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FINANCE BROKING 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  The Speaker received a letter today from the member for 
Leschenault seeking to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this house calls on the Premier to establish an independent mediation process to resolve the state’s 
liability to victims of the finance brokers saga and to commit to comply with the outcome of that 
process. 

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

[At least five members rose in their places.] 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [3.13 pm]:  I move -  

That this house calls on the Premier to establish an independent mediation process to resolve the state’s 
liability to victims of the finance brokers saga and to commit to comply with the outcome of that 
process. 

My first point is that the person who has to make this decision is not in the chamber.  After what we saw in 
question time, it does not surprise me, quite frankly.  I hope the Premier will return shortly.  Undoubtedly, the 
Attorney General will speak to this motion.  Perhaps the Minister for Consumer Protection will as well.  They 
have shown previously that they are not up to the task.  They have no intention whatsoever of complying with 
their election promises.  We genuinely hoped that, because of what the Premier said before and because of his 
approach, he might take some action on this matter.   
I thank those investors who took the time to sit in the public gallery during question time.  I see some have 
remained for this debate.  I admire them for their tenacity more than anything else.  Today will only add to the 
frustration that they feel about this whole matter.  As I have said to a number of people who have been affected 
by this whole saga - I have also said it publicly - no issue has sullied the reputation of both major political parties 
in contemporary times more than this.  We saw in question time today exactly why that is the case.  For members 
who are not aware, this issue has its genesis around 30 years ago.  I was talking to someone earlier today who 
has more detailed information on the history of the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board than I ever will.  I was 
quite surprised to see that the genesis of all this goes back 30 years.  The reality is that in recent times we have 
had three government inquiries -  
Mr J.A. McGinty:  We all know it was Doug Shave who was asleep at the wheel - the Liberal Party’s Doug 
Shave.  Mention him in what you’re describing here. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There is always a way of telling when the Attorney General has something 
under his fingernail: he interjects, he gets personal and he does exactly what he is doing now.  I can tell from his 
body language that he is uncomfortable, and he has every reason to be.  Three government inquiries have 
condemned the inactions of the supervisory board.  I will not go through the history.  The people in the public 
gallery and members of this house know the situation very well.  It was pointed out to me that the present 
Premier on 10 March 1999 made some very strong comments on this matter.  He made it quite clear that it was 
his firm view that the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board had not handled complaints properly.  I will quote 
from Hansard of that day.  He said - 

We now know from evidence dating back to 1996 and 1997 that other cases were brought to the 
attention of the ministry or the board . . .  Those complaints were not dealt with in the way they should 
have been . . .  

He went on to say - 

. . . a simple action on the part of the board could have rectified that matter and saved the life savings of 
at least some of these people.   

He was covering some specific cases.  He even referred to one in 1998 when he said that the department made a 
serious error.  They are the sorts of things that the Premier was saying back then.  He clearly acknowledged that 
the supervisory board was not doing its job.  In other words, the government agency that was set up to look after 
the interests of people who had made these investments was not carrying out its responsibilities the way that it 
should have been.   
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We all know that a lot of people lost a lot of money.  Ultimately, they sought to do two things.  Firstly, they 
sought to cover what losses they could from their investments.  Secondly, they sought to determine whether the 
state was liable to them for compensation, particularly in a lot of cases where many people lost their life savings 
and were unable to claw back any significant proportion of that money or that asset.  Five years ago the Liberal 
Party lost the election.  Blind Freddy could see that this is one of the issues that cost us government.  It is one of 
the reasons that I no longer sit on that chair on the government side and I am sitting among the opposition ranks.  
There is one fundamental difference between people on this side and people on the other: we actually learnt 
something very significant from that experience.  Unfortunately, the Labor Party, in its arrogance, has not learnt 
anything from victory.  We learnt from defeat.   

The Labor Party reneged on the five key commitments it made to the investors.  Prior to that election, it whipped 
up support from all these investors around the state and from their advocates - Denise Brailey, Doug Solomon 
and others - and engendered a great deal of media coverage and sympathy.  They said to the investors, “We’ll 
help you.  Here’s our five-point plan and here’s what we’re going to do to look after you if we win government.”  
We had the debate in this place five years ago and we pointed out time and again to the Attorney General, to the 
then Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection and to the then Premier, Dr Gallop, that they were not 
meeting these promises.  I could give numerous examples but some of my colleagues will go through this in 
more detail.  One promise was to provide full disclosure.  The Labor Party’s 2001 election policy stated -  

All government knowledge about the finance broking industry, including legal opinions and results of 
audits and investigations, will be open to the public. 

All information - how unambiguous is that?  Yet in the past five years the investors have ultimately had to resort 
to legal action at their own expense because the Labor Party broke another promise - namely, to fund that legal 
action.  During that process, the investors have been obstructed at every opportunity by the government through 
its lawyers acting on behalf of the board and the government.  Even a simple task such as obtaining documents 
from the Department of Land Administration became a nightmare.  The government said, “We’ll provide you 
with any information you want.”  The investors ended up having to pay around $250 000 for some fairly routine 
documentation to be provided from the Department of Land Administration.  The Premier is not here so I cannot 
ask him, but I will ask the Attorney General: if the government is living up to these promises, will he provide all 
government knowledge about the finance broking industry, including legal opinions?  The government has been 
claiming consistently that the state has a good defence in the current legal case.  Will the Attorney General table 
the legal advice from the State Solicitor or whoever else that states that the government has a good defence, and 
will he table the advice that explains the grounds for that defence? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Do you want us to completely compromise the position of the taxpayers of Western 
Australia? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, I want the Attorney General to do the right thing by the investors who 
have lost their money and comply with the government’s promise. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Cut it out! 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The government promised that, including legal opinions.  If the government 
did not mean to do it, why did it promise it?  If it did not mean to do it, why put it in black and white?  Why 
promise it?  Why con everyone in WA?  Why deceive the people who had lost a lot of money? 

Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There the Attorney General goes.  This is exactly what I said earlier.  When 
the Attorney General cannot answer a question, he goes on a personal attack.  It is what the Premier did earlier.  
By the way, I looked at Hansard to see what I said in that debate, but I did not even speak in it.  This is the very 
debate in which the Premier said that I was fighting against the investors.  I just checked it on my computer.  I 
did not even speak in that debate.  This is exactly what the Attorney General does.  He is squirming in his seat, 
so he takes the personal approach.  That is all he is capable of doing.  We are taking a very different approach 
today.   

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Why did you vote against it then? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have already made the point. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You’re a hypocrite. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is clearly unparliamentary to refer to a member as a hypocrite.  A member may use the 
word “hypocrisy”, but a member cannot use the word “hypocrite”. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I am sure the member is quite correct that a direct accusation against or imputation 
upon a member is unparliamentary.  I ask the Attorney General to withdraw. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If the Attorney General did not listen to what I said earlier, I will say that I 
am sitting on this side of the chamber now largely because of this issue.  I have learnt something, and that is why 
today the Liberal Party is doing something constructive on behalf of the people who have lost their money 
through this whole saga.  However, I will come to that in a moment.  As I said earlier, the government has forced 
investors, at their own expense, to take legal action.  Some 2 500 investors have been forced to take this action to 
try to claim what is estimated to be in excess of $100 million.  We are talking about a very significant matter.  
The point is, had the government lived up to its promises, particularly to provide legal assistance so that the 
investors could undertake legal action, that legal action would not be necessary, there would be no need for the 
delays and there would be no need for the expense for all these investors.  Most importantly, more than 260 
investors have passed away in the past four or five years, and they will never see the benefit of whatever the 
outcome of this whole process is.  I suggest that, if only for those people, Attorney General, surely we should 
debate this matter sensibly and objectively, rather than just try to fling insults across the chamber.  Therefore, let 
us talk through this, because we genuinely want to achieve something. 
Mr J.A. McGinty:  This would be the first time in this whole matter that the Liberal Party has been genuine 
about its position. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Bear with me on this one, Attorney. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Tell me about Doug Shave and how genuine he is. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, this is the whole point.  This is what people do not want.  I can hurl 
abuse at the other side. 
Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, I am on my feet!  That sort of exchange is totally unacceptable.  The 
next person who does it will be called to order. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point is, Attorney, that that will achieve nothing.  I can hurl abuse at the 
Attorney, and he can hurl it back.  The process goes on, more investors die, and nothing is achieved.  Today, we 
are trying to bring this matter to a head.  We are trying to encourage the Attorney General to do so.  I had hoped 
that we could go into some of the detail of the proposal, but we seem to spend all our time bickering across the 
chamber.  Today, we are not proposing this action.  I want to make that point.  The Premier implied that there is 
some sort of gimmick about this whole thing.  I must tell the house that if there is a gimmick, it is not our 
gimmick; it is the investors’ gimmick.  It is actually what the investors would like to happen to resolve this 
matter as quickly as possible.  All we are doing is supporting that call.  We are saying that we have evaluated 
this proposal.  We think it is a fair and just way of resolving the matter, and we are trying to edge the 
government along. 
I will let the Attorney General into a little secret.  In our party room today, I said that I did not really want to 
bore into the government today.  I want to treat this issue objectively.  We want to try to get the government 
onside.  We would love to walk out of this place today with bipartisan approval for a way to resolve this matter.  
That is the approach we wanted to take today.  It is what I told the media earlier.  Had the Premier or the 
Attorney said that they would agree to mediation and abide by the outcome, we would have said that that was 
great, and they would have full bipartisan support; the Liberal Party would back them to the hilt on that. 
The government does not need to be frightened of the notion of mediation.  The Attorney General knows that 
mediation is commonplace.  In civil actions, the courts require and encourage it as a way of keeping people out 
of the courts.  It has a huge advantage over the adversarial court system, because eventually there is a senior 
mediator such as a retired judge, for example, who sits down with the two parties and talks them through each 
other’s case.  The parties then understand the relative strengths of the other’s case, and a settlement can be 
reached accordingly.  I thought that would be an extremely fair way of sorting out this matter.  There is nothing 
to lose.  I point out that back in March 2001, the then Minister for Consumer Affairs was reported as saying that 
under a Labor government, investors may not have to go through the courts to get compensation.  He said - 
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We would need to look at the merits of the case but if there was an overwhelming case showing 
negligence on behalf of the board we will try to settle it out of court. 

The Premier has already said that the board stuffed up.  The Attorney General is on the record a thousand times 
as saying that the government would try to settle the matter, so why not do it?  Why not keep it out of the courts?  
There is a key advantage of mediation, of course, over taking this matter to the courts.  I am told that it would 
probably take another year and a half, or maybe more, to get it to the courts, plus another year after that.  We 
would still be waiting for an outcome after two and a half or three years.  By comparison, mediation could be 
initiated and completed within a matter of months. 
The point today is that the current Premier simply cannot hide behind his predecessor’s shirt tails.  The bottom 
line is that he is in the hot seat now.  He must make the decision on these matters.  He is responsible for his own 
words in this chamber on 10 March 1999, which I quoted earlier.  He has already demonstrated that he knew 
there was a problem that needed to be resolved, and he is responsible for ensuring that the Labor Party lives up 
to its promise of a speedy resolution of this matter - yet another one of the promises that the Labor Party has so 
far broken. 
I will repeat what I said before.  We in the Liberal Party will make this offer to the Attorney General, because 
the Premier still has not had the courtesy to come into this place.  It is all very well saying he has appointments.  
However, we know that this is the time of day in Parliament when matters of public interest are raised.  We 
would have given notice of this motion at about 11 o’clock today.  There has been ample time for the Premier to 
be in the chamber.  Therefore, there is no reason that the Premier should not be sitting in this place, handling a 
motion that deals with a matter about which he needs to make a decision.  Whether it is now, later today or 
tomorrow morning, if the Attorney General will take heed of our call on behalf of the investors and their legal 
representatives to establish a mediation process, and to work through that process in good faith and abide by the 
outcome, the government has our commitment for full and bipartisan support.  That is not a gimmick.  We are 
not initiating this; the investors are.  It is a proposal that we believe is workable, and we are prepared to put 
behind us the muckraking of the past, so that we can genuinely achieve something for the many people who have 
really been hurt by this long and sorry saga. 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [3.28 pm]:  I rise to support this MPI motion, not only because a number of 
the victims live in my electorate of South Perth, but also because I am the shadow spokesperson for seniors.  I 
believe it is well recognised that most of the victims in this sorry saga are our seniors, and I welcome those 
seniors and those investors who have been affected and who are here today.  Basically, these people have been 
let down on two fronts.  We have already heard that the previous government failed to act when evidence began 
to emerge that decent people were being exploited by crooks.  We do not hide from that.  I was not in the 
Parliament when this was going on.  Nevertheless, we do not resile from that fact.  However, those people have 
also been let down by this government failing to live up to the promises it made going into the 2001 election.  
The point has already been made that some of those promises helped to win government for the Labor Party.  
Several thousand Western Australian retirees are estimated to have lost a total of $150 million in the failed 
pooled mortgage schemes.  As the member for Leschenault pointed out earlier, approximately 260 of them have 
passed away.  The way things are going, if we do not come up with some sort of solution for the remaining 
people soon, many more will miss out on the chance of getting some compensation for the financial loss and 
misery they have suffered as a result of the then Finance Brokers Supervisory Board not living up to its role in 
the process.   
Let us look at some of the case studies.  I met some of the people earlier today on the lawns outside Parliament 
House.  I met Krysta Barwick from Mahogany Creek.  She lives on a disability pension, and she and her father, 
James, who turns 82 this month, lost $500 000 in the mortgage brokers scandal.  That money was her father’s 
superannuation, her own superannuation, and her retrenchment money.  It all went down the drain.  Needless to 
say, it has affected the health of both of them.  I also met Bob Frayser, a fisherman from East Fremantle.  He has 
been retired since 1986.  He admitted to me that he had lost $200 000 in the scandal.  He was pretty brave about 
it; he said that it has not broken him but it has bent him.  He told me that it should not have been allowed to 
happen.  We know that it should not have been allowed to happen.  The Liberal Party has to accept some of the 
blame for what happened under the previous coalition government.  We are not running away from that.  We 
now have the opportunity for this government to right some of the wrongs of the past, and give people the 
opportunity to get some sort of process or mediation going to have their cases looked at.  The people involved do 
not want to politicise the issue; all they want is a positive solution.  They are looking for us, as members of 
Parliament, to bring this to the government on their behalf.  They have contacted almost every member of 
Parliament in the state.  We have listened to them and that is why we are debating this matter of public 
importance today.  The group wants the government to mediate without this issue going to court, because if it 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 4 April 2006] 

 p1066b-1078a 
Deputy Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr John McGrath; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Dr 
Janet Woollard; Mr Peter Watson; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr John Kobelke; Ms Sue Walker; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei 

 [5] 

goes to court it will be the victims versus the government.  If the government loses the case, the government 
somehow has to reclaim the money.  However, if this issue goes to mediation and the victims are given some 
redress, they can seek to mediate an outcome with the lawyers who acted for the brokers without giving due care 
to the lenders.  That is the crux of this matter. 

The Attorney General has ducked this issue in two ways.  Firstly, he did not instruct the royal commission to 
make a ruling on the government’s liability.  Secondly, the process of discovery has been undertaken by the 
Solicitor General’s Office.  We have been advised by the victims that the process has slowed to a crawl. 

Let us revisit the royal commission and consider what was said at the time.  Denise Brailey, a consumer 
advocate, believed that - 

. . . the terms of reference restrict Temby’s ability to bring to account the regulatory authorities because 
his specific brief is to investigate the “adequacy” of their roles. 

“I think Temby has been put in a chair there with his hands tied behind his back and that’s rather 
unfortunate for the taxpayers funding this and it can’t give the outcome that we ask for,” she said.   

Her legal colleague, Doug Solomon, is even more blunt. 

“Where are we, if there are clear promises made prior to an election, and then those elected on the basis 
of those promises, welch on them without any shame?” . . .  

That is upsetting to the people who have been victims in this whole sorry process.  The people have had their 
hopes kept alive by a Labor election promise.  We now know that it was an election promise that has been 
broken, despite what was said today by the Premier about the five-point plan.  When he speaks later, I am sure 
that the Attorney General will say that all points of the plan have been addressed.  The victims tell us that they 
do not believe that is the case.  I will read an excerpt of a letter written by the then Labor leader, and later 
Premier Geoff Gallop, to an elderly couple only three days before the 2001 election.  An excerpt of the letter was 
published in The Australian on Friday, 13 July 2001.  It states, in part - 

The combination of openness and legal assistance should help in the early resolution of questions of 
liability.  If the State is held responsible, appropriate action will be taken to both pay investors and 
achieve recovery from the wrongdoers. 

The Australian Labor Party went to the 2001 election with that as part of its five-point plan.  We urge the 
government to look at a process of mediation.  If the Premier is to be the leader that this state needs, he should 
forget about what has happened in the past.  This should not be a point-scoring exercise.  The former government 
made a mistake and it cost it government.  It cost the appropriate minister his seat in this Parliament.  A high 
price was paid by those in government at the time.  A high price was also paid by those involved in the mortgage 
brokers scandal.  They are still trying to recoup their losses.  At present, they are getting no help from the 
system.  All they are looking for is a little bit of support and assistance.  Some of those people have no money 
left.  They cannot pay lawyers to act on their behalf.  If the government allows an independent mediation process 
to take place, these senior citizens of Western Australia - who are good citizens who have paid taxes all their 
lives - will get an opportunity for a positive solution.  I support what the member for Leschenault said before.  
This is not a political point-scoring exercise.  We have to admit culpability on our side for what the previous 
coalition government did.  We admit we were wrong.  However, two wrongs do not make a right.  This is an 
opportunity for the new Premier, if he is to be the leader that this state expects him to be, to look at this process 
on a bipartisan basis and establish some sort of independent mediation process so that the victims of this terrible 
scandal can have their cases looked at without going through an expensive and time-consuming process; a 
process that is filled with delays and hold-ups.  They can have their cases looked at and take action against the 
lawyers who drew up some of the contracts, and who showed no duty of care to the lenders who were offering 
their life savings in the business deals. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [3.38 pm]:  I was present during question time today when the Premier 
stated that the Australian Labor Party was elected to office in 2001 on the basis of its position on uranium 
mining.  I must say that it got into government as a result of the other mob losing because of the finance brokers 
scandal.  There is no doubt in my mind; I have knocked on thousands of doors.  That is the reason it got into 
office.  We are still debating it five years later.  What a shame that is. 

We received a history lesson from the Premier during question time about commitments by the government 
when it was in opposition.  It led victims to believe that, in government, the ALP would help them with the 
critical situation that so many of them faced.  I must say that many of those people continue to face the situation.  
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The people who were caught up in the finance brokers scandal had a genuine expectation that, when in 
government, the ALP would resolve these matters or at least help them. 

I have had a quick search in Hansard, and I have found three other matters of public interest that were debated 
during 2000 on this issue.  I was pleased to note that I had consistently voted with the then opposition on these 
matters.  I will quote some of the debates from March 2000, when Dr Gallop stated - 

More importantly it is a real and immediate crisis for the many elderly investors whose life savings 
have been lost or threatened.  We are in this Parliament today to deal with the fundamental question of 
ministerial responsibility. 

I think we are doing the same thing today.  The member for Fremantle, Mr McGinty, stated - 

Since the House rose last year what has the coalition Government done to resolve the problems of the 
many elderly investors who are the innocent victims of the vile and pernicious practices in the finance 
broking industry?   

I want to know from the Attorney General what the Labor government has done to resolve the problems of those 
people, and what it intends to do to bring a speedy resolution to this matter.  I first pointed out these problems to 
Hon Peter Foss in 1993 by letter and in person at his ministerial office, and he was not interested.  I know that 
this has been going on for a long time; far too long for many of the elderly people involved.  However, here we 
are debating yet another motion, and I am amazed to think that I might support the Liberal opposition on this, but 
I will be doing so, given the debates that took place before 2001.  If the state has a liability to victims of the 
finance brokers saga then, after all these years, it is time the government got on with it and fulfilled its 
obligations to those suffering citizens. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.41 pm]:  I too will be supporting this motion.  As has been pointed 
out in the house, five years ago the government was elected to power on two issues: old-growth forests and the 
finance brokers scandal.  It was a scandal then and it is still a scandal now.  The present Attorney General went 
to meetings with Denise Brailey at that time in the metropolitan area and in regional areas and told people what 
the Labor Party would do if it were elected to government.  He said that what had been allowed to happen was a 
disgrace, with so many elderly people losing their savings.  He said that if the Labor Party were elected to 
government, it would fix the problem and make sure that compensation was paid.  The promises made to the 
community in 2000 have not been fulfilled.  As the member for South Perth has mentioned, people affected by 
the finance brokers scandal are still lobbying members of this house, asking that the current government be held 
accountable.  The government has not met the commitment the Attorney General gave to these people.  Who are 
the winners at the moment?  The only winners in what is going on now are the lawyers.  Does the Attorney 
General know how much this has cost the state already, and how much it will cost in the future if we do not go to 
mediation now and the matter stays on the table for another 12 or 24 months?  How much will those costs 
increase?  Will the government finally decide in 12 or 18 months’ time to go to mediation?  The opposition has 
said today that it is happy for it to be a bipartisan decision for these commitments to be met through mediation.  
Therefore, whatever the cost is, it will not reflect badly on this government.  In fact, it will reflect on the 
government in a positive manner because commitments were given to the community and those commitments 
have not been fulfilled.  I urge the government to go to mediation. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [3.45 pm]:  I know better than most people in this house 
what went on in the finance broking scandal in the 1990s.  I met with a large number of the investors.  I worked 
very closely with Denise Brailey and Doug Solomon.  Those members who were in the house during the late 
1990s will remember vividly that almost every week another scandalous case was brought to the attention of the 
Western Australian public through this house.  Two journalists in particular saw this as a great matter of public 
importance - Colleen Egan, who at that stage was writing for The Australian, and Tom Baddeley from the 
Australian Broadcasting Corporation.  They did a tremendous job in the public interest of lifting the lid on a very 
sad and sorry element of the history of Western Australia.  It was a time when unscrupulous finance brokers, 
valuers, lawyers, bankers and others set about to systematically rip off elderly people who believed what they 
were told.  Some people might say that those elderly people were gullible; others might say that they were just 
ordinary human beings who reasonably believed what they were being told.  My heart went out to each of the 
thousands of people, many of whom I met, whose lives were substantially destroyed and whose financial 
capacity was destroyed by the corrupt behaviour of finance brokers and their associates.  I can stand here today 
and say that I saw it while it was unfolding.  We were raising issues in the Parliament on a weekly basis.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That makes your subsequent inertia even more inexcusable.  You say you knew the 
effect it was having at the time, and yet you are not prepared to do anything now. 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Leschenault is the worst person in this place, given his reputation for 
dishonesty, to be raising issues like that.  If someone else were raising this issue in the way that, for instance, the 
member for South Perth did, by saying that this issue should be addressed properly, it would not be so bad.  
However, the hypocrisy of the member for Leschenault exceeds anything that any reasonable human being could 
understand or appreciate.  The member must appreciate that that is the way in which the public sees him - not as 
an honest person.  He is quite different from the person who tried to stab him in the back during the recent 
leadership challenges.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  This is what happens when a member seeks to interject in an inappropriate 
way - he may not get the answer he likes.  I call to order for the first time the members for Leschenault and 
Vasse and the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I appreciate what the member for Churchlands said, because this issue was, if not the 
deciding issue, at least one of the major contributors to the fact that the Liberal Party is now on the opposition 
benches and we are on the government benches.  I accept that that imposes on the government and on me a 
responsibility to do everything we humanly can to help the victims of such corrupt and despicable behaviour 
during the 1990s.  We know that the political price has been paid. The impossible happened. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Corrupt and despicable behaviour by whom? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member should stop interrupting.  The impossible happened.  The safest Liberal seat 
in the state - Alfred Cove, which should have voted 80 per cent for the Liberal Party - was lost to that party.  It 
was very much a case of Doug Shave being seen as responsible for these losses.  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  You could be next.  
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We listened to the opposition’s arguments, and now the Leader of the Opposition owes it 
to people to allow me to put the government’s case.  He knows as well as I do that Doug Shave oversaw this 
disaster and refused to intervene, other than to help his own.  He refused to intervene to offer assistance when it 
could have made a real difference.  We were elected in 2001, and we then had to pick up the pieces of a 
scandalous mess that was created by the Liberal Party, and by Doug Shave in particular.  I have no doubt that 
one of the reasons we won that election was this very issue.  I accept all of that.  Knowing full well what was 
important to the investors, and in consultation with them, the Labor Party drew up a five-point plan of what it 
would do when it came to government.  Each of those points was worked through systematically.  There are 
some areas of contention about what the words actually mean, but I would like to just touch on what we have 
done.  I reject the view that we have done nothing to help the investors.  That is demonstrably not true.  I can 
understand people saying it, in a sense of being hurt, or perhaps thinking more should have been done.   
Dr J.M. Woollard:  It is a question of balance.  I think you have done some things, but as far as the community 
is concerned you have not met your commitments.  Too many people who were badly affected are still badly 
affected because they lost their savings. What are they living on?  They are still waiting for you to do something.   
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will outline what it is the government has done.  The member has acknowledged - which 
is more than some members - that the government has done something.  Of the five promises, clearly the first 
one has been met.  The first promise was to hold a judicial inquiry with broad terms of reference into the finance 
broking industry to establish the facts so that everyone knew exactly what went on.  A lot of issues were raised 
in Parliament and the media, but we needed someone with royal commission and judicial inquiry powers to 
consider the issues, say definitively what happened and make recommendations for the future.  Putting that to 
one side, the royal commission provided a vehicle for all the matters to be considered and for findings to be 
made by Royal Commissioner Ian Temby, QC, when he conducted the royal commission during 2001.  We set 
out to ascertain the facts; that is what we said we would do.  How were we going to do that?  We were going to 
do that by holding a judicial inquiry.  We went further than that, however, and held a royal commission. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  No you didn’t. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Will the member for Leschenault be quiet, because he is being a nuisance.  I am sure some 
members are interested in what I am saying. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Madam Deputy Speaker -  
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Leschenault! 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected.   
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the member for Leschenault to order for the second time. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It was worth it.   
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Leschenault should not push his luck.   

Point of Order 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The member for Leschenault showed great disrespect for the Chair when he said it was 
worth being called to order.  I think he should be called to order for that.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Leschenault has been duly called to order.  He knows the 
consequences should he try to test his luck with the Chair again.  The member knows quite well the procedures 
of this Parliament. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The first issue that was raised was the promise of ascertaining the facts.  That is what 
Mr Temby was appointed to do.  The royal commission was established to do exactly that, and that promise has 
been honoured.  We can tick that one off as being completed. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  I do not think you can tick it off, because the commission only considered certain cases and 
the outcome of the royal commission was based on those cases.  That is one of the arguments that is now being 
put forward by Denise Brailey and people who were affected by that scandal.  Yes, the government held a royal 
commission, but it did not take into account all the facts.  Yes, the government may have put so much money 
into the royal commission, but it was limited. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is what royal commissions do.  The following year we held a royal commission into 
police corruption in this state.  That royal commission decided to pursue particular cases to ascertain the facts.  It 
did not pursue every case that had ever existed historically.  In my view, it was completely up to Royal 
Commissioner Ian Temby to determine what cases he would hear evidence on, who would be called as witnesses 
and all of those things.  It is not up to the government to issue daily dictates to a royal commission.  As we are 
seeing at the moment with the Cole royal commission into the AWB scandal, the federal government is not 
seeking to control what Mr Cole does.  Neither should we.  I am happy to accept that we appoint a royal 
commissioner, give him broad terms of reference and ask him to ascertain the facts and report back to us on what 
occurred and what needs to change in the future.  I do not accept that because there might have been other 
matters of a similar nature that could have been considered that the Temby royal commission was in any way 
deficient.  I have never heard that argument put.  That is what royal commissions do: they consider particular 
issues and, from that, they draw certain conclusions and make recommendations for the future.  In my view, the 
government has honoured its first commitment.  That commitment was the first commitment for a good reason: 
it was seen to be important to have an independent judicial figure determine what occurred.  We did that.  That 
royal commission cost the government a little under $5 million, from memory.  However, it was money well 
spent because it provided us with a definitive statement of what occurred.   

The second commitment we undertook - again, in my view, we have honoured this commitment - was to fund 
investors’ legal actions in appropriate cases to recover losses from finance brokers, company directors, banks, 
valuers, auditors, accountants, lawyers or anyone who was responsible for the losses.  We have honoured that 
commitment and established, through the Legal Aid Commission, a finance brokers litigation fund.  We have 
funded in excess of 700 finance brokers scandal victims after they came forward and sought legal assistance to 
mount their cases.  It is important that we not minimise the significance of this matter, because the fact that so 
many people have come forward and used the government-funded legal assistance is very important.  As the 
Premier said during question time today, we called for a legal assistance program to be established back in 1999.  
However, every member of the then government voted against it.  The government of the day said that it would 
not offer financial assistance to the victims of the finance brokers scandal to assist them to recover their losses.  
Legal action has been taken on behalf of 707 investors and, so far, 200 have recovered their losses.  A further 50 
investors will settle shortly.  The balance of those claims - the other hundreds of people who are being funded 
directly by the state government with no liability to themselves, because we are also indemnifying the individual 
investors who lost money against any court order of costs should the legal action be unsuccessful -  

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  They are ongoing.  As the Premier said during question time today, a further 50 investors 
will settle about now.  I do not know whether that has occurred or whether it is about to occur.  The expectation 
is that millions of dollars will be involved for those 50 people, and that that will settle their claims.  That will 
bring to 250 the number of people whose claims have been satisfactorily settled because of one thing; namely, 
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the government provided them with the money to mount legal cases against the banks, finance brokers, valuers 
and all those people who behaved corruptly and caused their losses in the 1990s. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Have 700 people applied to the government?  Has the government also turned some people 
away? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I am not in a position to answer that, because the basis of the funding was the likelihood 
of recovery; funding was limited to that.  I suspect, but I do not know, that for some people who came forward, 
the only person they could have sued was bankrupt or gone, which meant that there was no prospect of recovery.  
Obviously, the government was not going to fund legal action if there was no prospect of recovery.  I do not 
think anyone would have expected otherwise.  I cannot say that I know that for a fact, but I presume that that was 
the circumstance.  Of the people who applied to the government to take legal action on their own behalf or to 
fund the lawyers to take action on their behalf so that there was no expenditure required by those victims with a 
reasonable prospect of recovery, 707 victims of the finance broking scandal have been identified and funded, and 
we are in the ongoing process of recovering their money.  As the member appreciates, legal actions take time.  
So far there has been a modest degree of success for 250 of those people.  The money is being used on a rolling 
basis; that is, as recoveries come in, legal costs are often awarded and that goes back into the fund and can be 
reapplied to further cases.  We made legal assistance available when there was a reasonable prospect of recovery.  
We made it quite clear from the start that we would not be offering funding for people to sue the government.  It 
is quite an extraordinary proposition to think that millions of dollars should be made available to people who 
wish to sue the funder.  We made that quite clear, and our position on that has not varied over time.  That is why 
when Doug Solomon and my cousin Hugh McLernon - I think it is important that I declare that interest - came 
forward, I welcomed them as litigation funders.  They offered people the prospect of being able to argue their 
case in court, notwithstanding my or the government’s view that there are very good prospects of being able to 
defend that action; in other words, that liability would not be established against the government of the day.   

It happened to be a Liberal government in office at the time all this occurred and it happens to be a Labor 
government today.  The government entity continues on, so the political colour of the government of the day 
does not matter.  Nonetheless, while Doug Solomon has had some angry things to say about me, he is a person 
for whom I have enormous respect.  He has taken on issues and fought them doggedly.  I hold him in high 
regard.  It is unfortunate that although we used to enjoy a very good, close relationship, Doug has made some 
critical comments about me in recent times; but I accept that.  I also understand that Doug is out there arguing 
the case on behalf of his clients in order to seek to effect a recovery.  Hugh McLernon, as I said, is my cousin.  
He has made it quite clear that he is in it to make a dollar out of it.  That is what he does; that is his business.  I 
do not say that in any disparaging sense.  He will make a very handsome dollar out of this.  One of the things 
that worries me about settlement is that such a high proportion of any moneys, if there is ultimately to be an 
agreed settlement, will not go to the victims but to IMF.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You promised to give legal assistance, and you are not doing it.  That is why they 
have to do this. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes we have.  Had the member for Leschenault listened - because we know he is not an 
honest man - he would have read this very closely: we will fund legal actions in appropriate cases. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Attorney General referred to a member of Parliament as not being an honest man.  
That is directly impugning the member’s reputation, and I ask that the Attorney General withdraw the comment.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The Attorney General made the comment directly.  I ask him to withdraw it. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I withdraw. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member for Leschenault, I have given you due warning not to test the patience of 
the Chair.  I would hope that you do not continue to do so in the hope that you get a headline and that I kick you 
out of this place.  I give you due warning not to do so again.  You know it is improper to continue to badger a 
member on the other side by interjecting.  I would also observe at this point that by and large you are equal with 
your interjections.  The Attorney General sat quietly to hear you out, and I would like you to give him now the 
same courtesy. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  If I may conclude on legal assistance, we said that we would fund investors’ legal actions 
in appropriate cases against those responsible, and all the classes of people who were listed as being responsible 
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were the finance brokers and their professional advisers.  We made it quite clear from day one that we would not 
be funding actions against the state.  That is why I was pleased that the litigation funders stepped in.  However, 
there is a downside to that; that is, a very significant amount of money will go to the litigation funders if they are 
successful.  If the IMF litigation funders are successful in this matter, and if newspaper reports - I think this is 
right - that the total amount is $130 million are correct, IMF would receive between $29 million and $39 million 
as a payment for its undertaking legal action.  I put it no higher than this: that would worry me, if there were to 
be a settlement, because that money would not find its way into the investors’ pockets.   

Mr J.E. McGrath:  What would happen if investors had paid money all the way through, if they could have 
afforded to pay lawyers?  There is no difference. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, but the problem here is that the vast bulk of these investors were left without money 
as a result of the action, so they are dependent upon the litigation funders.  While I am talking about the litigation 
funding, there has been some criticism - I think unjustifiable - made of the government for the delays in the four 
years since the litigation commenced.  The funding arrangements have caused the biggest single delay..  The 
Supreme Court, for a period for 15 or maybe 18 months, said that the funding arrangements were an abuse of the 
process of the courts - in other words, they were unlawful - and, therefore, the case should not be allowed to 
proceed while those funding arrangements were there, because the investors did not have sufficient say in 
directing the people who were funding the operation.  The Supreme Court, not at our instigation, stayed the 
action.  Once it had stayed the action in what is known as the Clairs Keeley case, obviously the state case could 
not proceed as well.  It was stayed for that length of time while the funding arrangements were sorted out.  If 
there is any blame for delay, at least 15 months of the delay can be attributed to the unlawful funding 
arrangements that were entered into.  The criticism is that the government could have been more amenable and 
that things could have happened faster.  I will move through the issues.  

The third commitment that we gave was to make sure that there was full disclosure.  We said in the lead-up to 
the 2001 election that the then Ministry for Fair Trading information relating to the frauds would be made public.  
In many cases the information on particular fraudulent activity and the legal advice that was obtained were made 
public.  That information need not have been made public.  The member for Nollamara, who was the Minister 
for Fair Trading at the time, made the decision that this information should be put into the public arena.  The 
previous government had refused to do that.  The information included the results of audits and investigations.  I 
think that helped the process of formulating the claim.  We also said that we would facilitate court action to 
resolve liability.  That has not been as smooth as we had hoped, and I am happy to acknowledge it.  My standing 
instructions to the State Solicitor’s Office are to put no unnecessary barriers in the way of having this matter 
resolved.  I think that some people are hoping that the State Solicitor’s Office will not be rigorous and that it will 
let things slip through in a way that might well compromise the case.  We cannot do that.  My standing 
instructions to the State Solicitor’s Office are that, within the rigors of the legal process, it is not to put anything 
in the way of resolving this matter through the courts. 

Finally, there was a commitment to pay up where liability was established.  The legal advice that we have is that 
there is no legal liability resting on the state government or the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board.  I cannot 
turn around in the face of that clear advice and commit the state to handing over $40 million, $50 million or 
maybe $130 million in a case where no liability is found.  It would be a different situation if the advice that came 
to me from the Solicitor General was that the state would be found liable.  We would clearly then want to sit 
down and negotiate it through.  However, no government can simply sit down and say that it will hand over 
anywhere from $40 million to $130 million when no liability is established.  Frankly, that is the problem that we 
have.  If the legal advice were different, I think the outcome would be different. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Will you tell us when you were given that advice? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is advice that I have consistently received since we came to government.  I do not 
remember the first date on which I was advised of that, but it goes back over a number of years while we have 
been in government.  The advice that has consistently been given to me has been to that effect.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  Was it after 2001? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Obviously, prior to 2001, nobody in government was giving me legal advice on the 
question of the state’s liability.  The issue that has been raised, therefore, is the question of mediation.  As the 
Premier said today, we are amenable to mediating this dispute.  All litigation, particularly complex litigation, 
will reach a stage at which it is sufficiently developed to go to mediation to try to resolve the issues and to avoid 
the legal process.  What we have not got yet is a final statement of exactly how much is being sought and a 
statement of claim.  We are awaiting a judgment from the Supreme Court at the moment, but there has been an 
indication that the plaintiffs intend to further amend their statement of claim.  Our sense at the moment is that 
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mediation would be premature, but we support the notion, ultimately when the time is right, of moving towards 
mediation to help resolve this.  When I say that, I do not say it in any sense as a delaying measure but something 
that I hope we will be able to engage in to resolve this matter.  It is a matter that must proceed, given that we are 
talking here about perhaps hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers’ funds.  It must be done with due 
diligence.  We cannot simply say that we will give them lots of money because we feel sorry for them.  We do 
feel sorry for the people who have become victims and, as members know, have been for a great length of time.  
However, we cannot start handing out taxpayers’ money without the necessary finding of liability.  That is the 
problem we have.  Although I appreciate the issues that have been raised in this place, these matters, particularly 
the question of mediation, are being progressed.  No doubt we will end up in mediation in an attempt to resolve 
these matters, assuming that the plaintiffs wish to proceed with legal action. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [4.10 pm]:  I, too, rise in this debate to support the motion.  
Before Labor won the election in 2001 the minister, in opposition, worked hand in glove with many victims and 
the representatives of victims of the finance brokers scandal.  A clear promise was made that an incoming Labor 
government would ensure victims were treated fairly, which included the recovery of losses with financial 
assistance to fight defaulting borrowers, finance brokers, lawyers and the Finance Brokers Supervisory Board, 
and that if the FBSB were found liable, the state government would not hesitate to pay compensation.  In the 
events that followed, there were three inquiries: an upper house inquiry, the Gunning inquiry and the Royal 
Commission into the Finance Broking Industry.  After several years and after finance brokers have been 
convicted of criminal offences and sent to jail, it will probably be a surprise to members to learn that the plight 
of many thousands of mainly elderly Western Australians remains unresolved.  They have yet to receive the 
speedy and fair treatment that they were promised, and their misery has been compounded by the shameless and 
callous way in which their plight has been exploited by the political advantage enjoyed by the government. 

I will relay a few messages that I received today on the steps of Parliament House when I talked to many victims 
of the finance brokers scandal.  Almost 260 people have died while waiting to get their money back.  It was quite 
sad listening to some people who have put their life savings into an investment and are now unable to get a 
health care card to help them through because of an asset they had that is not redeemable.  I return to the 
minister’s 2001 statement in which he made five points.  The minister has addressed the five points; however, 
anyone who read them five or six years ago would have thought that the minister would help them in any way 
possible.  He has certainly let people down in that way.  It is a shame that we cannot reach a compromise in this 
situation through mediation.  I thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, and I leave some time for the Leader of the 
Opposition. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [4.12 pm]:  In the little time he had, the Attorney 
General outlined a range of initiatives that this government has taken to assist people who were caught in the 
finance brokers scandal.  There are still clearly unresolved issues.  However, there has been no lack of 
commitment by this government to deal with them, which is very different from members opposite.  Not only in 
government did members opposite do nothing when they could have, but also now in opposition they do not 
accept the problems that they created, and they continue to defend these people.  They did not act because they 
had too many friends who were closely involved in ripping off these people.  Now that they are in opposition, 
they still maintain the same view.  The member for Nedlands came into this place and attacked the Attorney 
General because the Attorney General took issue with Mr Ross Fisher of MFA Finance Pty Ltd, who cost a 
number of people a great deal of money.  Yet the member for Nedlands -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  He was found not guilty. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes.  I will quote from Hansard of 20 September 2005, when the member for Nedlands 
said - 

I have a lot of compassion and sympathy for the people who lost money.  However, the conduct of the 
Attorney General in the matter of Mr Ross Fisher was unprecedented in this Parliament. 

The member for Nedlands then went on to say that Mr Fisher was an innocent man.  This was only last year, 
Mr Acting Speaker.  She said - 

He is deeply involved in finance.  I would stake my life on him.  He is as honest as any person one 
could find.  At the time he was named in this House under privilege, he was held in high esteem 
throughout the community. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  That was Arthur Marshall, the member for Dawesville. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  These are the words of the member for Nedlands. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 4 April 2006] 

 p1066b-1078a 
Deputy Speaker; Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Jim McGinty; Mr John McGrath; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Dr 
Janet Woollard; Mr Peter Watson; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr John Kobelke; Ms Sue Walker; 

Acting Speaker; Mr Paul Omodei 

 [12] 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not mind members attributing to me what I have said, but when they are talking about 
what another member said - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Is this a point of order? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, it is.  It is about being truthful. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  There is no point of order and you know it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am quoting what the member for Nedlands said in this place, using her own words and 
her quotes from the former member for Dawesville.  However, they are her words in this chamber on 20 
September last year.  She went on to say - 

Had he not been named in this House, I am convinced that he would have got through the affair 
unscathed.  However, he was defamed in this House. 

The member for Nedlands said about Mr Ross Fisher - 

He is a righteous person, a good man and he is respected in the community.  What happened to him was 
like getting a knife in the back. 

That is what the member for Nedlands said in this chamber on 20 September last year. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  He was found not guilty. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Fisher was actually found by the finance brokers board to have breached article 7 of 
the finance brokers code of conduct.  The board found that, but it could not take the matter further because 
Mr Fisher had resigned his licence.  There were actually two findings against Mr Fisher on pages 288 and 289 of 
the Temby royal commission report.  In one case there was a valuation of $760 000 on a property that had 
transferred at $259 000.  This is what Mr Temby said about Mr Fisher - 

My conclusion is that Fisher’s conduct in these respects left so much to be desired that it was improper. 

There was another case in the Temby report of a woman who said she wanted her money to be placed in a safe 
investment, as she had just gone through a divorce.  Mr Fisher knew that putting money into the Bubbling Billy 
project was not safe.  Again, the Temby royal commission report stated - 

His conduct in putting her money into the Bubbling Billy project was improper. 

Those are two findings against Mr Fisher.  However, in addition to that, the Australian Securities and 
Investments Commission, a federal body, also investigated Mr Fisher.  That body found that he was such a 
person that - 

ASIC is of the opinion that in a number of instances Fisher, on behalf of MFA Finance Pty Limited . . .  
did not make reasonable or adequate inquiries about the financial position of the borrower and 
guarantors and their ability to service the loans . . .  

An undertaking in the ASIC report states - 

. . . Fisher undertakes that he will not . . . carry on a securities business, or be in any way . . . concerned 
in the conduct of such a business; 

This is a person who the Liberal Party says is an innocent man.  This is a person who the Liberal Party says is as 
honest as any person one could find.  Again, the member for Nedlands said, “He is a righteous person, a good 
man and he is respected in the community.”  Therefore, he is a person who has been found by the Finance 
Brokers Supervisory Board, by the Temby royal commission and by the Australian Securities and Investments 
Commission to have acted improperly, but the Liberal Party still supports him. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  What has that got to do with it? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is because members opposite have not learnt their lesson.  It is because when they were 
in government they protected these people and allowed the victims to be ripped off.  Members opposite have not 
changed their spots now that they are in opposition.  They are still protecting these people, and they come into 
this place and make demands of the government to act in a way that goes beyond proper process.  The victims 
are hurting and are genuine cases but they must go through the proper process.  However, members opposite are 
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again seeking not to deal with the matter openly and honestly.  That is the way in which they stand behind the 
perpetrators of deals in which people were ripped off, and they continue to stand behind them.  When it comes to 
the proper process for dealing with the victims, they still cannot face up to the facts of this case; that is, the 
government is doing what it promised.  The government made a huge commitment; more than $20 million of 
public money has gone into resolving the finance brokers scandal in a range of ways.  We have helped fund the 
actions of victims; we have actually seen money recovered for them and we will continue to do the proper thing 
by the victims and the taxpayers of this state. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.18 pm]:  On behalf of members on 
this side of the house, I am sorry to all the people affected by the finance brokers scandal for the pain and stress 
that they have been through.  However, today the opposition is offering bipartisan support for a mediation 
process that it is prepared to abide by.  We have heard the vintage member for Fremantle, “Slippery Jim”, in this 
place today.  We know when he is not telling the truth because his lips are moving.  A range of things have 
happened in this place today.  The government has used all of its - 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The name “Slippery Jim” was used.  In this house we must address members by either 
their ministerial portfolio or by their electorate.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  That is correct.  I ask the member to withdraw the words used. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The government has shamelessly used people’s lives and their circumstances for political 
gain.  Everybody who was in the gallery today knows that, as do members on this side of the house and the 
people of Western Australia.  This has been a terrible saga.  There is no doubt about that.  Members opposite can 
go back through their party’s policy.  It had a specific 2001 election policy called “Restoring Consumer 
Protection” which included a section entitled “Tackling the Finance Brokers Scandal”, which had a caption at the 
top.  The government has claimed that it has made all these moves.  However, $130 million remains outstanding.  
The Attorney General cannot have it both ways.  If the current government was not culpable, then the previous 
government was not culpable.  Therefore, were all the arguments pitched before the election false?  We know 
that these people have had their money virtually stolen from them, and they deserve to have it returned.  The last 
part of the election policy states that the combination of openness and legal assistance should help in the early 
resolution of questions of liability.  It is now five years down the track.  The policy also states that if the state is 
held responsible, appropriate action will be taken to both pay investors and achieve recovery from the 
wrongdoers.  That is in the government’s policy.   

Today the Attorney General again threw mud at the opposition.  It has been acknowledged that the coalition 
government lost the election.  The minister responsible for consumer protection lost his very safe seat.  Members 
on this side have paid a price.  Before the 2001 election, we had 33 members of Parliament on this side of the 
chamber; we now have 17 new members in both houses of Parliament.  All of us know the pain that has been 
inflicted on these people.  We are trying, in a bipartisan way, to find a mechanism whereby these people’s 
concerns can be placated.  They want mediation.  Hon Brian Burke, the government’s former champion and 
famous premier of Western Australia, and Hon Julian Grill recommended that mediation take place.  Members 
opposite listen to them on a whole range of other things.  They even listen to them when they promote members 
as ministers.  The current Premier met people in his electorate two weeks before Dr Gallop’s resignation, and 
said he would help them.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (20) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.R. Sprigg 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

Noes (27) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely (Teller) 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Ms J.A. Radisich  

            

Pairs 

 Mr G.A. Woodhams Mr S.R. Hill 
 Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr J.B. D'Orazio 
 Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.W. Andrews 

Question thus negatived. 
 


