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LOBBYISTS REGISTER 

Motion 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [2.06 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Premier for breaking a key election commitment on accountability by not 
introducing legislation to create a public register for lobbyists in his first 100 days of government, and 
calls on the Premier to explain — 

(a) why he has not met this commitment, and when he will introduce legislation to create a public 
register for lobbyists; 

(b) how the proposed legislation will be applied to different classes of lobbyists, consultants, 
consultant–lobbyists, in-house corporate consultants, and in-house lobbyists employed by 
organisations; 

(c) what are the registration requirements for lobbyists before being permitted onto the register — 

(i) business registration details; 

(ii) names of owners; 

(iii) partners and major shareholders; and  

(iv) names and positions of those employed and the names of their clients; 

(d) what is the set of principles of ethical conduct relating to a lobbyist before being placed on a 
register; 

(e) what will be the reporting requirements of lobbyists, including but not limited to —  

(i) what has to be reported; 

(ii) when it has to be reported; 

(iii) who the lobbyists will be required to report to; and 

(iv) whether or not any lobbyists will be banned from being placed on the register and 
who they might be; 

(f) the means by which a lobbyist can be removed from the register; 

(g) the appeal mechanisms for a lobbyist who is removed from the register; and  

(h) the frequency that the code will be reviewed and who will have the responsibility for such a 
function. 

I welcome the opportunity to make some comments in respect of this motion. It is something I feel very strongly 
about and I believe that when commitments are made by party leaders, and by people in opposition, we might 
rightfully expect that those commitments will be honoured. I drafted this motion because this is not an easy area 
to deal with. When Labor was in government — 

The PRESIDENT: Order! One of the results of the new seating arrangement is that it is easier for members to 
move around and have conversations it seems with their neighbours to their side and behind them. There is a bit 
too much of that, quite frankly, and it is a bit unsettling for the member on her feet who is trying make a speech.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What is upsetting, Mr President, is that they are all heading for the door!  

This is a difficult issue. When in opposition, this government seemed to have a view that managing the activities 
of lobbyists was very easy to deal with. It is not my intention to trawl back through history nor to go into the 
detail of who is currently meeting with whom, and which lobbyists are active in dealing with current ministers of 
this government. My intention here is to very strongly signal that we have before us yet another broken election 
commitment. It is a commitment that could have been easily fulfilled but clearly it was not.  

I will quickly go through the various component parts of the motion because it will make more sense in terms of 
where we want to get to. It reads, in part — 

That this house condemns the Premier for breaking a key election commitment on accountability by not 
introducing legislation to create a public register for lobbyists in his first 100 days of government … 

This was not just an election commitment by the then opposition that over its first term of government a register 
would be established to deal with how lobbyists interact with respective members of the government; it was in 
fact deemed to be so important by the then opposition, which was vying to become the government, that it was 
included as part of its commitments for its first 100 days in government. In other words, the Liberal Party was 
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going to have this matter done and dusted within its first 100 days of office. Clearly, that has not happened. We 
are now into, I think, the twenty-first month of this government being in office and we still see absolutely no 
sign of anything to do with a lobbyists register. I will highlight some of the occasions on which the Premier 
indicated through the media to the public that this was being progressed and was considered still to be a very 
important issue to him and his government and that that legislation would be forthcoming.  

First of all, we have had no meeting of the commitment within the 100-day time frame. We need the Premier to 
explain why he has not met this commitment and when he will introduce legislation to create a lobbyists register. 
We also want to know how the proposed legislation will be applied, particularly to different classes of lobbyists. 
How will the Premier define who is a lobbyist and who is not a lobbyist? How will the Premier define whether 
consultants are different from lobbyists; and, if they are different, by what nature are they different? What will 
the Premier do about people who define themselves as consultant lobbyists, in-house corporate consultants and 
in-house lobbyists employed by organisations who still want to do business with the government of the day? 
These are very important issues. What will the Premier do about people who engage in lobbying activities but 
who do not define themselves as lobbyists but to all intents and purposes carry out those exact functions on 
behalf of large corporations or other third parties? We know that there are people who by choice do not register 
themselves as lobbyists but do actively engage in lobbying activities.  

An emerging situation that has come through in lots of the questions I have asked relates to how people interact 
with each other and, in particular, how people who are lobbyists engage with ministers of the Crown in social 
settings. Another question is whether in fact a lobbyists register will do anything to lift standards, given that 
there is a view that perhaps ministers do not have to see people who define themselves as lobbyists within a 
professional capacity but may think that as social friends it is okay for them to go to the pub, have a few drinks 
and do a bit of informal business. How do we deal with that situation? I do not know. I think it is a very, very 
difficult situation but I think it is fair to say that there was an expectation that some of these matters might have 
been dealt with in the legislation and certainly we could have canvassed some of that.  

There are issues about the registration requirements for lobbyists. Certainly, members of this government were 
very critical when they were in opposition about what they saw as a lightweight response by the then Carpenter 
government to the regulation of lobbyist activities. I must say that given we are now almost two years into this 
government’s term, we do not yet see a lobbyists register. We do not see an updated, further refined register. We 
see nothing of the promised legislation. We have had no debate on this matter, until this point. It is almost as 
though members of this government and certainly the Premier want to pretend that this issue will go away. How 
will the government and the Premier define the set of principles of ethical conduct relating to lobbyists before 
they are placed on a register? Who will determine that? What will those considerations be? How will it be 
applied practically? What will be the reporting requirements of lobbyists, including, but not limited to, what will 
be reported about their activities and to whom, who will be in charge of that information, when will that 
information have to be reported and how frequently, and will any lobbyists be banned from being placed on the 
register and who might they be? What types of activities would constitute a major breach of the lobbyists register 
and under what circumstances might an individual be required to be removed from the register? In the event that 
someone was removed from a register, what appeal mechanisms would apply in those circumstances? A lot of 
issues relate to this matter. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members holding conferences while hanging over the back of chairs are disruptive 
for the chamber. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think that it is important that we go back to the election commitments and 
canvass some of these issues. We need some undertaking from the Premier as to when we will see this first 
100 days of government promise carried out. Why is this Premier taking so long to get something to the 
Parliament that he thought was of such high priority that he in fact decided to include it as an election promise 
for his first 100 days of government? That is how important this issue was. What has changed between then and 
now to make the Premier think twice about this matter not being as important as he once considered it to be? 

I will quickly go to the actual election commitment about lobbyists. The Liberal Party stated — 

A Liberal Government will:  

• Move quickly to legislate to register and monitor the activities of consultant lobbyists  

… 

• Introduce legislation to create a public register for lobbyists and require regular reporting of 
lobbying activities  

That is fairly straightforward, but we have not seen any of that. I must say that this issue falls into a basket of 
other issues that relate to the whole area of government accountability. It is amazing that the government is so 
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slow to move on matters that deal with the area of accountability. There was an election commitment in the plan 
for the first 100 days to introduce legislation for fixed parliamentary terms to stop elections being called early. 
Another commitment was for the restoration of an independent freedom of information commissioner, which we 
know just did not happen. The Liberal Party promised to legislate for a proper register and to monitor the 
activities of political lobbyists, which still has not happened. There was also a promise for the appointment of an 
independent public sector standards commissioner, who we know the Premier said should be accountable to the 
Parliament and should be appointed by the members of each house of Parliament. That certainly did not happen. 
I cannot remember that occurring at all. But today we are dealing specifically with one of those key 
accountability 100-day promises; that is, the legislation for a proper register of lobbyists. It is very concerning 
that what the government saw as a fairly straightforward election commitment has turned out to be such a dismal 
failure. There has been a lack of will by government to do anything about it.  

I want to quickly refer to the 2009–10 chief executive officer performance agreement for the Public Sector 
Commissioner. This performance agreement was signed on 22 October 2009. In the first section, “High Level 
Agency Outcomes”, one of the services indicated is —  

Position the public sector for the long term future to best support delivery of services to the community.  

Part of what the Public Sector Commissioner will do—apart from, under his agreement, legislating amendments 
to the Public Sector Management Act and legislating amendments to the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Act—is prepare for regulation of interaction of lobbyists with the public sector. I take this as being correct 
because this has come to me from the Public Sector Commissioner. As he provided other chief executive 
officers’ performance agreements for 2009, he also provided his own performance agreement for 2009. When 
this agreement was struck on 22 October 2009, the CEO of the Public Sector Commission had in his mind that 
there would need to be “preparation for regulation of interaction of lobbyists with the public sector”.  

I do not know whether this is just a regulation that deals with his office specifically, or this was a regulation that 
would need to be made that would in fact be the government’s response to its 100-day promise. There is no 
doubt that the drafting instructions were only due to be prepared by February 2010. I do not know whether those 
drafting instructions have been prepared. Here we are, nearly at the end of May, and we have not seen them. 
Perhaps when the Leader of the House—or whoever is responding to this—gets up to respond he might like to 
explain to us why a regulation has taken so long to prepare or, indeed, whether we will have legislation or 
whether we are just to achieve this election commitment through subsidiary legislation. At this point in time I do 
not know.  

It has been stated by the Premier on a couple of occasions that the government was looking at a comprehensive 
model. Given the length of time it has taken to draft whatever it is, whether it is a regulation or whether it is a 
new substantive bill, it seems to me that this government has lost all the appetite it can possibly lose to do 
something about addressing this election commitment. The only thing we can conclude is that the Barnett 
government is moving at a snail’s pace in respect to a register of lobbyists. Here we are, nearly two years down 
the track, and this government and this Premier have failed miserably on this election commitment to be open, 
accountable and transparent in the way they go about their dealings. The government has certainly failed to 
implement the proper regulation of lobbyists in Western Australia. The Liberal Party could have, if it had any 
appetite at all, introduced a number of administrative instruments to deal with what it saw as deficiencies when it 
was in opposition, but we have not seen that happen either. Certainly it has failed to implement any improved 
regulation of lobbyists in Western Australia as promised in its election platform. There has been no action on this 
promise. The question remains as to whether the Barnett government really believes that consultants should be 
registered and their activities monitored and reported on a regular basis. The only thing we can conclude is this 
government does not believe that consultants and lobbyists should be registered or that their activities should be 
monitored, and it does not believe that they should be reported on a regular basis.  

The existing lobbyists register was created by the Labor government in April 2007. During the 2008 election 
campaign, Mr Barnett—the now Premier—made a commitment to move quickly to legislate a register and 
monitor the activities of consultant lobbyists. There has been a total resistance to the answering of questions in 
Parliament on these matters. I could have come to this place and trawled through all the questions we have 
received since being in opposition in terms of who is meeting with whom. We could have gone through all the 
anomalies that have arisen. We could have dealt with what happened to the likes of Cheryl Edwardes, who is not 
on the register but continually meets with ministers on a formal and informal basis. We could have gone through 
all of that but we are not going to. That is just one case in point.  

Hon Norman Moore: Why does the honourable member say she will not go through it when she just has?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There are so many cases in point, Mr Moore. 

Hon Norman Moore: It sounds like Mr Travers’ speech last night.  
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will not go through them in detail, Leader of the House. We have a lot of 
information in relation to these matters but the central point of this motion is to ask the Leader of the House, in 
all seriousness, as the leader in this house and the representative of the minister, why this is taking so long given 
that the government promised it for the first 100 days. 

Hon Norman Moore: Sit down and I’ll tell you!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will look forward to his response in due course.  

We on this side of the chamber do not believe that the government has made any commitment in this area. We 
know for a fact that government ministers are meeting with lobbyists very frequently on all manner of things. 
We also know that this government has indicated that it will be shifting the focus of activities of the CCC away 
from the public sector into more organised crime–type activities. Although I do not have a problem with that, in 
relation to such a move we need to make sure that there are still adequate protections in place and that the 
government delivers on its promises.  

Another thing that also concerns me is how much the views of certain individuals can change in relation to an 
issue like this. I want to quickly go through some of the comments that were made by Hon Liz Constable in the 
Legislative Assembly on 17 October 2007. It was a debate in relation to lobbying disclosure and accountability. I 
want to read an extract from Hansard. I do not know whether Hon Liz Constable was an Independent at that 
stage or whether she had already been enticed back into the Liberal Party fold.   

Hon Jon Ford: The bosom of the Liberal Party. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The bosom of the Liberal Party; yes. 

Not long before the election, the Premier made her the shadow minister for government accountability, and she 
certainly had a lot to say while in that role. I know that many people on the other side of this chamber were very 
disappointed that somebody who had seemingly walked away from the Liberal Party was enticed back in such a 
way that it cut across their own ambitions, but we will leave that for another day. This is what she said on 
Wednesday, 17 October 2007 in Parliament — 

Every day constituents, businesses and other organisations lobby their local, state and federal 
representatives by email, telephone and Australia Post. They sign petitions, demonstrate outside 
Parliament, hold meetings … 

In the case of professional lobbyists, the purpose of such communication with elected representatives or 
public officials is to seek to influence decision making that is important to the lobbyist’s client or 
employer. They may seek to inform, to influence legislative action, to change regulations, to influence 
the awarding of a government grant or contract, or to organise contact between a public officer and a 
client. Under these circumstances, issues of transparency and accountability on the part of both the 
office holder and the lobbyist become relevant.  

Legislation requiring the activities of lobbyists to be reported and made public would provide 
substantial support for the activities of elected representatives of public offices to be made open and 
accountable. If we had legislation to govern the activities of lobbyists, it would provide a mutual check 
on lobbyists and the activities of the public figures who are involved with them. Legislation would go at 
least some way towards minimising the risks associated with inappropriate advances from lobbyists. 

She then went on to say — 

Although professional lobbying has become entrenched in our system, it lacks transparency and has the 
enormous capacity for improper influence on public officials and for corruption and improper 
behaviour. 

Those were the words of Hon Liz Constable, MLA, when in opposition. She has been a member of this 
government for nearly two years, and I certainly have not seen any evidence of Hon Liz Constable rising to the 
challenge and leading by example; on the contrary, we have not heard anything at all from the now Minister for 
Education; Tourism about accountability and the high standards that she was so very happy to set for others, but 
is certainly not keen to rise to herself. 

Her speech continued — 

Western Australia has legislation to regulate scores of professions. Doctors, nurses, electricians and 
plumbers are all regulated through legislation, and many are controlled by registration boards that 
handle complaints and oversee continuing education. The reasons for regulating professions and trades 
in this way are threefold: firstly, to set and maintain standards of practice and conduct; secondly, to 
protect the community; and, thirdly, to protect the individual professions. In the case of lobbyists, 
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legislation to regulate their activities would go some way to protecting our system of government and 
democracy and to restoring the confidence of the general public. It would also provide a much-needed 
measure of transparency and accountability. As with the regulation of other professions, it would 
require compliance with standards of practice and conduct, with enforceable sanctions for 
noncompliance. 

I very much look forward to this model, and I look forward to her supporting such a model and legislation when 
it is drafted and finally presented to this place, albeit that it may well be at least a couple of years too late.  

The public of Western Australia can rightly feel very cheated and very disappointed about this government’s 
response to the whole area of lobbyists and the monitoring of their activities. In my heart of hearts I believe that 
the government will be on a go-slow in relation to this election commitment for as long as it possibly can, 
because while it is on a go-slow it means that its mates and friends out there who are all doing very well—thank 
you very much—can just get on with the business without any oversight or intrusion on their activities. While 
that may be a bit of a sop to their consultant mates, I do not think it is in the public interest and I do not think it 
will serve the Premier and government ministers well. What will invariably happen is that while we continue to 
bring these matters to light, while we continue to inform the public of these matters, and while we continue to 
bring to the notice of those people who are interested, once again, we have an example of a broken election 
commitment, people will wise up and ask what the government is hiding from. They will ask why it is so hard 
and why it was once considered so important that it had to be introduced in the first 100 days of the government, 
and yet two years later there has been no progress at all. It is very, very unsatisfactory at the very least. 

I will now turn to some comments made by Minister Constable about the registration of lobbyists in an article in 
the Subiaco Post dated 16 August 2008. The article has a lovely photograph of her from 25 years ago. The article 
stated — 

Lobbyists would need to register under a new law proposed by Liz Constable, Independent MP for 
Churchlands, who has joined a coalition with the Liberal Party.  

Dr Constable, a former member of the Liberal Party, has accepted an invitation from the new Liberal 
leader Colin Barnett to work with the party during the campaign and a future government.  

She said this week: “Lobbying is a totally legitimate activity, but it needs to have clear controls.  

“I have studied closely the Canadian system and the US system, which they have had since the 1940s 
and keep updating.  

“The main thrust of my proposal, which would come into place in a coalition government, would be 
that consultant lobbyists who make very big money would have to be registered.  

It will be interesting to see if she can get their records of how much they make, and it will be interesting to see 
whether, in fact, that will be a criteria when this legislation is finally delivered to this place. It will also be very 
interesting to see whether it is based on the Canadian system or the US system, or indeed any other system. The 
article further states — 

“The problem with what Premier Alan Carpenter has done about lobbyists is that the register he has is 
run by the Premier’s Department.  

That is very interesting, because the situation now is that it is not run by the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, it is run by the Public Sector Commissioner, and—do we not know it—the person who was running the 
Premier’s department before is now the Public Sector Commissioner. It is, and has been, run by one and the 
same person. But have we heard anything from Hon Liz Constable about the same person running this lobbyists 
register? I certainly cannot remember hearing anything about that. I would have to say that that is pretty 
hypocritical of the honourable member. She sits there quite contentedly, never raising any objections to what is 
going on now that she is in government. She goes on to say in the article — 

“It should not be at the whim of a public servant or a politician who can be a lobbyist. 

Clearly it still is because to all intents and purposes the Public Sector Commissioner is in fact a public servant. 
The minister has not made a big song and dance about that either. The simple fact is that she has just copped it 
on the chin. Frankly, she does not care. If she really cared about it, she might want to do something about it. She 
goes on to say — 

“There must be an independent register which sets standards and applies sanctions.” 

The article continues — 

She said Lobbying was a $1 billion industry in Canberra. 
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Lobbyists for not-for-profit organisations would not need to register in WA. 

Dr Constable said: “The Law Society, for example, goes to government when relevant legislation is 
introduced. 

Her position on not only the lobbyists’ register, but also a range of accountability issues has disregard for any 
commitment that she made when she was in opposition. She demonstrates time and again that there is a great big 
gap between what she is happy to support when in opposition and what she is prepared to practice in 
government. 

I have already commented on the tardiness of the Premier in this regard. This is one of a number of election 
commitments that still have not been actioned. In this case, it goes to the heart of the credibility of the 
government’s claim to be open, accountable and transparent. The Leader of the House certainly made a lot of 
noise about lobbyists when he was on this side of the chamber. 

Hon Norman Moore: I don’t remember. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He does not remember? He must be kidding! 

Hon Norman Moore: I just sat back and watched the CCC making pronouncements day after day. I didn’t have 
to say anything. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The Leader of the House must be kidding! He might remember the ban on 
lobbyists and when the Premier, Colin Barnett, also banned contact with lobbyists. Very early in the piece, the 
Leader of the House was not only engaged with Mr Noel Crichton-Browne, but actually tabled a petition in this 
place praying for relief on behalf of someone who the Leader of the House knew to be a lobbyist. That petition 
for relief was aimed at me, and I remember it very well. 

Hon Norman Moore: Accusing you of telling fibs in Parliament. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is exactly what he was accusing me of, and he got it very wrong. 

Hon Norman Moore: And you never have? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, Mr Moore, I have not. 

Hon Norman Moore: Exactly right. Just make sure that when you require other people to have certain 
attributes, you have the same attributes yourself. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will try to keep that in mind. I thank the Leader of the House very much for 
that advice. Quite different standards seem to have applied when members were on this side of the chamber 
compared with when they are sitting on the government benches. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Tell us about Norm Marlborough. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am talking about Mr Crichton-Browne. If Hon Michael Mischin wants to 
speak about Norm Marlborough, the member should feel quite free to do so. The point is that this government 
made a commitment to deliver within 100 days legislation to deal with lobbyists and a range of issues 
surrounding their activities. If Hon Michael Mischin had not been out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary 
business, he would have known that two years down the track it still has not happened. One can only conclude 
that it does not take two years to draft legislation if the government considers it to be important. If the 
government did not think it was important, it should not have given a commitment to introduce that legislation in 
its first 100 days in office. I can only conclude that the government is not committed to this and that it was 
thought up on the run because, frankly, this government wants us to believe that it operates above board and that 
its members do not have contact with lobbyists nor meet them in their offices nor engage with them socially. We 
all know that is rubbish. We know that government members meet with lobbyists all the time and are engaging 
in social activities with them. I do not care whether or not members do that. However, the point is that they can 
do it within the framework of the legislation that was promised to the people of this state and government 
members can be accountable to the people of the state for the activities that they have with lobbyists through the 
Parliament. If Hon Michael Mischin holds a contrary view, there is nothing to stop him from having his say 
about this matter. 

I believe that the Premier needs to explain to this house why he has not introduced the legislation that he 
promised to introduce. I think the people of Western Australia need to know whether he will simply amend the 
existing legislation or introduce a new bill into this place to deal with lobbyists. He needs to explain why, if it 
was so important, it has taken so long and whether he might have changed his mind. He might no longer believe 
that this matter is important at all. He also should explain who will be caught by this legislation. In other words, 
to whom will it apply? How will he deal with the way people define themselves and the activities that they 
undertake in their normal course of duty when they are in the business of consulting, lobbying or being 
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employed as corporate consultants within a major organisation? He should explain to the public what the 
registration requirements will be, who can and cannot be on the register, on what basis they either can or cannot 
be on it, and what information they will need to provide to the government that they do not currently provide. 
When in opposition, members of this government were very critical of the lobbyists’ register introduced by Alan 
Carpenter in 2007. Frankly, if they were so critical of it, why has it taken so long for them to come up with 
something that they consider to be more suitable and, indeed, better? The Premier needs to explain on what basis 
people would be removed from the register, who would make the decision to remove people from the register, 
and what would be the appeal mechanisms for someone who was removed from the register? Who will deal with 
those issues?  

Quite clearly, it is disappointing for the people of Western Australia that there will not be a register. It is very 
disappointing that the activities of lobbyists go unchecked under this government. It is very disappointing for 
me. I think this is an intentional act by the government, because it does not want to be open and accountable. 
Government members do not want the media, opposition members or anybody else prying into what they see as 
their own personal business; that is, their associating with lobbyists either professionally or socially. They are 
not interested in what other people think about their activities. However, they were very interested when they 
were in opposition and we were in government. They were more than interested to know who was mixing with 
whom and they were more than interested in putting it into the public domain and sensationalising it. There are 
many unanswered questions. I will listen with interest to the response by the Leader of the House.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [2.52 pm]: 
Normally, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does not struggle to fill the time that she is allocated. Today she could have 
saved 20 minutes of the house’s time had she not repeated herself on so many occasions. The bottom line is very 
simple. The government believes that legislation should control the activities of lobbyists. It obviously has not 
delivered that legislation in its first 100 days, because putting legislation together is considerably more complex 
than was originally thought to be the case. Indeed, the member’s motion highlights the complexity of this matter. 
There are so many issues surrounding it that it is taking the government longer to put it together than was 
originally thought.  

I ask a rhetorical question: will the Labor Party support legislation when it is presented in Parliament?  

Hon Kate Doust: Show it to us first. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Does the Labor Party support legislation in principle? 

Hon Sue Ellery: In principle and, broadly, yes. What a silly question to ask when we have not seen the detail of 
it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am asking whether the Labor Party supports in principle the notion of legislation 
for lobbyists. Hon Sue Ellery said yes, in principle. That is fine; that is all I wanted to know. Why did the Labor 
Party not introduce lobbyist legislation when it was in government? The Labor Party did not do anything about it 
when it was in government. The Labor Party created a register, made people put their names on it and introduced 
a number of regulations. However, it did not introduce legislation for lobbyists. If it is so determined that 
lobbyist legislation be introduced in a hurry, why did it not introduce such legislation when it was in 
government?  

Several members interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will tell members what the government will do. I will go through all of that. I want 
to know why, given that it believes it is such an important issue, the Labor Party did not introduce lobbyist 
legislation when it was in government. It was in government for seven and a half years and it did not do anything 
about it. That demonstrates the absolute hypocrisy of the Labor Party on issues such as this.  

The last words uttered by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich were that somehow or other when we were in opposition we 
went on and on about lobbyists. Our interest in lobbyists did not come from some innate understanding of what 
they are all about and what was going on in the government. It came about because of the day-after-day 
revelations by the Corruption and Crime Commission of the activities of lobbyists and their relationship with 
government ministers in the last government. That is what provoked our interest in lobbyists. I regret to say it 
was nothing that we did in opposition. We simply read the newspaper every day of the week. They revealed 
evidence about the activities of lobbyists and, in most cases, former Labor ministers—and, in one case, a former 
Labor Premier—and their relationship with government ministers. That is what provoked everyone’s interest in 
the issue of lobbyists. I have been in Parliament for a long time. The issue of lobbyists was never an issue until 
the Corruption and Crime Commission decided to investigate the activities of Mr Burke, Mr Grill and others. 
Those are the facts of life. There was never a suggestion before then that we needed to do anything about 
lobbyists. That is where it all came from.  

Hon Sue Ellery: You have just made the point—we established the CCC.  
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Hon NORMAN MOORE: An organisation was in place before the CCC was established.  

It is interesting that as a result of the Corruption and Crime Commission being established, we found out that 
things were going on that nobody knew about. I make the point that we did not sit on the opposition benches and 
make allegations, because we did not know what was going on. We did not have a clue other than — 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Hang on, I am trying to make a speech! We have a time limit on these debates. I will 
say what I want to say and then Hon Sue Ellery can say what she wants to say.  

When we were in opposition, I did not know what was going on between Mr Burke, Mr Grill and government 
ministers until the CCC announced what it thought to be the case. What we did know was that a lot of people felt 
the need to see those two gentleman if they wanted to get anything done. That was brought about by our 
understanding of the way in which Dr Gallop ran his government; he was a process-driven Premier. The only 
way to get anything done in government was to know somebody. In a litany of events people who wanted things 
to happen in WA and who wanted government approval felt the need to talk to these people because they had 
some influence. Indeed, they had significant influence. The great tragedy of Alan Carpenter’s decision to stop 
Mr Grill and Mr Burke from being lobbyists and to ban everyone from talking to them was that the whole 
business community thought that the wheels of government would come to a grinding halt—which they did—
because nobody apart from Mr Burke and Mr Grill was making any decisions. At least government was working, 
in that decisions were being made and approvals were being, processed while those two men were working with 
government ministers. If nothing else, those two gentlemen did a service to the business community by getting 
decisions made by government ministers who otherwise would have not have had the ability to do so. We 
inherited an approvals processes that was so clogged up with rules, regulations and processes that people found it 
hard to get through them. In my own portfolio, the biggest issue is the approvals process because members 
opposite have made such a mess because of this Gallop process-driven system.  

Let us look at the history of this issue. As I said a minute ago, it was not an issue until the Corruption and Crime 
Commission raised it. Prior to that, being a lobbyist was probably an honourable profession. There have been 
lobbyists, probably ever since Adam was a boy, trying to talk somebody into convincing somebody else to do 
what they wanted them to do. Lobbyists have been around for generations. Indeed, in the United States they are a 
very significant part of the political process, but in Western Australia most lobbyists are engaged by people who 
want some help to get through government processes, and they get clients because they understand the 
government processes and can help their clients get through it. That is most of what they achieve, rather than 
getting the government to make a decision in their favour. Most of what they achieve is, in fact, helping people 
get their applications through the system and to get an answer at the end of the day, albeit that it is probably no. 
For decades people have been engaged in this business and there have been no issues affecting anybody. There 
had not been the sort of circumstances that arose during the period of the Carpenter government.  

When Alan Carpenter became the Premier, and all of this blew up when a number of his ministers were caught 
out talking to lobbyists, and the CCC exposed what it believed to be corrupt behaviour, we then found out to 
what extent lobbyists were involved in government decision making. As a result of that, the then Premier made 
an announcement that we will have this lobbyist register and we will make sure everybody has to be on the 
register if they want to be a lobbyist in Western Australia. However, he then made the decision, without any 
appeal provision—which is in the motion—so that at least three people I know of would not be allowed to be 
lobbyists and they could not go on the register: Mr Burke, Mr Grill and Mr Crichton-Browne. They had to chuck 
Mr Crichton-Browne in just to balance it out a bit so that Mr Carpenter was not seen as being opposed just to his 
own people. Let me say this about Mr Crichton-Browne before I go on because Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich seems to 
think there is some strange and unholy alliance. Mr Crichton-Browne and I are friends. We have been friends for 
60 years, and he continues to be my friend and that is how it will always be.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Why did you not tell the Premier you were bringing a prayer for relief into this place?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I have a right as a member of Parliament to bring a petition to Parliament on the 
basis of an individual seeking me to do it. I have no problem about it. I went straight to the press and said, “I am 
happy to do this; I am looking after the man’s interests”. I actually believe he was right, but as it turns out the 
committee found that he was not right. That is okay, I accept that. I actually sat in this chamber when that 
member made the statement in this house about Mr Crichton-Browne, and I thought she was wrong at the time. 
As it has turned out the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges found she had no case to answer.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: There was no case to answer; that is what they found!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I accept that too—I am disappointed, that is a fact—but I am prepared to accept that 
was the outcome. Mr Crichton-Browne is a friend of mine and that is how it will be. He is not a lobbyist and is 
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not allowed to be a lobbyist in Western Australia for reasons that escape me, but that is a fact of life. He has been 
banned by both governments with no right of appeal or right of reply, none of the sort of stuff that members 
opposite now think is important in legislation. It is interesting that members opposite should say that. What right 
of appeal did Mr Burke and Mr Grill have against Premier Carpenter’s decision not to allow them to go on the 
register? What right of appeal did they have? None at all! Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich should not come in here and 
lecture us about what will or will not be in the legislation, when she did not bring in legislation herself and the 
former government gave no rights to anybody. He just made decisions about who could or could not be a 
lobbyist based on his assessment of what was an appropriate way of behaving in this community. Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich described a very strange scenario.  

I am always surprised when the Labor Party brings up the issue of lobbyists, because the history of the 
circumstances surrounding improper behaviour by lobbyists happened when the Labor Party has been the 
government. Since we have been the government there have been no allegations that I am aware of, and certainly 
no CCC findings, of anybody having done anything wrong since this government was elected. There may be 
something that I do not know about, but that is my knowledge of it. I do not read of the CCC coming out every 
second day because people have given evidence to say that so and so lobbied such and such a minister and this 
was the outcome. I have not heard anything. We have had a period in our history when a number of former 
ministers in a Labor government were lobbying current Labor ministers, and it caused a lot of trouble for a lot of 
people. A number of ministers got sacked, and in some cases, in my opinion, it was not appropriate and should 
not have happened. That is my personal judgement. But Mr Carpenter made a number of judgements about 
people. He wanted to expel two people from this Parliament, and regrettably some of his colleagues in this house 
voted for it—for no good reason, other than a committee report said they had done something wrong, when in 
fact they had not been found guilty of having done anything! That was the reaction of the Carpenter 
government—to set up this lobbyist register; and that is still in place and the rules that surrounded that at the 
time still apply. When I meet lobbyists they have to fill in a form, it has to be witnessed and they have to write 
down what it is all about, and invariably an freedom of information request comes from somebody on the other 
side on a regular basis wanting to know who I talked to, when I talked to them, what we had for lunch—all that 
sort of stuff—and did we talk about anything other than this or the other. They are the most intrusive questions 
that could ever be asked, but we answer them. That is the way it is. There are rules surrounding lobbyists, and 
they are the rules set by the previous government. If they are not any good, we got them from the wrong place, 
obviously. We have a commitment that we will bring in legislation and that commitment continues to exist.  

Hon Adele Farina: When?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I will get to that. I am pleased to know that Hon Adele Farina will be supporting it in 
principle, because for one fleeting moment I thought she would not. When I asked, “Are you supporting it in 
principle?” the response was “Well, it depends on what is in it!” Surely members opposite can say yes or no to 
the principle. I think her leader said that, and I accept that is the case.  

When we look at what might or might not go into legislation in respect of lobbyists, all we need do is look at the 
motion moved by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. She wants me to provide on behalf of the Premier explanations on 
eight different areas. Let us look at some of those areas. Why have we not met our commitment? It has taken 
longer than we had imagined it would take to get the legislation drafted because it is far more complicated than 
simply saying, “Here is a bill with one line in it saying if you want to be a lobbyist you have to be registered and 
it is now part of the law.” That is because there is a range of other issues that relate to it. Paragraph (b) reads — 

how the proposed legislation will be applied to different classes of lobbyists, consultants, consultant–
lobbyists, in-house corporate consultants and in-house lobbyists employed by organizations;  

That in itself raises all sorts of very interesting issues about who should be a lobbyist and who should have to be 
registered. Does it mean that the unions have to be registered as lobbyists? Does it mean that the Pew foundation 
has to be registered as a lobbyist? Does it mean that Brian Burke has to be registered as a lobbyist? It is an 
interesting issue, because the register we currently have does not require those organisations to be registered as 
lobbyists; it relates to individuals. Does the Australian Medical Association have to be registered as a lobby 
group? Does the Australian Hotels Association have to be registered as a lobby group? They are lobby groups. 
Does the Law Society have to be registered? Should all of these particular groups be registered as lobbyists; and, 
if so, under what conditions? Therein lies a complicating factor. The point I am trying to make is that we are not 
resiling from doing something about it, but I am trying to make the point that it is far more complicated than 
making a law that says Brian Burke and Julian Grill should be registered under an act. Paragraph (c) reads —  

what are the registration requirements for lobbyists before being permitted to be on the register — 

(i) business registration details;  

(ii) names of owners; 
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(iii) partner and major shareholders; and 

(iv) names and positions of those employed and the names of their clients; 

All of this information is required. How much do we provide? How much is intruding on people’s business 
confidentiality? What is in the public interest in respect of all these matters? What is the set of principles of 
ethical conduct relating to a lobbyist before being placed on the register? It is very easy to write a statement of 
ethics but will it have any effect and what sort of things should be in it anyway? That is another matter that must 
be considered. The motion continues — 

(e) what will be the reporting requirements of lobbyists, including but not limited to — 

(i) what has to be reported; 

What did we have for morning tea? Will that be reported? To continue — 

(ii) when it has to be reported; 

(iii) who will the lobbyists be required to report to; and 

They are all issues that involve a significant degree of consultation and consideration because they are not easy 
questions; they are difficult questions. Another point reads — 

(f) the means by which a lobbyist can be removed from the register;  

It must be something different from the one in place now under which the Premier decides who will and who 
will not be on it, and there is no appeal.  

Another point is — 

(g) the appeal mechanisms for a lobbyist who is removed from the register;  

Who do they appeal to—the State Administrative Tribunal or the Supreme Court? I do not know; that is an issue 
that must be worked out. The last point is — 

(h) the frequency that the code will be reviewed and who will have the responsibility for such a 
function.  

As I said when the member raised this issue as an urgency motion towards the end of last year, the government 
has requested the Public Sector Commissioner, assisted by Mr Robert Cock, the former Director of Public 
Prosecutions, to consider all the issues I have been talking about. They are working through those issues to come 
up with a paper that will outline the framework of legislation, bearing in mind the complexity of many of the 
issues surrounding this proposed register. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Are you saying that after almost two years they have not started drafting; they have not 
even produced a consultation paper?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am saying they are working on the issues surrounding the complications I have 
talked about. To give the member credit—she has obviously had someone think about this matter for her or she 
has thought about it herself—in her motion she has identified the issues that are being considered, along with a 
range of other things. Is the current code and register adequate? Which public officials should be covered by the 
legislation?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I don’t know.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Does it mean level 1 officers talking to someone over a cup of coffee; does it mean 
only chief executive officers of agencies; does it mean ministers and members of Parliament? Would it be okay 
for a lobbyist to lobby members of Parliament in their electorate office?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You said you were going to do it —  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is an interesting question, is it not? 

Who should be included within the definition of “lobbyist”? I have already talked about which individuals and so 
on. I have also talked about public disclosure. Should public officials, namely politicians, be allowed to be 
lobbyists when they retire? Should there be a cooling-off period between when they retire and when they become 
lobbyists? As I have said, former members of Parliament are generally pretty good lobbyists of government 
because they know how government works. They know the processes of government and who to see if they want 
to help someone get something through the system. That is why many former ministers and former members of 
Parliament from both sides become lobbyists. They can provide meaningful help, which is what their role is. I 
usually say to people who come to see me with a lobbyist, “I don’t know why you wasted the money, because 
you can come to see me any time; just ring up and make an appointment. You don’t have to pay anyone to do 
that; that is all free.” They say to me, “No, we engage lobbyists because they can see where you are in the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 26 May 2010] 

 p3366a-3384a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Adele Farina 

 [11] 

process they have to go through and they know you cannot make the ultimate decision on some things”. 
Therefore, they provide advice to their clients about all the processes they have to go through and a strategy to 
get their requests through the system. However, the question must be asked: are we going to ban former 
members of Parliament from being lobbyists?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Are they?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am asking the question; I do not know. I do not think that is a decision we have 
taken yet. Surely that is for Parliament to ultimately decide. My view is that they should not be banned. Maybe 
there should be a cooling-off period when a member has a head full of knowledge. But on that basis, the 
knowledge in a minister’s head is supposed to last for only six months, after which time he can become a 
lobbyist. That does not make any sense at all.  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Hon Ken Travers is very clever. He is one of the cleverest people I have ever met. 
One of the things that has amazed me about him is that he never got his side to recognise his great talent. That is 
a great tragedy for this Parliament. Had he been able to be a minister and make all the decisions and do all the 
things he thinks should be done in Western Australia, we would have all benefited. The tragedy is that his 
colleagues did not agree with him.  

Hon Ken Travers: I did not ask them to agree with me.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It is a pity really; I am being quite genuine. When it comes to knowledge on his side 
of the house, his is far and away better than the knowledge of the rest of them. But for some reason his 
colleagues did not recognise that. I have always found that quite extraordinary! 

Hon Ken Travers: To be recognised, Mr Moore, you have to ask them.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I have never understood that for as long as I have been watching this current crop of 
members who have come through Parliament. If my comments about Hon Ken Travers are any help, I will vote 
for him and see whether we can get him up next time he is in government. 

Hon Ken Travers: I hope Hansard has got me laughing.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The only worry I have is that I will not be around when that happens; I will not even 
be on this earth because it will be a long time before he is over here. 

Hon Ken Travers: Are you retiring at the next election?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The point I am trying to make is that the government is determined to bring in 
legislation on this matter, but it must be good legislation, not a knee-jerk reaction to a set of circumstances that 
arose during the term in government of members opposite.  

Hon Kate Doust: That is what we see from your party always—knee-jerk reactions  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The knee-jerk reaction being the register and nothing else—no legislation, because it 
was too hard.  

Hon Ken Travers: Why didn’t you see that before the last election? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: As I said, we believe something needs to be done about it.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You said there would be full-blown legislation; where is it?  

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: There is a problem when members come into the chamber halfway through a speech 
and have not heard the first half.  

Hon Ken Travers: I have been listening to you outside, don’t worry.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I tried to explain to the house that it is very complicated and, indeed, the motion 
outlines why it is complicated and that is why it is taking longer to prepare than we thought. Members opposite 
will get it in due course; they should not worry. They will then be involved in debate on whether they agree with 
it. It is important that the opposition is in fact involved in it because the opposition is the alternative government. 
It is important that the major parties understand what these sorts of laws mean. That is why I hope that when the 
legislation is introduced, it will be debated in a very sensible way and we can resolve many of the complexities I 
have been talking about. They are complex and there will be different points of view from all sorts of quarters. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich said something about the government going slow. We are not going slow; we are going as 
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fast as we can, seeking to come to the right conclusions. She said we are going slow because we want to look 
after our mates out there.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That is exactly what I said.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I do not know who they are. 

Hon Donna Faragher interjected.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: We know who your mate is; we have plenty of evidence on that. I didn’t go there, but 
we can. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I do not know who the member is referring to, and I do not know of any 
circumstances in which this current government is involved in inappropriate behaviour concerning lobbyists. If it 
is, we will hear about it, no doubt, when the Corruption and Crime Commission investigates and makes its 
pronouncements, as it does.  

Hon Ken Travers: It depends whether you consider a lawyer a lobbyist.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is a good question. I raised that a little while ago. Should lawyers be lobbyists; 
should they be registered; should the Law Society be a lobby group? Those are examples of the complexities, 
and I am sure members opposite understand what they are. The problem with Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is that she 
judges the standards of others by her own standards, so she is assuming that the way the previous government 
operated is the way we operate.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You would never reach my standards. They are so high you wouldn’t have a hope in 
hell of reaching my standards and you know it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I desperately hope not; imagine if I ever reached your standards—good grief.  

Hon Ken Travers: Then you can finally retire and retire proud! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Come on! We have to have some standards. I just cannot understand this — 

Hon Ken Travers: Since Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has been here, I’ve seen you smile more than ever before! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Because she is funny—funny peculiar. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Maybe it is a grimace, honourable member! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The trouble with the way that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and other members of the 
previous government operate is that they assume everybody else does the same; if there is a different 
government, it must have the same values that the previous government had. We do not; we believe in doing 
things properly. We do not have former Premiers in our pockets telling us what to do. We do not have former 
Premiers on the phone to us while we are answering questions in Parliament saying, “This is the answer you’ve 
got to give.” Come on! That is just going a bit too far, if members ask me. That is lobbying to the extreme. Will 
we put a clause in the bill that lobbyists are not allowed to ring a minister’s mobile phone while he is answering 
questions in Parliament? Is that what we will put in the bill? Perhaps, we could put that in too. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I think the union should be a lobby group. I do not know whether Hon Giz Watson 
thinks the Pew foundation should be a lobby group. Is it registered as a lobbyist? I think some of its members 
are, some of its operatives, but it would be interesting to see.  

I conclude by saying that the government will introduce legislation when it is ready. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! One person has the call. I do not mind a bit of 
interjecting, but not when it just turns into a rabble. The Leader of the House has the call. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: This legislation will be brought in during this session of Parliament; there is no 
question about that. However, I will not say whether it will be next week or the week after because I simply do 
not know. If members do not understand now, they never will understand — 

Hon Kate Doust: Is that because the Premier doesn’t tell you anything? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: What does the member mean when he says that Premier does not tell me anything? 

Hon Kate Doust: I’m just asking—you don’t know. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am his best friend these days. 

Several members interjected. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE: I do not know when this legislation will be completed. 

Hon Kate Doust: Have they started the drafting? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is for me to know and for members opposite to find out. Governments go 
through processes, as members opposite know, and at the end of the day, out pops a bill. The bill goes into 
Parliament and then we go through it in detail in Parliament. That process is being worked through and we will 
bring in legislation to deal with lobbyists this session. I hope that the Labor Party will recognise, as I have tried 
to explain today, that there are countless issues surrounding this matter that are very complicated and very 
complex.  

I remind members of the Labor Party and others that only about four countries in the world have legislation of 
this sort. Therefore, it is not as though there is a template act we can pick up from somewhere else. It is not as 
though we can simply grab hold of whatever happens everywhere else, because it does not happen everywhere 
else. I guess that means most other parts of the world have not had the problems we had in Western Australia 
with the previous government. Other places have not had those problems, so they have not felt the need to 
introduce that sort of legislation. It has been brought to our consciousness that we can have problems with 
governments in this state. If we go back in time to the Dowding and Lawrence governments, they nearly sent this 
state broke through the most extraordinary commercial deals that they got involved in. That resulted in WA Inc, 
so we brought in legislation to try to stop that. Then we had another Labor government, and the Corruption and 
Crime Commission spent most of its life investigating the behaviour of former Labor ministers, former Labor 
members of Parliament and current Labor ministers. That is what we have found in the history of this state: 
whenever Labor gets into government and gets hold of the chequebook, we have no idea what it will do with the 
money. Therefore, the legislation will come in this year—this session — 

Hon Adele Farina: This year, was it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: This Parliament, okay? Members opposite will have a chance to vote on the 
legislation and it will be in place for the next government, as well as what remains of this government’s term. 

Hon Adele Farina: Will you undertake to have a public consultation process? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I suspect that is probably a good idea. I think it is a very good idea because lots of 
groups have an interest in this, such as the Law Society. It will have a real interest. Therefore, I have no doubt 
that when the legislation is ready for public consultation, everybody will be given a chance to have their point of 
view known because, as I said, we have to get it right. If we get it wrong, we could actually have a detrimental 
effect on people’s legitimate businesses, and we are not about letting that happen. Therefore, we do not support 
the motion, just as we did not support the urgency motion that was in similar terms, although the word 
“miserable” has been taken out of this motion. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [3.25 pm]: Yes, motions with the word “miserable” are rather 
miserable! 

Hon Norman Moore: That was in the urgency motion, not this one. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, I understand.  

I think that this matter is worthy of debate. Of course, the Greens (WA) will probably have a different view from 
both of those presented this afternoon. On behalf of the Greens, I say that we are disappointed that legislation has 
not been forthcoming as a matter of priority. A lot was made during the last election about lobbyists, their role 
and their influence in decision making in the state, and I think there is a very high level of public interest in the 
role of lobbyists. We are certainly very supportive of a legislative approach. We have made the suggestion many 
times in the years that we have been in the Parliament. It is worth noting that a bill that went a long way to 
addressing some of our requirements in legislation was introduced by the member for Churchlands in 2003. 
There is no doubt that the question of lobbyists, their activities, how much to regulate them and how to regulate 
them are a very good topic to debate. I agree with Hon Adele Farina’s comments that a green bill or some sort of 
public discussion about this sort of legislation would be a great approach to engage interested parties and the 
general public to understand community expectations about transparency. There are some interesting questions 
about who is a lobbyist and who is not a lobbyist. Hon Norman Moore made a comment regarding whether an 
organisation such as the Pew group should be registered as lobbyists. I think it should be an inclusive register, 
not a limited one. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Pew actually engages lobbyists. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, but I am also thinking more generally in terms of other non-government 
organisations. Personally, I do not have a problem because it is actually about transparency. I realise this is an 
additional administrative burden on groups engaged in lobbying, but I defer to the position of being more 
inclusive than exclusive. I think there is kind of a continuum in the lobbying spectrum. People have different 
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views on how much light they think should be shone on lobbying activities, depending on whether, for example, 
it is the local scout group lobbying for a better scout hall or something, which is at one end of the spectrum and 
really is very much part of the democratic process of any group or individual lobbying for a particular outcome, 
right through to highly paid lobbyists who are being contracted by multinational companies to achieve certain 
development outcomes or land allocation—there is a whole range of things. 

Hon Norman Moore: There are also green groups that want to stop anybody from doing anything. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, but they are not doing it to make money. 

Hon Norman Moore: How do you know? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I do know, actually! I know very well what motivates conservation groups, having 
worked in that sector very much. Let me tell the house that they certainly do not make much money doing it! 
Members would probably be surprised at what people will do for nothing if they have the right motivation.  

The question of various classes of lobbyists needs close attention. Some criticisms of the existing registration 
code of conduct approach are that it does not include in-house lobbyists; it only includes lobbyists who are 
stand-alone. Obviously, large companies have individuals, at least part of whose job description relates to 
lobbying for outcomes. Should they be on a register? We would argue yes; definitely.  

In November 2006 the former government announced the introduction of a register of political lobbyists. It was 
to be implemented without legislative force. We were critical of that at the time as being an inadequate response. 
It was not that it was not a step in the right direction, but it was not going to fix the problem. I also mentioned 
that the member for Churchlands, Liz Constable, introduced the Lobbying Disclosure and Accountability Bill in 
June 2003. That bill lapsed in January 2005 without being debated, unfortunately. She then reintroduced the 
same legislation, or certainly similar legislation, in 2007. Again that bill lapsed, in August 2008. We had quite a 
lot of support for the approach that that bill presented. It was much more in line with our policy position. 
Interestingly enough, the model that Hon Liz Constable was drawing from was the Canadian model, which, in 
our view, is probably the best out of the operational models elsewhere in different jurisdictions. As Hon Norman 
Moore said, there are not that many models to draw from.  

In terms of the current legislation, the proper regulation of lobbyists was not on the agenda of the former 
government. I have some sympathy with the criticism that Hon Norman Moore has made. The previous 
government had plenty of time to introduce legislation. It clearly had a reluctance to legislate in this area but 
recognised that it needed to respond to some of the disquiet and public criticism. The former government 
introduced the current regulation model, which, in our view, is neither strong nor effective. Towards the end of 
2006 there was the establishment of a code of conduct for all contact between lobbyists and government 
representatives, including a register of lobbyists. The purpose of the register was to provide information to the 
public as well as to the government on who is engaged in lobbying activities with government and whom 
lobbyists represent in their dealings with government.  

The current system has no legislative base. The register of lobbyists is created as part of the Contact with 
Lobbyists Code. The code has application through the code of conduct of the public sector agencies. These codes 
are backed, therefore, by the Public Sector Management Act 1994. It is certainly a step in the right direction, but, 
in our view, will not provide the same transparency that legislation will.  

Since April 2007 only registered lobbyists have been able to contact a government representative for the 
purposes of lobbying. The WA register is in the public domain and contains information such as the business 
registration details of the lobbyist, including the names of the owners, partners and all major shareholders; the 
names of the people working as lobbyists within the business; and the names of the clients who currently retain 
the lobbyists or have used lobbyist services over the past three months. Lobbyists are required to update their 
details if they change, and to confirm their details at the end of each quarter. The date on which the lobbyist 
detail was last updated is listed on the register.  

What are some of the issues that have been raised in relation to lobbyists? This is not something that is only 
specific to Western Australia; it is in practically every political system where there is one. The point is well 
made that lobbying, however it is described, whatever the language, is part of any decision-making structure. 
There will always be people or groups of people who will seek to have influence. If they do, then the question 
becomes: what degree of transparency is there around that? We will never remove the activity of seeking to have 
influence, it is part of the democratic process, but how do we make it transparent so that the public can judge the 
decisions the decision makers make, in full knowledge of whom they have been talking to and who has been 
lobbying? That is the government’s intention in making a more transparent system. I agree that it is a difficult 
one to pin down. For example, if one happens to not only have a professional relationship with a lobbyist but 
also know that person socially, is a cup of coffee—over which they might discuss X and Y—included in this, or 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 26 May 2010] 

 p3366a-3384a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Norman Moore; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Adele Farina 

 [15] 

does it have to be a formal meeting; and, if so, is the meeting of a certain nature et cetera? That is where it gets 
complicated.  

Hon Norman Moore: What about your preselection?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: What about your preselection?  

Hon Norman Moore: If somebody threatens your preselection—no cups of coffee; no money—“Unless you do 
this, you won’t get endorsed.”  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Does that happen a lot? I do not know.  

Hon Norman Moore: I am just saying that there are all sorts of ways to influence people.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Absolutely.  

Hon Norman Moore: One of them is to say, “You won’t get preselected for Parliament; sorry, your job is 
gone.” That sort of pressure has been put on some people from time to time. There is no money involved. The 
people putting the pressure on could well be lobbyists. When we are trying to draw a distinction between what is 
a lobbyist, who gets paid for his or her work, and somebody who uses other influences like that — 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Deceit to influence a decision. It is a good question.  

Hon Norman Moore: Where do we draw the line? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I do not know whether that would be seen as lobbying. I guess it might be. I had not 
considered that one.  

Hon Norman Moore: “If you do this for my client, I’ll make sure you get re-endorsed.” It is interesting. It gets 
very complicated.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: It is not something I have had an experience of, so I do not know. 

Hon Norman Moore: It might just happen in the Greens party some time when someone might say to members, 
“If you don’t do this, then we won’t endorse you at the next election.”  

Hon GIZ WATSON: We have got a fairly exhaustive process of endorsement that requires a whole membership 
to vote. It is pretty hard to get the entire membership to come to a certain position. I think that is one of the 
strengths of it, actually. 

Hon Norman Moore: We will wait and see.  

Hon Ken Travers: What would The Poll Bludger say? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: The Poll Bludger is always right, is it not? One of these days I will take some time to 
explain that the Greens (WA) have a very interesting preselection process. It is very comprehensive. Anyway, 
that is not what we are talking about this afternoon. We are talking about lobbyists. 

The concerns that are raised around the influence of lobbyists continue to be debated, and rightly so. The 
questions that are raised are the possibility of improper exercise of influence; questions of some form of 
registration and code of practice for lobbyists; the consequences of breaches of a code of conduct; the need for a 
cooling-off period for former members of Parliament—I think that is an important one; and the ethical conduct 
of ministers or members of Parliament.  

These concerns have obviously been explored elsewhere. We note that legislation in Canada has been in place 
for a while. Concerns have been reflected in the European Union. There has been a rapid expansion in 
professional lobbying activity leading to, interestingly enough, an investigation by the European Parliament into 
the need for a code of conduct. Beyond the EU, the United States of America and Canada are the only examples 
I found in this paper. The paper I am referring to is entitled “Motivating Ethical Conduct in Government 
Ministers” written by Dr Jenny Fleming and Dr Ian Holland from the Key Centre for Ethics, Law, Justice and 
Governance at Queensland’s Griffith University. The USA and Canada are the only examples that have 
introduced statutory regulation of lobbyists. The US has the longest tradition of formal regulation. The United 
States Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act 1946 requires lobbyists to file reports identifying themselves, their 
clients and individuals lobbied, as well as detailing contributions received and expenditures made. The force of 
that act was considerably narrowed in 1954 by the United States Supreme Court’s decision in 
United States v Harris. That decision narrowed its reach to direct contacts with a member of Congress by 
individuals or organisations whose principal purpose is lobbying. The act is seen as unenforceable and having 
little practical effect, although lobbyists have been successfully prosecuted for bribery and corruption. The US is 
probably seen as the jurisdiction in which lobbyists perhaps have the most influence in terms of decision making.   
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Canada introduced a register in 1989 that was intended to identify each lobbying task. In 2008, the Canadians 
repealed the register of lobbyists and established a new position—namely, the Commissioner of Lobbying as 
head of the Office of the Commissioner of Lobbying of Canada. Lobbyists are required to be registered and the 
registration system requires lobbyists to disclose the information required by the act concerning lobbying 
activities they conduct at a federal level. Applications for the lobbyists register scheme are public, they can be 
submitted via the internet, and the public can easily search the register of lobbyists 24 hours a day. 

The commissioner produces reports on active lobbyists by type, active registrations by type, the subject matter in 
active registrations, and federal government institutions in active registrations. Interestingly enough, lobbyists 
are divided into two groups—namely, professional lobbyists and employees lobbying on behalf of an employer. 
Professional lobbyists in Canada consider that, by making these activities more transparent, the register has 
reduced the level of suspicion about their activities. The feedback has been that making lobbying activities more 
transparent has increased public trust. 

The Greens (WA) would prefer a model similar to the Canadian model, and the model should include the 
following elements: penalties for lobbyists who fail to register or who breach the code of conduct. One of the 
issues that have arisen from the current non-statutory approach is that there is no penalty for a breach. An ideal 
model should also cover all public officials, including non-government members of Parliament and 
backbenchers. I think I am correct in saying that the current code of conduct applies only to ministers and 
parliamentary secretaries. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes; it does not include backbenchers or members of opposition parties. Members who 
were in this place during a particular inquiry during the thirty-seventh Parliament are aware of the question of 
the activity of lobbyists influencing, or having attempted to influence, the outcome of parliamentary work—in 
that case it was the work of a standing committee. That activity was not a transgression of the code of conduct 
because the members being lobbied were not ministers or parliamentary secretaries; they were, I guess, 
backbenchers and they were not captured by that code. 

A good legislative model could establish an independent body to police compliance with the code of conduct, 
such as the Canadian Commissioner of Lobbying, who would report directly to Parliament. That raises the 
question of who should monitor compliance. I know there is always tension about establishing a new 
commission or a new body to deal with this. I note that the member for Churchlands’ bill, which was not 
debated, suggested a role for the Ombudsman, which could also be considered.  

There should also be a mandated cooling-off period for former members of Parliament before they can take up a 
lobbyist position. That is another important aspect, and it is part of the Canadian approach. 

The Greens’ preferred model of the bill would provide that a paid lobbyist may not practise unless registered, 
similar to the requirements for licensing or registration that apply to many other vocations such as licensed trades 
et cetera, such as a registered plumber.  

Under the Canadian Lobbying Act consultant lobbyists are required to file a return within 10 days of undertaking 
to perform specific lobbying activities, and a provision of that kind may be the simplest way to deal with that. 
The member for Churchlands’ bill contained the proposition that there be monthly returns. Perhaps I am going 
into some detail now, but the Canadian model is probably simpler in that regard in that a report must be returned 
within a certain number of days. The bill should specify that the register be available on the internet at no cost to 
the public. It is increasingly common for modern legislation to require that information be published on the 
internet, as does the Canadian legislation.  

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It is more the register of the lobbyists rather than the detail of each meeting. The internet 
could be used to ensure that the register is available and up to date. Whether the minutes of meetings and things 
such as that could be searchable is also a level of detail that could perhaps be included. 

The bill should provide for a code of conduct for lobbyists—I note that the existing code of conduct is still in 
place. The Canadian code of conduct offers a good starting point and it includes particularly valuable provisions 
in that code of rules that lobbyists shall, when making a representation to a public office holder, disclose the 
identity of a person or organisation on whose behalf the representation is made, as well as the reasons for the 
approach. The Canadian code of conduct also states that lobbyists shall not place public office holders in a 
conflict of interest by proposing or undertaking any action that could constitute an improper influence on a 
public office holder. Those provisions put the responsibility on the lobbyist to not place an official in any 
position of compromise. 
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It is also important that there be some sanction for breaches of the code of conduct, such as fines or 
deregistration. The Greens say that the State Administrative Tribunal would be the appropriate body to hear 
complaints, given that it has jurisdiction over complaints about other vocations such as finance brokers, 
settlement agents, legal practitioners and plumbers et cetera. 

I do not know whether the government is considering an approach similar to that proposed by the member for 
Churchlands, which would give the Ombudsman a role in overseeing returns lodged by lobbyists and 
establishing the register. We argue that it may not be appropriate to give this task to the Ombudsman. Given that 
the Ombudsman deals with complaints against departments and authorities, a conflict of interest could arise. It 
may be more appropriate to follow the Canadian model, as I have suggested, and establish a separate registrar of 
lobbyists. 

Consideration needs to be given to the issue of whether provisions relating to cost recovery through a registration 
fee for consultant lobbyists should be built into the bill. This fee could fund the work required to implement the 
bill, such as maintaining the register, carrying out investigations and bringing complaints.  

Those are some of the thoughts that we had that arose—at least in part—from looking at the bill that was 
introduced into the other place in 2003, as we recognised that that bill had some merit. Given that there are a 
limited number of models, I guess these are the sorts of elements that are likely to be considered by government 
during the process of drafting a bill. 

Hon Adele Farina: It seems as though most of it has already been done. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Yes; you wonder why it’s taken two years! 

Hon GIZ WATSON: There is a lot of material out there, and if a small party such as ours can, in a short space 
of time, find quite a lot of information and quite a few examples of how to do this, I do not think that it is rocket 
science, to be honest. 

Hon Norman Moore: It actually is. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It is rocket science, is it? 

Hon Norman Moore: You might have a view that if a union official threatens someone’s preselection, that is 
okay. I am sure that the Labor Party would have a problem with that. Those sorts of issues have to be dealt with. 
If you want to deal with the real problems, it is extraordinarily difficult to put them into legislation. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Is the legislation looking at lobbying the political party processes? 

Hon Norman Moore: Trying to influence a public official to do something goes on all the time. Some people 
get paid by a company to lobby a minister. Other people might work in the minister’s party and say, “If you 
don’t do this for my client, you won’t get preselected.” There is a range of ways in which you can seek to 
influence a person’s decision making. They do not all relate to money and employed lobbyists. There are all 
sorts of ways. How you legislate for all that is not quite as simple as you or Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich might think it 
is off the top of your head. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Some of the areas that the Leader of the House is indicating might even trespass into 
being criminal offences, which are already covered by — 

Hon Norman Moore: It could be just a very subtle comment like, “I hope you don’t like your current 
electorate.” 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I cannot comment on how other political parties operate. That was probably quite 
revealing. 

In reflecting on the motion, we agree that dealings with lobbyists should be transparent. This is a very important 
matter to debate and it is important to have a legislative approach. The regulations should be elevated from 
voluntary to statutory and all lobbyists should have to be regulated in the same way. As I said, we certainly are 
open to including non-government organisation lobbyists in the equation. Some questions have been asked about 
whether or not some charity groups and church groups should be included. A green bill or some public 
discussion would provide some feedback about that. It is interesting to note that the Premier said in an ABC 
radio interview on 21 February that the delay in the introduction of lobbyist legislation was because other issues 
had taken precedence. That argument can always be put by the government of the day. We have spent a lot of 
time in this place debating the various iterations of the so-called hoon legislation that have occupied many hours 
in this place. Perhaps it would have been better to have held back that legislation and got the drafting of it 
correct, or it could even have been referred to a committee and we could have debated something — 

Hon Norman Moore: Don’t you have hoons in your electorate? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I have not seen any in my street. 
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Hon Norman Moore: Go down to Leach Highway at 3.00 am. 

Hon Ken Travers: What are you doing there at three in the morning? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: That is right! 

We might be able to debate legislation that would engage people’s attention about the regulation of lobbyists. 
We look forward to statutory provisions being introduced into Parliament and we encourage a green paper on 
this ahead of the introduction of the final bill. It is important to have strong and independent oversight of the 
register and that those affected by it adhere to the requirements of the registration. Either a commissioner or a 
registrar would provide that independence. Ideally, he or she would report directly to Parliament. 

The final comment I want to make is a quote from an article published in 2008 on the website Australian Policy 
Online by Mr John Warhurst, adjunct professor of political science in the Faculty of Arts at Australian National 
University. The article states — 

Democracy thrives on transparency and open government. True democracy also depends on a relatively 
even playing field for those who want to influence government policy. 

Transparency and an even playing field are not the same thing however. Transparency is somewhat 
easier to achieve, though still difficult. But open government has its limits. If the new Register of 
Lobbyists is to achieve transparency it must be as broad as possible. Its scope must include business 
associations and leaders, NGOs, trade unions, churches and independent fee for service lobbyists. 
Indeed it should include anyone trying to influence government policy. It should also include lobbying 
not just of ministers but also of public servants and parliamentarians. That is a big ask and the task is 
made more difficult by the fact much lobbying runs side by side with the normal operation of 
parliamentary government in which parliamentarians should represent constituents interests.  

An even playing field is even harder to achieve. The spirit behind returning the community sectors right 
to criticise government is that all voices should be heard. But that is not the same thing as giving all 
voices equal weight. All governments play favourites. Some ideas are welcomed while others are not. 
Having a say is not much good if your opinions are disregarded.  

No amount of regulating the lobbying industry and no amount of increasing free speech for the NGO 
sector will transform the way interests and industries throw their weight around. The steps envisaged 
are good ideas. But the community should be very clear about the realistic limits of both initiatives. 

That is an interesting note on which to end because even if we have greater transparency regarding lobbying, it is 
still those with the deepest pockets who are likely to have the greatest influence on the decision makers. 
Legislation for lobbyists can certainly do a lot to make the process more transparent but it would be unrealistic to 
expect that that type of legislation will level the playing field. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [3.57 pm]: I rise to speak in favour of the motion and to congratulate 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich for moving it. The Premier made a verbal contract with the people of Western Australia 
during the previous state election. He told the people that if he was elected, he would raise the standards of open, 
transparent and accountable government. He said that at every opportunity he could. The matter of who could be 
more open, transparent and accountable became an issue during the election campaign. As we have seen over the 
past 20 months, this government is anything but open, transparent and accountable. We have been debating 
freedom of information. We continue to have difficulty accessing information, concept designs and updates on 
the status of projects. There is nothing open and accountable about this government. In addition, the Premier 
made a verbal contract with the people of Western Australia that as part of delivering open, transparent 
government, he would ensure that, if elected, the government would legislate for a proper register to monitor the 
activities of political lobbyists. He promised to do that within 100 days. It was such a critical issue to the 
member for Cottesloe that he gave a verbal commitment to the people of Western Australia that he would deliver 
legislation on that matter within 100 days. They are not the sorts of commitments that one should make lightly. 
Once a person has given his word, he would be expected to follow through on that commitment.  

What we have heard from the Leader of the House is the usual effort of saying the names Brian Burke and Julian 
Grill as many times as he possibly can during his response to these sorts of motions. The Leader of the House 
failed to explain why there has not been delivery of lobbyist legislation. The Leader of the House said it is a 
complex issue and that these things take time. It did not suddenly become a complex issue; it has always been a 
complex issue. The Premier is an intelligent man; he would have known that it is a complex issue at the time he 
made the election commitment. If he felt that he could not deliver on it because it was so complex, he should not 
have made a commitment to deliver legislation within 100 days of being elected to government. Either he was 
obviously very mistaken or I have given too much credit for how much time he spent thinking about this before 
he made the announcement; or he misled the people of Western Australia on being able to deliver on the election 
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commitment. That is a significant issue that forms part of the matter we are debating today. Not only did the 
government make this a key election issue during the last state election campaign and raise the issue of 
accountability, transparency and open government at every opportunity, but also it said that it would deliver on 
this election commitment within 100 days. The government has not delivered on it within 100 days. The 
government has not delivered on it within 20 months. The government does not appear to have done much about 
it at all, because we certainly did not get a status update from the Leader of the House. The Leader of the House 
had a great opportunity to provide a status report during his contribution to this debate. The government also said 
that it would consult on this matter. There has not been any consultation on this matter. I cannot imagine that it 
has progressed very far—or perhaps that is another promise the government is breaking.  

We received absolutely no information from the Leader of the House about where this issue is at, what progress 
has been made or even any indication of a time line for when we can expect that information or when there will 
be consultation. Hon Giz Watson provided a very detailed analysis of lobbyist registers from around the world 
and outlined what is believed to be the best model. If that could be provided for a debate in this house, I cannot 
understand why the drafting of legislation would take so long. The bottom line is that it has not suddenly become 
complex. It has always been a complex issue. The Premier made a commitment to the people of Western 
Australia knowing full well how complex the issue was. The issue has been debated in this place and the other 
place on numerous occasions. The register that was developed by the former Labor government was heavily 
criticised. It is not as though we do not know what the issues and complexities are.  

Hon Norman Moore: Should lawyers be required to be lobbyists?  

Hon ADELE FARINA: That is an issue that I will come to in a minute.  

Hon Norman Moore: Have you got an answer? 

Hon ADELE FARINA: In my view, the minute a lawyer walks into a member of Parliament’s office about an 
issue, he or she is acting as a lobbyist. 

Hon Norman Moore: So they should be on the register?  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Yes, they should be on the register.  

Hon Norman Moore: I’m sure they’ll all be happy to hear that.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am sure many of them will not be happy to hear that. In my view that is the case. It 
will be interesting to see whether or not the government delivers on that.  

One can only imagine that the reason the government is taking so long to develop lobbyist legislation is that it is 
no longer such a big priority. It understands that it is going to require a high level of accountability, transparency 
and openness and it is not willing to deliver on that. That is what the delay is about. The delay has nothing to do 
with the complexities of the matter. At the very least one would expect that a discussion paper would have been 
developed in two years. If it takes two years for this government to develop a discussion paper, draft a piece of 
legislation or commence consultation on this issue, that suggests that there are other motives behind the dragging 
of the feet. I suggest that that is the issue and not the complexity of the matter that the Leader of the House 
indicated. At the very least, this debate was a good opportunity for the Leader of the House to inform the house 
and the people of Western Australia when they can expect the government to deliver on its election commitment. 
That opportunity was not taken up by the Leader of the House.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! Only one member has the call.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: It raises a big question about whether legislation to register lobbyists is still a high 
priority for this government or whether it is no longer convenient for the government to introduce such 
legislation. I suspect that that gets to the bottom of it, because the length of time the government has had would 
have enabled it to produce, at the very least, a discussion paper.  

I turn to the issue that Hon Norman Moore raised earlier, and that is a matter of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s motion; 
namely, the classes of lobbyist or groups of people who should be covered by the legislation.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders.  
 


