRINCE:  It is 347, from memory. 

The Leader of the Opposition should watch it.  His party has never gone to an election that it thought it could 
win with a leader who had lost the previous election.  He is just waiting - he will be there!  

The editorial writer said -  

When Mr McGinty took on the leadership of the Opposition two years ago he had a reputation for 
relentless political ambition, which his supporters hoped, would eventually drive the party to 
government.  But it became increasing evident that he was not the man for the job. 

Nor for any other job for that matter.  Further -  

His inability to present himself to the community as a credible alternative premier was a significant 
failure of his leadership but not the main one.  Media performance is crucial to success in contemporary 
politics - but it must be backed by substance. 

Mr McGinty was seen as a colourless and uninspiring media performer.  But, more importantly, he ran 
an administration devoted to stunts and gimmicks aimed at gaining cheap media coverage. 

He and his advisers seriously underestimated the political discernment of the electorate by their reliance 
on instant policy and facile criticism. 
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The editorial concluded with this paragraph - 

Dr Gallop is known as a personable man of outstanding intelligence and energy.  But he will need more.  
He will need to show the electorate that there is more to Labor than the pursuit of superficial popularity 
- that his team is prepared to put in the hard work needed to prepare a coherent policy base that will 
make it a legitimate contender . . .  

The Leader of the Opposition has not done that in the past four years.  He still lets this person - the member for 
Fremantle - wander around the place with cheap media gimmicks and stunts that have absolutely no effect. 

Albany Finance first commenced as a business name that was the trading name of a unit trust in which a number 
of people had invested money; if I recall correctly, Jim Mackenzie was one of the investors.  The business grew 
to the point at which it needed more investors because of its popularity.  As I have said in this place before, this 
is around the time the banks withdrew from funding white good loans, especially small loans for people on lower 
incomes.  We incorporated a non-listed public company called Albany Finance Ltd.  I was one of the directors of 
the company, as was a major car dealer, who is still chairman of the board, and a chartered accountant who has 
subsequently left Albany.  Another chartered accountant remains on the board.  For the time being I cannot 
remember the other members.  Of course, the board complied with the law and ran the business as it should have 
done.  Mr Jamieson was employed as a manager of the business.  Investments were made to the company and 
were lent out by way of small loans to people who wanted to buy second-hand motor cars, fridges, washing 
machines and the like.  It was a highly profitable little business that did very well indeed.  There is nothing 
wrong with that, nothing at all.   

The people who invested in Albany Finance Ltd, and Mackenzie was one of them, received a certain return.  
Members may recall that in the late 1980s, before the share market crashed and thereafter, higher rates were 
obtainable, particularly in other investments and from first mortgage lending to people who wanted to borrow for 
a fixed-term, interest only.  The member for Fremantle would not know that; he has never been in business.  In 
fact, goodness only knows how he was ever admitted as a lawyer, because he did that at the same time he was 
Leader of the Opposition.  How could he possibly have done his articles?  However, that is beside the point.   

The result was that money was invested in Albany Finances Ltd by investors and withdrawn.  Mr Jamieson 
owned and ran another business that was involved in finance broking.  The business arranged loans between 
investors and borrowers - loans that were usually fixed-term, first mortgage security or of that nature.  I know 
because some weeks or months ago, when I was speaking to the chairman of the board, he told me that Mr 
Mackenzie had been making these allegations that are not true.  The money that has been removed from Albany 
Finance Ltd has not been removed unlawfully.  In any event, there is - 

Mr McGinty:  The member for Albany’s own law firm has admitted to it! 

Mr PRINCE:   I have not been involved in that firm since 1993.  I do not know what it has written or said! 

Mr McGinty:  It has admitted in writing that the cheques for the Mackenzies did not go to them but went to Leon 
Jamieson. 

Mr PRINCE:  Yes, there is nothing wrong with that at all, as long as the direction was from Mackenzie. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean! 

Mr PRINCE:  Mackenzie says it was not at his direction, and the company says it was.  There is a difference of 
opinion about what happened.  It is difficult, because two of the parties concerned are elderly and frail people, 
and their recollection, therefore, must be looked at carefully. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr PRINCE:  I am not saying they are wrong, but that is their recollection of something that happened more than 
a decade ago and more recently.  The company has done nothing wrong as far as I am aware from what the 
chairman of the company has told me. 

Dr Gallop:  We want to investigate it! 

Mr PRINCE:  I am coming to that matter.  If the money was taken from Albany Finance and lent through 
Jamieson to other people, and some of the cheques that Jamieson wrote on the McLauchlan trust were on 
account of Mackenzie, clearly he has used money unlawfully from the McLauchlan trust to pay interest to 
Mackenzie.  Clearly, some of the loans made on behalf of Mackenzie have gone bad.  I do not know how much 
and I do not know who, but certainly that has happened according to the information I have.  If those 
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withdrawals have been made on the authority of Mackenzie, there is no criminality at all in the matter; there may 
or may not be some sort of civil action.  Is Mr Solomon representing Mackenzie? 

Mr McGinty:  The member can ask Solomon himself. 

Mr PRINCE:  The member for Fremantle spent some hours with him in the Stranger’s Bar last night.  Does 
Mr Solomon represent Mr Mackenzie? 

Mr McGinty:  You ask the Mackenzies; they are your constituents.  If you do not know, then that is your 
problem. 

Mr PRINCE:  If Solomon is the source of the member for Fremantle’s information, he certainly is the lawyer for 
McLauchlan - 

Mr McGinty:  The member for Albany has attacked the Mackenzies.  Who else does he want to try to denigrate 
today? 

Mr PRINCE:  Mr Solomon represents McLauchlan and his daughter, and he has issued a writ on their behalf 
against me and against Jamieson, without getting leave from the bankruptcy administration; but that is another 
point.  That matter is in the hands of lawyers and will be resolved.  I have instructed accountants to prepare 
accounts, they are trying to get the information from Jamieson, and the matter will be resolved.  That is all I have 
ever wanted.  Mr Solomon has told my lawyers that he wants to bring down the Government, and that is his 
prime motivation.  With that prime motivation, there is no way he should act for people, because he does not 
have their best interests at heart. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr PRINCE:  If he is representing Mackenzie and giving the member for Fremantle information to be used in 
this place, this is nothing more than instant policy and facile criticism, and stunts and gimmicks for cheap media 
coverage.  That is the hallmark of the member for Fremantle, and nothing else.  The member has said the 
company of which I was a director for some time had behaved criminally.  The fraud squad has visited Albany 
Finance Ltd twice.  It has viewed documents, it has not investigated and it has not taken anything.  According to 
Albany Finance, the money was paid according to the instructions of Mackenzie or his agent; namely, his 
accountant. 

Mr McGinty:  If they are guilty of lying and shifting money around, what would you expect them to say! 

Mr PRINCE:  That is what the company said to Mackenzie this year in relation to the accusation made by him.  
It is a civil argument and not a criminal one.  The member has turned it into a crime in his speech today.  He has 
said it was criminal behaviour, and he is totally and completely wrong! 

Mr McGinty:  Does the Minister for Police realise that his own police have already obtained a criminal purposes 
statement from the Mackenzies in relation to this matter? 

Mr PRINCE:  Many people have made complaints to the police about Jamieson; I am one of them and I have a 
draft statement with the police at the present time. 

Mr McGinty:  There is criminality and that is why the fraud squad has taken a statement. 

Mr PRINCE:  I hope it has, because Mackenzie - 

Dr Gallop:  The Minister for Police was saying that they should not investigate it because there is nothing in it! 

Mr PRINCE:  I hope the fraud squad will investigate it, because the Mackenzies have made a complaint to the 
police and, therefore, the police must investigate.  The police must look at everything, and I hope they do.  The 
police have been to the offices of Albany Finance twice; indeed, a number of fraud squad detectives are in 
Albany right now.  They may well call on Albany Finance again.  There has been no suggestion at all to date of 
any criminality by the company or its board, present or past.  The member for Fremantle and Mr Solomon are 
the only people who have raised this issue and that is what it is all about. 

Mr McGinty:  That is not true. 

Mr Court:  Who else has raised it? 

Mr McGinty:  What about the family for a start, and the people whom the minister wants to disgrace by saying 
they are old fools?  

Mr PRINCE:  I did not say that.  I said they are elderly people and their ability to recollect events must be 
considered carefully. 
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Mr McGinty:  Is their credibility being questioned? 

Mr PRINCE:  Not at all.  If they have been badly done by, they should get recompense.  However, I am told it 
was not the fault of the company.  If they have lost money, it was in mortgage investments which may or may 
not have been fraudulent and which are currently under investigation.  The member for Fremantle is trying to 
turn it into a company issue, and to get at me.  Why is the member trying to get at me?  What issues have we 
debated this week?  The issue of police officers having breast augmentations and vasectomies was raised, and 
what became of it?  It has completely rebounded on the Opposition, because a Labor Government put that in 
place.  The Criminal Code Amendment (Protection of Seniors) Bill was second read last night; what a stunt. 
Everybody wants the courts to sentence more harshly than anybody else those who prey on the vulnerable.  The 
Opposition ran a stunt in this place with its Bill and, at the same time, it totally emasculated the sentencing 
matrix legislation that would achieve that end, transparently and accountably, by the people's representatives in 
this Parliament advising the judiciary of the average sentences expected.  It took me two years to prepare that 
legislation.   

On the issue of drugs the Opposition advocates that people grow their own cannabis.  I also raised that in this 
House.  The Commissioner of Police in South Australia wants to roll back that law there.  In South Australia a 
million dollar industry operates in backyards and hydroponics.  It is sanctioned by South Australian law and that 
is what the Opposition wants to bring in here.  That is the policy as outlined by the member for Willagee, and I 
have exposed that.  I brought in the DNA legislation - the Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) Bill 2000.  
When we had a crisis involving police and the issue of industrial relations, this Government acted by holding a 
cabinet meeting at 6.30 last night, making a decision at 6.50 pm and having the Bill ready at 7.45 am today.  
Nobody could have acted faster, and the Police Union (WA) is grateful - as it should be, because the 
Government is looking after the union and police officers.  What is the Opposition doing?  It pulls a cheap stunt 
and makes an accusation of a personal nature against me in relation to something that is alleged to have 
happened a decade ago.  The Opposition is criminalising the activities of a company with total disregard for 
everybody involved then and now.  It is doing that so it can bring on a personal attack against me, because the 
member for Fremantle and John “glittering indifference to the truth” Halden know of only one way to operate, 
and that is by launching personal attacks.  Keep it up lads, because every time it occurs my vote in Albany goes 
up.  

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [3.22 pm]:  We have had a lot of raw material in recent 
days for a discussion of ministerial responsibility in Western Australia.  We have had the failure of the Minister 
for Fair Trading to carry out his duties when presented with evidence of serious corruption in the finance broking 
industry in Western Australia.  It was interesting that the words used by the Minister for Fair Trading late in 
1998 were similar to those used by the Minister for Police today when he was presented with evidence of serious 
problems within that industry.  The Minister for Transport failed to declare his wife’s shareholding in 
Wesfarmers Ltd, as is required by the Government’s guidelines on this matter.  We have had the blatant 
intervention of the Minister for Primary Industry in the case of charges against Goundrey Wines Ltd in which he 
was acting not to ensure that justice was done, but to ensure that justice was undone.  We have had the complete 
inability of the Minister for Health to take charge of his portfolio to ensure that our public hospitals are 
functioning properly.  We have had the aggressive denials by the Minister for Local Government in relation to 
his failure to gain proper approval to clear road verges near his property.   

It is a pretty sorry story.  It is a story that involves both inaction and inappropriate action.  It is a story that 
involves both indifference and arrogance.  It tells us all about this Government and the attitude it takes to people, 
to processes and to government members, as opposed to its attitude to the public.  We have a desperate 
Government that will not deal with issues on their merits. 

Let us come to the position of the Minister for Police.  Let us be absolutely clear:  This motion calls on the 
Premier to stand aside the Minister for Police while certain things happen.  The Minister for Police has been 
caught up in the finance broking scandal because of his association with Leon Jamieson.  Conflicts of interest 
involving the Minister for Police have already been revealed and acknowledged by the Government through its 
decision to remove the minister from responsibility for issues surrounding the investigation of his former 
business partner, Mr Jamieson.  That has not been done by the Opposition, Doug Solomon or the people in the 
community; the Government has acknowledged that a conflict of interest already exists with the minister.  The 
fact that such a conflict is now acknowledged means that it should have been declared by the minister when the 
finance broking scandal was being discussed in government.   

The Opposition remembers the vigour with which the Minister for Police entered the debate on this matter, and 
with which he said we should not have a judicial inquiry.  The Minister for Police entered into the normal debate 
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impassioned by the argument that we should not have a judicial inquiry, and it soon became obvious why he was 
so impassioned about not having a judicial inquiry into this matter.  As The West Australian journalist Anne 
Burns said in her article dated 25 August -  

Mr Prince told The West Australian this week that it had not occurred to him to declare an interest 
because he did not believe his former business partner would end up in financial difficulty.   

Was that blind trust or just carelessness?  And what checks did the Police Minister make to satisfy 
himself?  Mr Prince's actions stand as a metaphor for the whole finance broking shemozzle.  

That was well put.  The article put the position of the minister very clearly. 

We have gone on from there.  We now have the case presented to the Parliament today by the member for 
Fremantle.  It poses a new set of questions.  Let us look at the questions that are posed by what the member for 
Fremantle has said.  The first argument is that we need our ministers to be in a position to carry out their duties.  
Being a minister is a demanding job.  There can be few distractions, and there cannot be conflicts of interest.  A 
minister must be able to concentrate on the task at hand and deliver the goods for the public of Western 
Australia.  We now have a situation in which this minister is entangled in a complex web of legal and political 
argument outside his own portfolio.  That is not conducive to good performance.  However, to make the matter 
even worse, a section of this issue is involved with his portfolio, because he happens to be Minister for Police.  
The first argument is that the minister cannot have his eyes on the ball.  He is distracted because there are serious 
issues in Albany for which he must account that involve inquiries and legal action instigated against him.  He 
cannot be Minister for Police under this scenario.  Until those matters are cleared up, the Premier should shift the 
Minister for Police out of his position and give him a chance to deal with those issues free of the responsibilities 
of being a minister.   

The second argument is that the minister cannot be the subject of serious inquiries generally, let alone from 
within his own department.  Until the process of inquiring into the matters that the member for Fremantle has 
raised is properly completed, the Minister for Police should stand aside from his position.  That is what the 
Opposition is saying today.  It is a clear argument based upon strong evidence from precedent that when 
ministers are under inquiry in matters like this they should stand aside until the matter is completed.  In previous 
years a Premier of New South Wales stood aside while a matter was being investigated, and not until it was 
completed did he come back into the ministry.  They are the circumstances faced by the Minister for Police.  
Until that process is completed the minister should stand aside from his responsibilities.   

Let us hit the nail on the head in this argument.  The speech of the member for Fremantle posed two questions:  
First, should there be an investigation?  Secondly, will that investigation involve the Minister for Police?  The 
answer to the first question is yes.  It was disturbing that the Minister for Police in his contribution to the debate 
today indicated that the company had no case to answer.  That was the minister’s view.  He is the minister for the 
department that is investigating whether that is true.  

Mr Prince:  That is what I am told by the chairman of the board.  

Dr GALLOP:  That is indeed what the minister said, but he then said that he was told by a member of the board.  
It just so happens that Mr Doug Solomon represents these people.  The Minister for Police said, effectively, that 
Mr Solomon is not a lawyer worthy of the name and that this involved old people, who did not know what they 
were talking about.  We will not let the minister try to twist his way out of this by saying that somehow this was 
just what he was told.  Not only was the minister told this, but also he embellished and added to the argument by 
what he said in the Parliament today.  The answer to the first question is that there should be an investigation 
following serious questions raised by the member for Fremantle.  

The second question was:  Will that investigation involve the Minister for Police?  It must involve the police, 
and it must involve the Minister for Police, because he was a director of that company.  Is the minister seriously 
telling us that he was not a director of that company in the years in which an allegation is made that they took 
money out of that company without authority and put it into Leon Jamieson's account?  Do members know what 
that is called?  It is called theft. 

Mr Prince:  No, because there was a direction from either Mackenzie or his accountant -  

Dr GALLOP:  So the minister has prejudged the issue? 

Mr Prince:  No. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 16 November 2000] 

 p3323c-3333a 
Mr Jim McGinty; Mr Kevin Prince; Mr Richard Court; Dr Geoff Gallop; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr John Kobelke; 

Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Clive Brown; Mr Hendy Cowan; ms Anwyl; Mr Board; mr Marlborough mrs 
Edwardes 

 [9] 

Dr GALLOP:  I am sorry; we do not agree with the Minister for Police.  We think there is a case to answer here, 
and it needs to be investigated.   

Mr Prince:  It should be investigated.  

Dr GALLOP:  I ask the minister a question:  While that matter is being investigated, and given that the minister 
was a director of that company at the time, should he stand aside?   

Mr Prince:  That is a matter for the police to investigate, and they should. 

Dr GALLOP:  That was not my question.  My question was:  While that matter is being investigated, should the 
minister stand aside as Minister for Police?   

Mr Prince:  It is far more appropriate for the police to get on with their inquiries.   

Dr GALLOP:  The minister will not answer that question.  I think the answer is there for all to see.  This minister 
is too entangled in this affair; and there are too many conflicts of interest, unanswered questions and issues that 
need to be explored.  The minister was a director of the company.  It is in the minister’s interests, and it is in the 
interests of the Government of which he is a part, that he extract himself from the Government so that these 
matters can be dealt with properly.  That is what should happen.  That is what would happen if the Premier of 
Western Australia were insisting upon proper standards and on making sure things were working properly in 
Western Australia today.   

The Government says it wants a positive election campaign.  What does it do?  It impugns the integrity of 
Mr Solomon.  It attacks Ms Denise Brailey, who has raised matters about the finance broking scandal.  It attacks 
the member for Fremantle, who has come into this Parliament, on behalf of people who have been cruelly 
exploited by greedy and corrupt people in our community, and has used the privileges of this Parliament to make 
sure those issues are on the agenda and are debated properly.  That is the way parliamentary privilege should be 
used - to make sure issues are progressed in our community.  What the Government does is slur individuals.  It 
does not produce evidence.  It just says Solomon and Brailey are no good.  It uses the privileges of Parliament to 
slur these people.   

Recently, I addressed the Association of Independent Retirees in Western Australia on a number of matters, but 
one matter that dominated the minds of those people above all other issues - and no disrespect to the member for 
South Perth, because the issue of his legislation was there as well - was the finance broking scandal.  They want 
this Government to accept that that is a serious issue.  When questions such as those posed by the member for 
Fremantle are raised in the Parliament, they expect the Premier to respond to those questions and do the right 
thing.  The right thing is to stand aside the Minister for Police until these matters are dealt with properly.  

Opposition members:  Hear, hear!  

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.33 pm]:  The member for Fremantle did not raise questions.  He said the 
Minister for Police was being investigated.  A pattern has been developing for the past eight years, which is 
straight out of the Labor Party's dirty tricks book.  Today, the Labor Party has hyped up the media and has told it 
that the Minister for Police is being investigated for fraud.  I was asked, in front of a television camera, whether I 
should stand down a minister who is being investigated for fraud.  I said that it was hypothetical, and I would 
need to know the circumstances.  I said also that I had been investigated for corruption.  That particular incident 
led to the infamous and tragic Penny Easton affair, and in that case, as the law was at the time, I did not know 
whether that matter had been concluded.  I found out in quite tragic circumstances.  The member for Fremantle 
has come into this Parliament with smear, rumour and innuendo, which we have seen for eight years from the 
member for Fremantle, and he has said that the Minister for Police is being investigated.  

Dr Gallop:  He has never said that. 

Mr COURT:  Yes, he has.  When I was asked that question, I went to the Attorney General and said I was being 
asked this question with regard to the Minister for Police.  The Attorney General, who has been handling matters 
associated with Jamieson and Albany Finance, as the Leader of the Opposition said, contacted the Commissioner 
of Police.  The commissioner said that it could be made public that that is simply not the case.  The member for 
Albany has made a formal complaint against Mr Jamieson, and that matter is certainly being investigated.  The 
Leader of the Opposition can hype this up as much as he likes, but the police will go about their investigations in 
a proper way.  The Leader of the Opposition should not jump to conclusions and come into this place and say the 
member for Albany is under investigation.  This is very serious. 

Dr Gallop:  He will be. 
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Mr COURT:  He will be!  Now the Leader of the Opposition is saying the member for Albany will be under 
investigation!  How does the Leader of the Opposition know he will be? 

Dr Gallop:  Because he was a director of that company, and there were serious problems.  

Mr COURT:  The Leader of the Opposition was a minister in a Government, and he is involved in a court case at 
present, but he is still the Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr Gallop:  Come on!  Do not be pathetic! 

Mr COURT:  Do not be pathetic?  The Leader of the Opposition was responsible for the State Government 
Insurance Commission.  We are in court at present trying to recover about $1b. 

Dr Gallop:  Trying to recover?  What a joke you are! 

Mr COURT:  That is factual.   

Dr Gallop:  Do not be pathetic! 

Mr COURT:  The Labor Party is basing this whole matter of public interest on a comment that the Minister for 
Police may be investigated.   

Dr Gallop:  No; he will be.  He has to be if justice is to be done. 

Mr COURT:  The Leader of the Opposition is now saying the Minister for Police will be investigated.  Why do 
we need a Police Service in this State?  We do not need it, because the Leader of the Opposition knows exactly 
what will happen.  The Labor Party is basing its matter of public interest motion on the comment that the 
Minister for Police will be investigated.  It has not given any reason that he will be investigated.   

Dr Gallop:  Did you not hear the speech? 

Mr Ripper:  Fraud in his company.   

Mr COURT:  Is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition now saying he is involved in fraud?   

Mr Ripper:  No.  I did not say that. 

Mr COURT:  I do not know all the details or the legalities, but I do know that the police have a responsibility to 
investigate these matters.  The Labor Party has an MPI saying that the Minister for Police may or will be 
charged.  It should wait until something happens.  If the Minister for Police were in that situation, it would be a 
different circumstance, but the Labor Party has just hyped it up -  

Dr Gallop:  So you will stand him aside?   

Mr COURT:  As I said at the beginning, this is the classic dirty trick.  It is the classic John Halden-member for 
Fremantle tactic.  Why do we mention John Halden?   

Dr Gallop:  Because you are desperate.  

Mr COURT:  No; because John Halden was sitting in the gallery when this debate started, and he is usually in 
there briefing the media.  Whenever we walk into the media offices, he is usually in there, briefing the media.   

Mr Brown:  You have got a thing about him!  He has got you worried! 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I have formally called several people to order for the first time, and some people twice.  
This is a very serious motion, and for most of the debate people have had a good opportunity to speak and be 
heard. 

Mr COURT:  I have got a thing about John Halden, because it was Penny Easton who found out what it is like to 
be between John Halden and the Labor Party's push for government.  That is why I have got a thing about him; 
and when I see him in the gallery, when I see him running the Opposition’s campaign and when I see him 
briefing the media -  

Dr Gallop:  You've got problems. 

Mr COURT:  Members opposite are meant to be presenting themselves as an alternative Government.  Are the 
tactics of smear, rumour and innuendo the tactics of an alternative Government?  Opposition members have 
suggested in this Parliament that the Minister for Police might be investigated. 

Dr Gallop interjected. 

Mr COURT:  Members of the Opposition should come into this Parliament and present the facts about cases. 
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Dr Gallop:  You have a guilty conscience.  You were up to your neck in a family law dispute when you should 
not have been, and you know it.  

Mr COURT:  A royal commission was held into this matter.  The Leader of the Opposition should read the 
report.  I will end my comments by saying that the Labor Party had blood on its hands on that issue but it has not 
learnt anything from it. 

MR COWAN (Merredin - Deputy Premier) [3.40 pm]:  I want to raise an issue that is very important to the way 
this House deals with motions of this nature; that is, the degree of authenticity to be applied to matters of public 
interest.  This motion is effectively asking the Premier to stand aside a minister, which is probably one of the 
most serious courses of action that a Premier could take.  As members of Parliament, we have an obligation to at 
least attempt to deal with matters as close to the truth as we can, particularly matters of public interest debated in 
this House.  

I confess to being very concerned when I saw the signature on the bottom of the letter to the Speaker about this 
MPI.  Members should at least speak the truth on issues.  I have grave concern that some of the allegations and 
statements made today during the speech of the member for Fremantle echoed closely the same degree of 
inaccuracy as matters in his speech on Tuesday night about the trustee legislation. 

Mr McGinty:  It was spot on.  If you care to look at it you will find out tomorrow. 

Mr COWAN:  By innuendo, implication and omission of the truth, the member for Fremantle painted a picture 
of the activities of a company called Preston Vale Vineyard that was far from the truth.  I do not want to become 
heavily involved in either that or this issue.  However, I remind members that when we debate MPIs that you, Mr 
Speaker, have decided are important enough to be debated our remarks must be accurate.  The remarks made by 
the member for Fremantle today were no more accurate than his remarks about Preston Vale Vineyard.  He 
claimed that less than $9m of a $28m trust fund or investment had been expended on vineyards and that the 
balance of the funds made available to that investment company had been distributed among the people who 
promoted the investment.  That is patently untrue.  Had the member for Fremantle been a little more accurate or 
had a desire to tell the truth, he may have been able to say that as at 31 December 1999 that amount of money 
had been expended on the Preston Vale Vineyard.  However, he chose not to do that.  He tried to give members 
and the Press the wrong impression.  Had he wanted to be truthful he would have said that more than $21m had 
been expended to date on that vineyard. 

The member for Fremantle also cast some doubts on a company called Westralian Capital Holdings Pty Ltd.  
The loans that had to be settled by that organisation have been settled.  So that I am not accused of manipulating 
things I will refer to this letter in relation to a claim the member made that Southern Wine Corporation Pty Ltd 
loaned a company called Rivermax Enterprises Pty Ltd $5.2m and questioned whether it was ever likely to be 
seen again.  If he had an interest in the truth he would have at least asked a question and learnt that on 31 May 
2000 that loan was repaid in full.  

I am using one or two quotes from a very long document which rebuts the claims made by the member for 
Fremantle in a debate on the trustee legislation.  The point I am trying to make is that his speech today was a 
good example of the way he seeks to manipulate the truth, use innuendo and portray rumours as fact and through 
the privilege of this place denigrate people.  That is abominable. 

MR McGINTY (Fremantle) [3.46 pm]:  I received a call during the Premier's speech from Ron Birmingham QC 
to say that he was not representing the Minister for Police in this matter.  I had seen documentation that indicated 
his involvement at an earlier stage.  

We heard the Premier squeal when I mentioned MFA Finance Pty Ltd in this place recently.  However, who was 
proved correct about that firm and about 347 other firms when fraud charges were laid against people to whom I 
referred in this House as being engaged in fraudulent behaviour?  Not once have I been shown to be incorrect in 
this matter, except in being unaware that Ron Birmingham was no longer associated with this case.  Who was 
right when the Premier spoke on television and screeched at me in this place about naming his brother?   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (17) 

Mr Brown Mr Kobelke Mr Pendal Ms Warnock 
Mr Carpenter Ms MacTiernan Mr Riebeling Mr Cunningham (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Ripper  
Dr Gallop Mr McGowan Mrs Roberts  
Mr Grill Ms McHale Mr Thomas  

Noes (25) 

Mr Ainsworth Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr McNee Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mr House Mr Minson Mrs van de Klashorst 
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr Johnson Mr Osborne Mr Wiese 
Mr Bradshaw Mr Kierath Mrs Parker Mr Tubby (Teller) 
Mr Court Mr MacLean Mr Prince  
Mr Cowan Mr Marshall Mr Shave  
Mr Day Mr Masters Mr Sweetman  

            
Pairs 

 Ms Anwyl Mr Board 
 Mr Marlborough Mrs Edwardes 

Question thus negatived. 
 


