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MINISTERIAL STANDARDS AND CODE OF CONDUCT 
Motion 

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale) [4.57 pm]:  I move - 

That this House condemns the Premier for lowering standards set for ministers in his Cabinet and 
further this House notes that not only has the Premier failed to implement the Commission on 
Government's recommendations for tightening the Ministerial Code of Conduct 1994, he has 
deliberately diluted that code which was introduced in 1990 and reaffirmed by his Government in 1994. 

Tonight the Opposition will set out one of the grossest examples of deception by this Government on the people 
of Western Australia.  The Government has not only secretly changed the code of conduct and removed the key 
provisions on ministerial propriety, but at the same time, in responding to the Commission on Government, was 
claiming that it intended to go in the opposite direction.  Pretending that it has preserved the existing standards, 
the Government made public pronouncements that it would raise the bar in line with the recommendations of the 
Commission on Government, while all the time it had removed the code of conduct contained in the cabinet 
handbook.   

I will go over some of the history to make very clear what has happened.  In 1990, under Premier Carmen 
Lawrence, this code of ethics for ministers of the crown was produced.  The code was a distillation of various 
other documents that had preceded it, but which had never been made public.  The 1990 document represented a 
considerable upgrade of the existing standards and the first publication of those standards.  The document 
contains some key principles.  It provided for a complete statement of pecuniary interests by ministers; it 
provided for a divestment of public and private directorships except for a small class of family companies; it 
provided for ministers to advise the Premier if they were in a situation of conflict; it provided that they should 
not use information gained officially to benefit themselves or another; and it provided for the disclosure by 
ministers of interests of family members on an ad hoc basis where a conflict of interest was potentially involved.  
It also provided a whole raft of other provisions relating to expenses, credit cards and gifts.  I will not be dealing 
with those principles tonight because it is unclear whether the Government has any provisions relating to them.  I 
will focus very much on the statements of pecuniary interests that ministers are supposed to provide on the 
divestment of private and public directorships, and the provision of information relating to interests of close 
family members.  I also want to touch on the provision that information gained officially should not be used to 
benefit another.  I will go into those in a little more detail. 

Basically, that is the code that was in place.  In 1992 the Labor Government finally got through a piece of 
legislation called the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act, which covered all members of 
Parliament.  The Labor Government had been attempting for some years to get a piece of legislation like it 
through the Parliament.  We met enormous resistance from members who are now in government.  They were all 
over the place.  One of the most powerful opponents was none other than the current Deputy Premier who said 
that it was an imposition and not required.  I will go through at some later stage and look at the sort of comments 
that were being made.  The Minister for Planning was another opponent of that legislation.   

The ministerial code of conduct was in place in 1990.  Two years later, with vast resistance from people who are 
now members of the current Government, the Labor Government got through a Bill that governed principles to 
do with all members of Parliament.  Necessarily, those provisions that dealt with all members of Parliament were 
less rigorous than those regulating the conduct of ministers; quite understandably and quite properly, because, as 
has been repeatedly observed, ministers have a much greater degree of power and responsibility and a greater 
capacity to affect private rights and interests than do private members.  It is not at all surprising that there was 
one code for ministers and another, broader, more general provision for members of Parliament.  Even the 
general provision was resisted strongly by many members who are now sitting on the government benches. 

The code of conduct that Dr Carmen Lawrence introduced was adopted by the coalition Government.  It was 
described as a code of ethics under the Government of Carmen Lawrence.  It was rewritten and repaginated and 
became the ministerial code of conduct, which was enshrined in the cabinet handbook in 1994.  Even after the 
general, broad pecuniary interest legislation had been passed, the Court Government understood that it was 
necessary to have a ministerial code of conduct that was more targeted and rigorous.  It therefore embraced the 
Lawrence code of conduct and enshrined it in its 1994 cabinet document.   

The next development was the Commission on Government, which was set up in about 1994.  One of its terms 
of reference was to look at the whole issue of pecuniary interests, both of members and ministers.  The 
Commission on Government looked at the issue quite extensively and came up with a variety of 
recommendations.  It recommended that the current regime provide the cornerstone.  It said that the combination 
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of the pecuniary interest legislation that governed all members together with the code of conduct, as enshrined in 
the 1994 cabinet handbook, provided a comprehensive regime which should be maintained.  It went on to add 
that a variety of steps should be taken in order to strengthen that process.  The Commission on Government put 
out its report in July 1996.   

In October 1996 the Government said that it agreed with the Commission on Government with regard to 
members.  There was a bit of fudging around some of the edges, but basically the Government agreed with the 
major thrust of the recommendations.  Likewise, it agreed that the provisions in the ministerial code should 
remain.  It agreed with most but not all of the recommendations for tightening the provisions.  The Government 
never outwardly disagreed with any of them, but it did cut corners with a few of them.  Fundamentally, the 
Government’s response to the Commission on Government gave every indication that it agreed with it; that we 
needed a two-tiered system and legislation to govern all members of Parliament; and on top of that a higher 
standard for ministers.   

What we have now discovered as a result of our investigations of the declarations of interest on the sale of 
Westrail is that while government members were pretending that they endorsed the two-tier system, they had 
removed the code of conduct from the cabinet handbook.   

The next document is called “Cabinet Procedures”.  Section 1.5 of the cabinet procedures document replaces that 
which the Government had, which was a three-page description of issues associated with divestment of 
shareholdings, divestment of directorships and disclosure of family interests, with three paragraphs that merely 
provide - 

From time to time individual Ministers may find they have a personal involvement or interest in issues 
which are submitted to Cabinet.   

In these circumstances it is important that Ministers make known to the Premier their personal 
involvement/interest as soon as they become aware of the potential conflict of interest, ie on the 
distribution of the Cabinet papers.   

The Minister should declare his/her interest when the item is raised in Cabinet as this allows Cabinet the 
opportunity to assess whether there is a conflict.  In these cases the Minister would leave the cabinet 
room.  This would be recorded on the Cabinet Decision Sheet . . .  

I note that the Premier still has not returned to the Chamber to listen to this speech.  This is unequivocally a 
lowering of the standards that apply to the conduct of ministers.   During question time the Opposition asked the 
Premier to explain why that was.  The Premier gave this answer - 

The requirement for all members of Parliament, including ministers, to declare their pecuniary interest 
are outlined in the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act 1992 . . .   

Together with other changes in the accountability framework, the Act superseded the Ministerial Code 
of Ethics, which had been developed in the early 1990s.  As a consequence of these changes, there has 
been no requirement for ministers to relinquish company directorships.  However, to ensure that 
potential conflicts of interest are raised in Cabinet, this Government specifically included a declaration 
requirement in the revised Cabinet Handbook that was tabled last week. 

What a nonsense answer.  Let us get this right.  The Opposition is talking about a piece of legislation that was 
introduced in 1992.  It was a well-known Labor Government initiative.  After that date, the Government 
embraced the code of conduct, which was placed in the cabinet handbook in 1994.  Nothing in this answer 
explains why the Premier has withdrawn that code of conduct.  This nonsense that it was superseded by a piece 
of legislation that occurred two years earlier is absolute rot.  Not only is this answer completely and utterly 
dishonest, but also it ignores the whole principle and analysis undertaken by the Commission on Government.  
When it looked at this matter in 1995-96, the Commission on Government recognised that a two-tier system was 
required, which would provide a general standard for all members of Parliament and, under the code of conduct, 
a higher standard for ministers.  There was never any suggestion that the ministerial code of conduct was 
superseded by a piece of legislation that had previously been passed.  This is absolute hypocrisy.  This answer 
shows how desperate and bereft of answers the Premier is on this matter.  I note that the Minister for Police is in 
the House.  In his defence of his involvement in Albany Finance Ltd, the Minister for Police made much of the 
fact that he resigned his directorship of Albany Finance when he became a minister.  Is that correct? 

Mr Prince:  Yes, that is correct. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Why did the minister resign from his directorship? 

Mr Prince:  I resigned in 1993 because I did not have time to do the job.  It was recorded in the records of the 
company’s office in early 1994. 
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Ms MacTIERNAN:  Was the minister familiar with the code of conduct that regulated ministers at that stage? 

Mr Prince:  No.  I resigned before I was made a minister.  I resigned in 1993 and became a minister in January 
1994.  There are records of the forms that went to the Australian Securities and Investments Commission some 
time in January 1994.    

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Given that the Premier is here, I will go over that last bit again, to ensure that he 
understands it.  Has the Premier been listening to this debate? 

Mr Court:  Yes, I have.  I apologise for being outside. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  This is a very serious matter.  The Premier’s justification for removing the code of conduct 
from the ministerial handbook was that - 

The requirement for all members of Parliament, including ministers, to declare their pecuniary interest 
are outlined in the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act 1992 . . .   

Together with other changes in the accountability framework, the Act superseded the Ministerial Code 
of Ethics, which had been developed in the early 1990s. 

In the Premier’s own cabinet handbook of 1994 - two years after that legislation was passed - the need for a two-
tier system was recognised and a code of conduct was enshrined.  There is no question that this has been 
superseded.  The Commission on Government recognised that there was a two-tier framework that provided the 
cornerstone of parliamentary and ministerial accountability.  That two-tier framework incorporated the 
legislative provisions, which provided for all members, and a higher standard set by the code of conduct.  It 
advocated that remain unchanged.  In his response to the Commission on Government, and in this Parliament to 
the people of Western Australia, the Premier indicated that he supported the recommendations of the 
Commission on Government.  He never mentioned that he was going in the opposite direction - that he was 
deleting the code of conduct.   

Some of the provisions that were deleted were very interesting.  The Attorney General, who was made a minister 
in 1993, never obeyed the code of conduct; indeed, he was in breach throughout that whole time.  During that 
time he was a director of three companies which were not family companies.  I would like an account of what 
the Premier did to enforce the code of conduct and why these clear breaches - revealed in the disclosure of 
interest - were never taken up by the Premier.   

Another provision in the 1994 code of conduct was that members should not use information gained officially to 
the benefit of themselves or others.  The Opposition knows that, in a notorious case, the Minister for Police used 
information he obtained in Cabinet to advise his firm that there would be changes to the - 

Mr Prince:  That is completely erroneous.  I was not in Cabinet at the time.  It was information that was obtained 
in Parliament.  You are talking about June 1993, at which time I was a backbencher.  I was not in Cabinet until 
January 1994. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Okay, I will take that back. 

Mr Prince:  If you are going to present an argument, at least try to have some semblance of the facts behind it, 
which would be a rarity for you. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I will accept that the Minister for Police was not a minister at the time.  The early provision 
contained a requirement for an ad hoc disclosure by family members, so that when an issue arose that had the 
potential for a conflict of interest, the minister was required to declare it.  Subsequently, a number of members 
disclosed family interests.  Could the Premier explain precisely what happened with the Westrail matter?  The 
Opposition knows that the Deputy Premier declared an interest.  Did the Attorney General declare an interest? 

Mr Court:  I will tell you if you sit down. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The Premier is not prepared to answer. 

Mr Kobelke:  He never answers if you sit down. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  That is right.  The Opposition is interested to know whether the Attorney General did 
declare an interest and whether he has given the Premier any information about the nature of his interest in those 
companies.  At this stage, the Attorney General is the only member that the Opposition has found to be at fault.  
The Opposition has not done a complete search of who held directorships during the period in which 
directorships were proscribed.  We now know that many members of Cabinet hold directorships that appear 
other than family trust companies, and these ministers would have been prohibited from such holdings if the 
code of conduct had remained.  Indeed, many more such directorships would have been ruled out if the 
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Government had upheld its undertaking to implement the recommendations of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Commission on Government. 

We know that according to the latest search the Premier is a director of a company, which is not a family trust 
company, with a fully paid-up share value of $150 000.  It appears that the Premier, as indicated in his 
declarations, is a director in an investment company.  We do not know what shares he has invested in. 

Mr Court:  I have made a public statement.  It is all in a publicly listed trust.  Instead of making up a story, get 
the facts.  Before I did it, I got up in Parliament and said I have not had any shares, and I am now going to do 
this.  I explained how it was to be done.  How more open and accountable can you be? 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The Premier declared that he is a director of the company. 

Mr Court:  I stood up in Parliament and said so. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The point is that under the provisions of the code of conduct in place in 1994, it is uncertain 
whether the Premier could have done what he did.  Dropping this code advantaged him.  All directorships would 
have been proscribed under the Commission on Government recommendations.  The Government made no 
statement indicating that it was not prepared to support that measure.  Every statement gave the appearance that 
the Government intended to go along with that provision.  The Commission on Government said that ministers 
should be required to resign from all directorships and divest themselves of all shareholdings that conflict with 
their portfolio responsibilities.  The Government responded in stating that it accepts that ministers should be 
required to resign from all directorships and to divest themselves from all shareholdings that conflict with their 
portfolio responsibilities.  That was meant to read as though the Government embraced the recommendation of 
the Commission on Government.  However, it was not done.  No requirement was introduced that anyone needs 
to divest himself or herself of any directorship.  Therefore, the Premier was able to maintain his directorship in 
complete contradiction to the recommendation of the Commission on Government. 

The Minister for Works has a number of companies, and we assume one is a holding company - we take no issue 
with that aspect.  He is a director of three other trading companies.  We know that the Minister for Local 
Government also has a number of directorships.  A number of ministers have taken advantage of this lowering of 
the standards so they can hold directorships.  They have taken advantage of the Government’s complete failure 
to implement the COG recommendations.  A number of ministers have shareholdings that conflict with their 
portfolios.  The most notorious of these is the Minister for Tourism, who is a director and a shareholder in a 
company that runs a travel agency.  I thought the conflict would be fairly evident to the Minister for Tourism.  
The Minister for Primary Industry has shares in rural companies, such as Wesfarmers Ltd.  I know that the 
response is that all farmers have such shares.  However, the reality is that one takes on responsibilities upon 
assuming ministerial office.  As repeated in every commentary, if one wants to accept the responsibility and 
power and influence associated with the ministerial position, one must accept some limitation on one’s powers.  
A prohibition on holding shares that conflict with the portfolio is clearly one such limit. 

The final point stressed by the Labor Party on the family interest issue is that in the original code of ethics, in the 
Government’s code of conduct and in the COG recommendations a clear statement was made that a declaration 
must be made of the interests of ministers’ families.  That was done on an ad hoc basis under the code of 
conduct.  When an issue came before Cabinet, the Minister for Transport had an obligation to advise the Premier 
of the shareholding as a decision was to be made.  The Commission on Government went further.  It said that it 
was not adequate that it be done on an ad hoc basis as a complete declaration of those interests must be made up 
front.  It would then be up to the Premier to ensure that those family members’ interests are brought to the 
attention of Cabinet before a matter is deliberated upon.  There has been a complete absence in that regard.  No 
provision relates to family interests.  The demonstration that this is a problem in practice as well as in theory was 
when the Minister for Transport was confronted with this issue, and he had given his shares to his wife.  He was 
told that this was not adequate.  He replied, “What have my family interests to do with it?  My family’s interests 
have nothing to do with my role as a minister.”  That is counter to the Government’s code of conduct. 

The Premier should tell us what happened between 1994 and 1996.  He should not rewrite history and forget 
1994.  Why was it appropriate in 1994 for people to divest themselves of directorships, and for ministers to 
advise the Government of their family’s interests?  Why in 1996, notwithstanding that at the same time COG 
recommended even higher standards, did the Government lower the bar?  I want the Premier to take make it 
clear that he agrees that he has removed these provisions.  Have other documents not been tabled in Parliament 
which regulate these matters?  The Premier does not respond.  We can take it from his silence that no other 
document exists.  Either way the Premier has a problem:  If other documents pick up the provisions in the code 
of conduct, clearly his ministers are in breach; if there are no documents, he has lowered the bar and diluted the 
standards. 
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Finally, it is imperative that the Premier does not try to get away with his usual line that disclosure of interest 
legislation is in place.  He accepts, as is accepted in every other jurisdiction in Australia, that standards which 
apply to ministers should be higher than those which apply to other members of Parliament.  All that is left in 
this State is the general provision relating to all members, and three pathetic, wimpy paragraphs in section 1.5 of 
the cabinet procedures document, which states that if someone thinks he or she has an interest, it must be 
declared to the Premier.  It will then be written down.   

The debates of the pecuniary legislation - I will not go through them, because it will take up too much time - are 
very instructive.  The Minister for the Environment was opposed to Labor’s legislation because it did not involve 
spouses.  She said that it was not strong enough and that even members of Parliament should disclose their 
spouses’ interests in their declarations.  The Minister for Planning opposed the legislation from the opposite 
direction.  He and the Deputy Premier claimed that there was no need for legislation for members of Parliament 
and that only ministers should be required to make declarations of interest, recognising that the Government 
obviously does not believe there should be a higher standard because of the higher authority.   

We do not have a great deal of time, and I am very keen to hear a detailed response on these matters of principle.  
We would like some answers about the directorships that have been held by the Attorney General and what 
action was taken against the Attorney General for holding those directorships during the period in which holding 
directorships was proscribed.  We also want to know who made declarations of interest in the sale of Westrail.   

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [5.31 pm]:  We appreciate the Labor Opposition’s bringing on a debate on 
accountability towards the end of this session of government.  We are prepared to debate the question of 
accountability any day of the week, because there is no better example of how not to be accountable than that 
provided by members opposite.  Only after a decade of ministerial wheeling and dealing did they decide to put in 
place a few standards.  The Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act did not come into effect.  This 
Parliament finished in November before the election, so members opposite were in government for 10 years and 
they did not even have that Act in place.  

I will spell out the network of accountability measures introduced by this Government and under which it has 
been operating.  The most significant of those measures is the freedom of information legislation, because 
members opposite would never operate under freedom of information legislation. 

Ms MacTiernan:  You do not need the ministerial code? 

Mr COURT:  The Opposition’s ministerial code, which came in at the end of its term in government, has now 
been developed on a number of different fronts.  The Public Sector Management Act was introduced, which, as 
members know, spelt out quite clearly what ministers could and could not do when it came to the employment of 
staff.   

Mr Kobelke:  You are talking absolute rubbish!   

Mr COURT:  Do members opposite want me to speak and participate in this debate, or do they just want to sit 
there and shout me down?  Members opposite would not know about the Public Sector Management Act.  For 
the first time in this State, an Act clearly spells out the roles and responsibilities of ministers, what they can and 
cannot do, whom they can employ in their offices and what involvement they can have in employing those 
people in their offices.  Most opposition members rorted the system.  Some were advisers to ministers and some 
were public servants.  I could go through the list of people on that side who came into politics via rorting the 
system inside the public sector, but I do not have time.   

I move on to the handbook, which was made public.  Revisions were made to the handbook in relation to reports 
on government travel and the use of consultants.  When we were in opposition we could not get any information 
about government travel or consultants.  We table all of that information on a regular basis.  The guidelines 
included in circulars to ministers cover official use of vehicles, overseas ministerial travel, credit cards, taxis, 
expenditure on official hospitality and the acceptance and giving of gifts by ministers.  We then expanded the 
powers of the Anti-Corruption Commission, giving the members of the public an even stronger tool if they 
wanted to make allegations against ministers.  We saw the passage of the State Records Bill, in which the 
member for South Perth was heavily involved, which made public record keeping in Western Australia the most 
accountable in the nation.  As a result of the Commission on Government, a series of initiatives was introduced, 
including the right of reply for persons adversely affected by statements made under the privilege of the 
Parliament, the creation of the ACC, the passage of the State Records Bill and the disclosure of political 
donations.   

We have completely revolutionised the system of financial accountability.  The budget is brought down pre-30 
June and we now have four years of figures so, instead of doing tricks every year, people can track through those 
programs.  We have amended the Criminal Code to include ministers and members of Parliament in the 
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definition of “public officer”.  We have been prepared on a series of fronts to operate under a framework 
whereby we have the transparency to be an open and accountable Government.   

Ms MacTiernan:  Where has your code of conduct gone?  You had it in 1994. 

Mr COURT:  I have just explained that there is an issue of accountability and there are legislative requirements 
of ministers that members opposite can only dream of. 

Mr Kobelke:  They are not worth a fig! 

Mr COURT:  Members opposite are pretty excited.  They are showing a lot of interest.  A handful of people have 
come into this Parliament to debate an issue of accountability.   

I will present an issue that will be a test for the Leader of the Opposition’s commitment to accountability.  
Yesterday in the Legislative Council an issue was raised about the involvement of the two Labor candidates in 
Bunbury and Mitchell.  

Mr Kobelke:  This is your muckraking campaign. 

Mr COURT:  No, it is not muckraking.  This is accountability.  Let us run through this particular exercise. 

Mr Ripper interjected.   

Mr COURT:  No.  This is a question of accountability and it is a test for the Opposition’s leader.  It will be very 
interesting to see what he does. 

On 22 September last year the State Government announced funding of $5m to assist the City of Bunbury in 
upgrading the Hay Park recreation and aquatic centre into a major regional sporting complex, estimated to cost 
around $10m.  It is a very good project, on which the Government has been working with the local authority for 
some time.  The involvement of the two Labor candidates in this particular project is very interesting.  The City 
of Bunbury has a code of conduct and specific provisions that relate to the disclosure of interest, including 
financial interest and interest affecting impartiality.  In light of the issues and the questions that have been raised, 
this matter will provide a very interesting test for the Leader of the Opposition.  I will quickly run through the 
issue.  For a period of at least three months, from March to June, Councillor Lane, who is the candidate for 
Mitchell in that area, served on a committee that developed the specifications for this major project.  However, it 
was not until 20 June that she declared a financial interest in the project as a result of her association with one of 
the proposed tenderers and that her spouse’s company, of which she is a shareholder, would be tendering for that 
project.  As far as the proposed tenderer was concerned, Councillor Lane had known from at least 28 March, 
when the council received a confidential briefing, the names of the companies that had registered an expression 
of interest.  Three months before she declared an interest, she knew that a company in which she had a major 
interest was involved in an expression of interest for this project.  The other councillor, Councillor Dean, who is 
the Opposition’s candidate for Bunbury, was also a member of the committee.  Councillors Dean and Lane are 
running together and they share the same campaign office.  At no time did he declare any interest as a result of 
that association.  On 3 July, Councillor Dean was appointed to represent the council as its only elected 
representative on the tender assessment panel. 

Mr Kobelke:  What was his interest? 

Mr COURT:  They are both Labor Party candidates and they share the same office.  He should have disqualified 
himself from the process at that point. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr COURT:  It does not take much to stir this mob up!  I can remember the Opposition’s deals with its mates 
when it was in government.  Hundreds of millions of dollars were involved - tens of millions of dollars flowed 
into the Labor Party’s coffers. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Masters):  This is clearly a contentious issue.  Emotions are already high.  I cannot 
recall that the member for Armadale was interrupted while she was speaking.  I request that all members, on both 
sides of the House, try to restrict the number of interjections they make. 

Mr COURT:  On 8 September, the assessment panel recommended that Perkins Consolidated joint venture be 
engaged as the preferred tenderer to undertake the design, construction, operations and management of the new 
south west sports centre at a cost of just over $11m.  Councillor Lane’s family company is part of the winning 
bid.  The City of Bunbury formally accepted the recommendation at a meeting of the council on 19 October but 
it limited the budget to $11m.  At no time, either as a member of the committee that put the specifications for the 
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new sports centre together, or as a member of the tender assessment panel, did Councillor Dean declare an 
association with Councillor Lane.  For three months, Councillor Lane was involved in designing that which was 
offered for tender and did not declare an interest.  I will summarise it for the House:  Two Labor candidates, both 
working from the same office and trying to become members of Parliament, both sat on the assessment panel to 
design the brief for the new sports centre.  For three months, while that process was going on, one of the 
councillors did not declare an interest - even though the councillor was part of the winning tender.  The other 
party was the representative on the assessment panel that chose which company got the job.  Does that not sound 
rather strange?  It sounds very familiar.  This is a nice little test for the Leader of the Opposition on 
accountability.  Under the City of Bunbury code of conduct principles it states - 

An Elected Member or Employee is to declare an interest affecting impartiality or interests of a non-
financial nature that they may have that could be perceived as likely to affect the judgement of that 
person to act impartially.(Examples of items affecting impartiality include matters before meetings for 
family, friends and associates, but not necessarily financially related.) 

I cannot think of a better example of someone who should have declared an interest.  I summarise the situation:  
Two Labor candidates sit on a committee to design the project for tender.  One was involved for three months, 
knowing that she would bid for the project.  

Mr Ripper:  Was she a principal bidder? 

Mr COURT:  That is what I said.  Does the member not understand the case?  Does the member not understand 
the accountability issue?  Does the member not understand that the Opposition’s candidate for Bunbury was a 
member of the committee that made the decision to give the job to the consortium, in which one of the major 
players was the candidate for Mitchell?  It is very clear-cut, simple and well documented.  The Leader of the 
Opposition should tell the House what are his standards on accountability. 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.45 pm]:  The Premier says that he has a test for 
the Leader of the Opposition.  I have a test for the Premier!  This Government has a weakness with regard to the 
concept of conflict of interest.  It has a weakness with regard to the need to avoid perceptions of a conflict of 
interest.  I will give the Premier a case of conflict of interest and a case of misleading the Parliament, involving 
one of his own ministers.  He now has the same task that he put to the Leader of the Opposition.  I put a question 
before the House:  Did the Minister for Forest Products have a conflict of interest because of his involvement in 
an olive project and the project’s receipt of a valuable water licence? 

I also asked about his involvement in cabinet discussions on the Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Bill.  
I read the minister’s explanation in Hansard and his explanation is incorrect.  He has misled the House.  Let us 
remember that the Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Bill gives people the right to sell, trade or lease 
water licences.  I quote from the second reading speech given to the House on Thursday, 1 July 1999 - 

An important feature of the legislation is that it will allow - but not force - people with a licensed water 
allocation to sell or lease their licence.  This is being done now because we are facing an increasing 
number of areas of full water allocation - areas such as Carnarvon, Wanneroo and Jindong - where 
irrigators cannot develop their businesses because no more water is available. 

That is what the legislation is about.  The Minister for Forest Products was debating that in Cabinet at the same 
time as he had an interest.  The minister responded to the Opposition’s questions on this matter with a statement 
to the House.  In paragraph (5) of the statement, he said - 

A production licence was issued to Moltoni Holdings Pty Ltd with restricted licence tenure for the first 
stage of the development on 20 April 1999.  At this time it was indicated that should all development 
milestones and monitoring conditions be met, a renewal would be granted. 

The Opposition pointed out that the minister had become a director of Moltoni Agricultural Ltd and Koorian 
Land Co Ltd in March 1999.  The minister, by his statement, said that he was not in conflict because the water 
licence was issued to a company of which he was not a director.  His statement is wrong.  I have a copy of the 
application.  Who made the application?  The application was made by Moltoni Agricultural Ltd.  The minister 
stated that the production licence was issued on 20 April 1999.  On 20 April 1999 what was described by the 
Minister for Water Resources as a letter of intent was issued.  The letter of intent was addressed to Moltoni 
Corporation, yet another company in the web of companies involved in the project.  

Interestingly, a company called Egis Consulting Australia Pty Ltd wrote to the Water and Rivers Commission 
two days later in the following terms -  
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The applicant details for the Groundwater Well Licence applications (submitted in November 1998, and 
on 9 March 1999) for the Koorian Estate, Gingin need to be updated from Moltoni Agricultural Limited 
to Moltoni Holdings Propriety Limited . . . Please advise Peter Thorpe . . . if this change needs to be 
certified on the original application forms. 

The application was made by Moltoni Agricultural Ltd.  The letter of intent stating that the application would be 
granted was issued, and two days later, this company tried to change the name of the company making the 
application.  Trevor Neil Thomson, Robert Moltoni and Paul Domenic Omodei are the directors of Moltoni 
Agricultural Limited.  That proves wrong the minister’s technical defence that there was no conflict of interest.  
At the same time he was in Cabinet debating legislation that would make water licences a valuable asset, he was 
the director of a company that had an application before the Water and Rivers Commission.  That water licence 
was granted, and it became extremely valuable after the legislation he was discussing was put to this Parliament 
and passed.  Even if the minister’s technical defence was right - it is not - a problem still exists.  The Koorian 
Olive venture is one project, and there are plenty of links between the companies.  The directors of Koorian Land 
Co Limited are Trevor Neil Thomson, Robert Moltoni and Paul Domenic Omodei.  Do those names sound 
familiar?  I think they are the same as those on the list of directors for Moltoni Agricultural Ltd.  The address for 
both companies is Unit 11, 12-14 Thelma Street, West Perth.  Another company involved, Moltoni Corporation 
Pty Ltd, also has the same address.  Its directors are Gemma Moltoni and Robert Charles Moltoni.  It is one 
project; all these companies are linked.  They all have the same address and all have Robert Moltoni as a 
director.  The minister’s technical defence is not only wrong, but also should never have been advanced because 
it is contrary to the essence of what is going on.  All the interlinked companies - with the same address - are 
involved in the project. 

We are not talking about a triviality or a boondoggle, but a valuable licence.  The prospectus for Koorian Estate 
states that Moltoni Agricultural Ltd will pay Moltoni Holdings Pty Ltd 30¢ a kilolitre for the water, which 
amounts to an annual payment of $900 000.  That proves the value of the water licence.  Members opposite 
might be able to do some calculations:  What would be the capital value of a licence that will return $900 000 a 
year?  I imagine it would be substantial.  That means that we are dealing not with a trivial conflict of interest, but 
with something very serious. 

The Water and Rivers Commission did not consider that the issue of this licence was routine.  It was a matter of 
some concern, and its history goes back to 1995.  I have a memorandum dated 6 December 1995, written by 
Andy McCrea, Water Resources Commission management planning branch, to Matt Viskovich, water resources 
officer, Water Resources Commission, Swan region.  The subject is “Groundwater availability, ‘Koorian’ 
Development, Gingin”.  I quote this memorandum to demonstrate that this was not a routine matter; the issue of 
the water licence raised serious questions and was simply not an open-and-shut case.  Point four states -  

Total project requirements (4,634,000 kL/a) may not be sustainable as this equates to 84% of total 
combined availability from Red Gully and Gingin Townsite sub-areas.   

Point six states -  

A detailed study on possible impacts on nearby users in Red Gully and Gingin Townsite sub-areas 
would need to be assessed in a hydrogeological investigation conducted by a professional 
hydrogeologist.   

The Minister for Forest Products was not a director of the relevant company at that stage.  However, I quoted the 
memorandum to show that it was a serious issue and that a valuable licence was at stake.  It is a definite conflict 
of interest, and the minister’s technical defence is wrong.  The essence of the project shows significant links 
between all the companies I have mentioned.  It should be treated as one project, and the minister is in it up to 
his neck.   

Mr Omodei:  The boring question is in regard to the Yarragadee formation.  You said 84 per cent, but that refers 
to when they were investigating the Yarragadee formation.  The member should get his facts straight.  The bore 
is owned by Moltoni Holdings.  It is on its property and goes into the Yarradagee formation.  If you say that 
Moltoni Holdings is using 84 per cent of the Yarradagee formation, you should articulate how it will do that. 

Mr RIPPER:  I am not saying that. 

Mr Omodei:  You said it was 84 per cent in 1995. 

Mr RIPPER:  I quoted the memorandum.  The figure of 84 per cent was put forward by the Water Resources 
Commission.  I am quoting it to show the House that the issue of the water licence was not an easy, routine 
procedure, but one of some substance. 
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Dr Hames:  You say that he had something to do with that.  You know he was not on the board before 1999. 

Mr RIPPER:  He was appointed just before the application was submitted, which was approved. 

Dr Hames:  It is true that it is a major use of water in a major land-holding in a major development.  At least half 
a dozen similar developments are on the go at any one time.  Olive groves are the significant development at the 
moment.  A large number of developments are taking place in an area in which the resource is significantly new.  
We are monitoring the use carefully.  It is a big issue, but you should not suggest that the minister, or I, had any 
influence.  The agency manages the issues of the licence, does all the investigations and gives approval for 
licences.  It is a big issue, but it is a routine matter for the Water and Rivers Commission. 

Mr RIPPER:  I do not believe it is a routine matter.  I believe it is a substantial matter. 

Dr Hames:  Substantial matters are routine. 

Mr RIPPER:  I have not said that either minister interfered in the process.  I advanced the argument that a 
conflict of interest exists.  The Minister for Forest Products discussed legislation in Cabinet that would make 
water licences very valuable - this one turned out to be valued at $900 000 a year - while he was the director of a 
company that had a formal application before the Water and Rivers Commission.  I have shown the formal 
application to the House.  That application was eventually approved and resulted in a licence worth $900 000 a 
year. 

Mr Court:  From where did you get the figure of $900 000? 

Mr RIPPER:  From the prospectus for Koorian Estate.  The capital value of this licence was made substantial by 
the very legislation the minister discussed in Cabinet.  Is the second reading speech wrong?  I quote -  

An important feature of the legislation is that it will allow . . . people with a licensed water allocation to 
sell or lease their licence. 

Is that not what the Government’s legislation is about? 

Dr Hames:  They get that allocation only if they use the water.  That water is just as valuable to them without the 
legislation.  The legislation has not changed the value of the water they get through their licence.  

Mr RIPPER:  The licences become tradeable.  What is the value of a license worth $900 000 a year?  It is 
obviously substantial.  It was not tradeable before this legislation.  The minister participated in Cabinet and 
discussed the legislation.  The legislation made it tradeable, he gets the licence and suddenly he is the holder of 
something he can sell which is worth $900 000 a year.  

Dr Hames:  The only way they get the water is if they use it to grow olives.   

Mr RIPPER:  Under this legislation they can sell or lease the licence; that is stated in the legislation.  Enough of 
this; let us come back to the two key points.  The Minister for Forest Products did not declare a conflict of 
interest in Cabinet.  He did not absent himself from discussions in which he has an interest.  Did the Premier 
know about it?  That is the task the Opposition has set the Premier.  What will the Premier do about the actions 
of the Minister for Forest Products?  The second offence the Minister for Forest Products committed was to 
mislead the House.  His statement to the House in response to questions by the Opposition was delivered in the 
dying minutes of a parliamentary session on a Thursday afternoon.  Perhaps that is when he was going to first 
deliver it.  Perhaps that is when he disappeared from the House and the statement might have been delivered 
later - I do not want to be held to that.  The minister’s statement is wrong; he has misled the House.  The Premier 
must deal with the issue of the conflict of interest in Cabinet and discipline the minister.  The minister must 
answer to the House for misleading it on a substantial matter of whether he was engaged in a conflict of interest.   

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Planning) [6.02 pm]:  I will set the scene of the state of the ALP around 
the country and then I will come back to the conduct of the ALP in this State.  I will refer to what one frontbench 
figure has been doing in his own branch matters.  I found it fascinating that the Labor Party should try to take the 
high moral ground, especially considering its standards of behaviour around the country.  I notice that the 
member for Armadale says she has learnt from the mistakes of the past.  She has tried to distance the current 
Labor Party from the days of WA Inc.  She says that it has moved on and changed its spots.  We will find out 
shortly that it has not moved on from there at all.  The tragic part is how it has betrayed the genuine members of 
the Labor Party who have faith in the Labor politicians.  Those members hope that the Labor Party will conduct 
itself decently.  I would like those party members to watch the ALP during question time; they would be 
enlightened. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Can you tell us why the code of conduct was removed?  
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Mr KIERATH:  I will come to some matters in a moment.  I will examine the infamous New South Wales ALP 
and the serious questions that surround the preselection of Paul Keating, a man who rose from a shonky 
backroom deal to the highest elected office in the land.  The funny thing is that the ALP has not changed its 
spots.  I am sure that the members opposite are aware of the scandal in the Queensland ALP.  The rorts and 
crude vengefulness that characterises Labor Party internal politics have been revealed.  Three senior Labor 
figures have been convicted for electoral fraud and similar allegations.  One person is serving a three-year jail 
term for forging and uttering.  That is the current situation in Queensland.  The Deputy Premier of Queensland, 
Jim Elder, resigned today.  I am not sure why, but perhaps it has something to do with the inquiry and the links 
back to him.  Somebody was going to squeal.  It will be interesting to hear the true story behind that.   

The State of Queensland, where some members of the ALP are going to jail and others are defrauding people, 
has a better track record in preselections than does the Western Australian ALP.  Is it me or the Liberal Party 
saying this?  No, it is Gary Johns, a federal Labor minister.  He says that his research reinforced the view that 
Western Australia’s Labor Party had the most crooked preselection procedures of any ALP branch.  Given the 
competition in Queensland, it is a big statement to say that WA has the most crooked preselection procedures of 
any branch in Australia!  The ALP tries to maintain total control regardless of the ethics and the code of conduct 
associated with it.  It uses the rules of the left of the Labor Party that the numbers must be used ruthlessly and 
that any means justifies the ends, even if it means retaining control of the preselection process. 

In a union magazine, Kevin Reynolds, a senior heavy in the ALP in this State and a leader in one of the most 
powerful and disreputable unions, said that he is aware that many of his union members have criminal 
convictions and he supports them.  According to a senior ALP figure, criminal activity is 100 per cent acceptable 
as long as it is in the interests of the union and the ALP.  He said that if his union were purged of its members 
who had criminal records, there would be hardly any members left.   

We thought the member for Armadale had some sense and that the Labor Party had moved on from the bad old 
days.  At the ALP’s national conference in Hobart earlier this year it adopted a new constitution.  Section 16(a) 
of the constitution states that it is an abuse of party rules for an individual or groups to fund party membership 
for other individuals or groups of individuals who would otherwise be unwilling to pay their own subscriptions.  
It is an abuse of party rules for an individual or groups to pay someone else’s membership who would otherwise 
be unwilling to pay.  It also states that involvement in such abuses will be considered as behaviour likely to bring 
the party into disrepute and will result in disciplinary action which may include expulsion under the rules of the 
party.  

Mr Kobelke interjected.   

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I call the member for Nollamara to order.   

Mr KIERATH:  It is interesting because it shows the double standards of the Labor Party.  Its members say one 
thing in this House but do the opposite outside.  They talk about ethics and standards but, as the Premier showed 
us the other day, we know that their actions speak louder than the six volumes of the WA Inc royal commission.   

Their only moral imperative is to make sure they do not get caught, but one of them has.  We have evidence that 
a Labor member of Parliament has broken the rule to which I alluded.  That member, who is now leaving the 
Chamber, has paid for the membership of someone else to shore up his own position in his branch.  Because of 
the looming election and the unremitting campaign of mudslinging and personal denigration that the ALP has 
embarked on, it could not expose the party to such accusations.  I have a photocopy of a calling card from John 
Kobelke, the member for Nollamara.  On the back is a hand-written note which states -  

John payed for your membership to his branch the Balga-Nollamara Branch only to find you were a 
member of the Girrawheen Branch.  Please sign the enclosed form, and you will then be transferred to 
our branch.   

Thank you  

Ann Roberts.   

Those, along with fraudulent additions on the electoral role, are the very matters that are being investigated by 
the Criminal Justice Commission in Queensland that has put one member in jail and has a series of members in 
dire straits.  

Ms MacTiernan:  That was for electoral fraud.  That is different.  

Mr KIERATH:  And she is jail for it.  The member for Nollamara, the spokesman for the Labor Party on 
industrial matters, wants to abolish the building and construction industry task force, which has been bringing 
the rule of law into construction workplaces, against the union that Kevin Reynolds heads, which he says has 
criminals as members.  The member for Nollamara want to abolish that task force so that Kevin Reynolds and 
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his criminal mates can carry on unmolested, and the member for Nollamara has been caught out this time, by his 
own rhetoric.  How many of the other Labor members of Parliament have been paying membership subscriptions 
for others?  We can only speculate on how many, but we know one of them does, and it will be interesting to see 
if he is expelled from the Labor Party for a breach of the constitution.  His very own leader supports the change 
in the rules to clean up the Labor Party.  The Leader of the Opposition intended to clean up the pre-selection 
process of the Labor Party, and now we find the member for Nollamara paying for other people’s branch 
memberships, in contravention of his own new constitution, which was designed to clean up the Labor Party.   

Nothing has changed; the Labor Party has been up to the same old procedures.  Despite all the Leader of the 
Opposition’s heated protestations, nothing has changed.  Despite everything that has happened in WA and in 
other States, they are up to their old tricks.  I am sure some of these tactics were used in Victoria, and Victoria is 
on the skids already.  After 13 months, many people in Victoria wish they had never changed the Government.  
We in this House must point out to the public that the Labor Party is the same incompetent, shonky, dishonest 
bunch of characters it was 10 years ago.  The choice is clear - we either continue to progress and prosper under 
this Government or we usher in a new political climate, a new political icon.  When the Labor Party was last in 
power, it was WA Inc, maybe now we should label its tactics son of WA Inc.  

MR OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Minister for Forest Products) [6.17 pm]: I wish to respond to some of the 
comments made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and indicate to the House that the water supply that he 
talked about in relation to the Koorian olives project is owned by Moltoni Holdings Pty Ltd.  Moltoni 
Agricultural Ltd, of which I am a director, owns the olive grove, of which I own one-third of a hectare.  The fee 
paid to Moltoni Holdings Pty Ltd for the purchase of water by Moltoni Agricultural Ltd, is for 160 hectares of 
olives.  

Mr Ripper:  At 30¢ per kilolitre.  

Mr Omodei:  At 30¢ per kilolitre.  Moltoni Holdings Pty Ltd receives the proceeds of that sale of water.  The 
member for Belmont has chosen to quote selectively from my explanation to the Parliament of 12 October, and if 
he can show me where that explanation is wrong, I will be more than happy to discuss it with him.  I have 
double-checked those matters, and, unlike the Opposition, I have been very thorough.  This project goes back a 
long way. Robert and Gemma Moltoni have owned that property, of 2 500 hectares, since 1994.  The property 
includes 12 hectares of grapes and another smaller olive grove irrigated from the Leederville foundation, for 
which they have a licence.  The land owned by Moltoni Agricultural Ltd amounts to 160 hectares, of which I 
have a share of one-third of one hectare. It is important that the Parliament knows that I also own a water supply 
at my farm in Pemberton.  The Rights in Water and Irrigation Amendment Bill 1999 allows tradeability of water 
rights, so it probably puts a value on that water as well.  I have been a water user for more than 30 years as a 
farmer, I was minister for two years, and for 11 years I was a member of the Warren-Lefroy advisory committee, 
advising ministers from various Governments, particularly Labor Governments.  Without being too extravagant, 
I can claim a reasonable knowledge of water matters in Western Australia.  This legislation amends the Rights in 
Water and Irrigation Act 1914, the Country Areas Water Supply Act 1947, the Environmental Protection Act 
1986, and the Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Act 1909.  It comprehensively covers the 
management of water rights across the State.  Anybody who consumes water in Western Australia is impacted 
upon by this legislation.  The very small share I have in the Koorian project is infinitesimal compared to the 
volume of water I use on my own property.  Over many years I have used that to irrigate a whole range of crops.  
In my electorate there are more than 1 000 surface water dams, and I know several people who have licences for 
the use of ground water.  I have an interest in common with all other Western Australians in relation to this 
legislation.  If we removed all members who have a direct interest in the use of water in this State, no member in 
this House, especially those representing agricultural areas, would be able to vote on this Bill.  If all the farmers 
impacted on by catchment management provisions were removed from the Cabinet and the Parliament, who 
would be left?  The schoolteachers and the lawyers, to make laws about how we manage water in Western 
Australia.  

Mr Ripper:  There is nothing wrong with schoolteachers.  

Mr OMODEI:  I have nothing against schoolteachers.  The personal explanation I gave to the Parliament on 12 
October is accurate.  It is penny-ante rubbish on the part of the Opposition in trying to create a conflict of 
interest, when all members in this House consume water.  The member for Belmont would be paying more for 
the water he consumes in his household than I pay to Moltoni Holdings for the water I consume on my on-third 
hectare.  The water I consume on my property in Pemberton is provided by me.  Will the member for Belmont 
declare his own conflict of interest? 

Mr Ripper:  I do not have a tradeable water right.  Could I sell the rights to use water at St Kilda Road, 
Rivervale? 
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Mr OMODEI:  He still consumes water, and there is more to this legislation than tradeable water entitlement.  I 
repeat that it amends the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, the Country Areas Water Supply Act 1947, the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986, and the Metropolitan Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage Act 1909.  All 
members who are not farmers have a greater conflict of interest under this legislation than I have, because I 
supply my own water for domestic consumption.  If a member of Parliament who has more surface water supply 
in his electorate than any other member, has 20 years of experience representing water consumers, and 30 years 
experience as a user of water, cannot take part in discussions on legislation to do with the management of water, 
who can?  

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale) [6.20 pm]:  The explanation that we sought has not been forthcoming.  We 
made a very simple request of the government members.  We asked them to explain why the ministerial code of 
conduct which they adopted in 1994, after it had been first adopted publicly by the Lawrence Government in 
1990 and enshrined in the cabinet handbook in 1994, disappeared from the cabinet handbook in 1996.  Along 
with it disappeared a whole raft of obligations of ministers.  Those obligations are found in every other 
Parliament around Australia.  For example, it contained obligations to divest oneself of directorships and 
company shareholdings that are not compatible with one’s ministerial responsibilities.  It contained obligations 
to disclose the interests of spouses where those interests have the potential to cause a conflict of interest relating 
to matters that are to be before Cabinet.  Those three key areas which formed the basis of the code of conduct 
which this Government enshrined in 1994 in the cabinet handbook, have disappeared.   

In July 1996 the Commission on Government said that we needed the code of conduct of 1994, plus we needed 
the general pecuniary interests legislation that applies to all interests, and indeed we needed to tighten it up.  At 
the same time as the Government knew it had shredded and pulped the code of conduct, government members 
were saying to the Commission on Government and to the people of Western Australia that they agreed with the 
Commission on Government that we needed a two-tiered approach - the code of conduct and the general 
legislative provisions that relate to all members of Parliament - and that they needed to be tightened up.  They 
made all those promises in 1996 that they would implement the recommendations of the Commission on 
Government.   

Not only did government members not put a single one of those recommendations into practice, legislation or a 
code but also they secretly tore up the code and reduced standards.  They went in the exact opposite direction.  
We have seen the practical consequences of that.  The Minister for Local Government has been shown tonight to 
have taken on a directorship which puts him in conflict with matters before Cabinet.  If the code of conduct had 
been in place and enforced, the minister would not be in this position, because he would not be entitled to have 
that directorship.  That would have been the end of the problem.  We saw the problem with the Minister for 
Transport who was completely unaware, and outraged at the suggestion, that there was anything wrong with 
simply transferring his interest to his wife and that that somehow or other removed any conflict of interest.  In 
that regard I will refer to one section from the federal rules, which were put in by the federal coalition 
Government in 1998, and which state - 

Ministers are required to divest themselves, or relinquish control, of all shares and similar interests in 
any company or business involved in the area of their portfolio responsibilities.  The transfer of interests 
to a spouse or a dependant family member, or to a nominee or trust, is not an acceptable form of 
divestment. 

Because those standards have been removed, a raft of ministers are in trouble.  We have seen the Attorney 
General having a directorship in two companies which between them held $40 000 worth of shares in 
Wesfarmers and the Attorney General not even making any effort to declare that interest to the Cabinet when the 
decision was made.  He made the pathetic comment that he was not aware that these companies, of which he was 
a director, were shareholders of Wesfarmers.  One must ask what sort of director he is.   

The essence is that the Premier must stand condemned for lowering the bar for his ministers.  He has torn up the 
code of conduct that he put in place in 1994.  He led the Commission on Government to believe that he had an 
ongoing commitment to the code.  He replaced it with provisions that were nowhere near as comprehensive.  He 
also failed to implement any of the 10 recommendations of the Commission on Government relating to 
members’ and ministerial standards.  All he has done tonight is attack the Labor Party for what it did in the 
1980s, dream up some supposed breaches by candidates of the Labor Party and never once address this issue.  
He did not in any way, shape or form, attempt to explain why it was that the code that was in the 1994 document 
had disappeared by 1996.  The reason is that there is no explanation, other than the fact that these ministers did 
not want to abide by the standards.  They thought they were too high.  They were not prepared to stand up and 
accept the standards of conduct that are standard around Australia.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (16) 

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

Noes (24) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Day Mr Kierath Mr Prince 
Mr Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr MacLean Mr Shave 
Mr Barron-Sullivan Dr Hames Mr Masters Mr Trenorden 
Mr Board Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr McNee Dr Turnbull 
Mr Bradshaw Mr House Mr Minson Mr Wiese 
Mr Court Mr Johnson Mr Omodei Mr Tubby (Teller)  

Pairs 

 Mr Bridge Mrs Holmes 
 Mrs Roberts Mr Cowan 
 Ms Warnock Mrs van de Klashorst 
 Mr Graham Mr Sweetman 
Question thus negatived. 
 


