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ALINTA SHAREHOLDERS, GOVERNMENT MINISTERS 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [2.35 pm]:  The government is facing a crisis of confidence.  
The Premier has already lost one of his senior ministers, who once held the health portfolio.  The Premier’s 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has committed a similar transgression.  There are now cries from the 
opposition and the public for her resignation or for the Premier to sack her.  Throughout all this, one person is 
dodging and weaving harder and faster than anyone else and it is the Premier himself.  Time and again, the 
Premier has been asked one very simple question in this chamber and also outside this chamber by the media.  
The only thing that people want to know is when the Premier first knew that the member for Yokine or his wife 
held shares in Alinta.  The significance of that should not be underestimated.  The member for Yokine resigned 
because he had a clear conflict of interest with the ministerial code of conduct.  The Premier has set standards for 
one person in this chamber but not another, and possibly for another person as well.  The Premier has not set 
those standards for himself.  On that one question hinges the credibility of the Premier on this matter.  If the 
Premier genuinely did not know prior to the Leader of the Opposition first raising this matter in this chamber last 
Wednesday that the member for Yokine or his wife held Alinta shares, the Premier could stand and say that he 
really did not know that there might have been a potential conflict of interest when the member for Yokine 
participated in votes that concerned matters affecting Alinta, in which both he and his wife owned shares.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  That is the case. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is the case?  The Premier did not know that the member for Yokine 
owned shares in Alinta before last Wednesday?  The Premier has never said that. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I said that in question time today. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, he did not.  Categorically, did the Premier not know that either the 
member for Yokine or his wife had shares in Alinta before last Wednesday?  Is the Premier saying yes, that is 
the case? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I will not respond to your question. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Because the Premier responds in weasel words!  He knows and we know, 
beyond a doubt, where the truth lies.  The Premier did know.  The Premier must have known that the Kuceras 
owned shares in Alinta prior to last Wednesday.  Even if the Premier knew only the day before, he is implicated 
directly in this cover-up.  The reality is that the Premier would have known in August; he may have known in 
November last year.  The proof is in the pudding from what the Deputy Premier said last week.  On 13 October, 
when quizzed by the opposition about why he, the day before, had said to the Premier, “That’s Kucera”, when 
the Premier hopped to his feet to answer a question from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the Deputy 
Premier said - 

Yes, indeed, in question time yesterday when the Premier was asked a question, I told the Premier that I 
thought the question was about the Kucera matter.   

What Kucera matter?  No-one had raised anything about the member for Yokine or a Kucera matter.  I did not 
see anything in the press about a Kucera matter.  I certainly did not read of any questions asked in the upper 
house about a Kucera matter.  Somehow or other, the Deputy Premier knew that it was about the member for 
Yokine.  It is not that he leant over to the Premier and said, “Oh, I think this could be about the member for 
Yokine, Premier, you ought to know about that”.  He told the Premier he thought the question was about “the” 
Kucera matter.  In other words, the clear inference is that the Premier knew.  Why would the Deputy Premier 
remind the Premier about something unless he knew about it in the first place?  Why would he remind the 
Premier about “the” Kucera matter unless he knew about it?  What is “the” Kucera matter?  The Premier said 
that last Wednesday the government sat down and focused on the issue, looked at members’ shareholdings and 
he discussed the matter with the member for Yokine and so on.  However, not once has the Premier owned up to 
when he first knew that the Kuceras held shares in Alinta.  From this day onwards the Premier has lost all 
credibility as a result.  If the Premier had wanted to give us the truth in this chamber, and said that the first day 
he knew that either of the Kuceras owned shares in Alinta was on 15 or 30 August or whatever, we could work 
with that.  However, the implications obviously would be absolutely astronomical because in that case it would 
undeniably prove that the Premier had been involved in a cover-up.  The question that needs to be answered 
today more than any other is: when did the Premier first know that the Kuceras held shares in Alinta?  That 
question will continue to be asked, and until the Premier provides a satisfactory answer to it, his credibility is 
absolutely shot.  He may profess to believe in accountability and to have implemented a tough code of conduct, 
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which we have now found is just about meaningless, but unless the Premier answers that question, his credibility 
is below the gutter.   

What will the government do?  It has a crisis on its hands.  One minister has been stood down, another deserves 
to resign or be sacked, questions are being asked of a third minister and a number of members of Parliament 
have pecuniary interest matters that must be resolved.  What has the government done in that situation?  Instead 
of being open, honest, forthright and frank, the government has used a diversionary tactic.  What was the best 
diversionary tactic it could come up with?  The Attorney General told us that the Leader of the Opposition has 
broken the law, and he produced and read from a document from the State Solicitor’s Office to emphasise his 
own point of view that the Leader of the Opposition had broken the law.  I have read the document.  It is very 
interesting because although the government does not usually provide legal opinions, it did today.  It wanted to 
quote from it and provide the copy. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  It is an interesting precedent. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, indeed, it is a very interesting precedent.  The next time we ask for a 
State Solicitor’s opinion, who knows, the precedent may have been set. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Can I make an interjection? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Absolutely. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Is the Premier aware that section 10 of the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act 
requires members to disclose any contributions made to travel costs that might have happened in the past year, 
and that Vince Catania, Shelley Archer, Sally Talbot and Sheila Mills all had contributions made to their travel 
by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy WA and yet it does not appear on their annual return?  Will the Premier 
confirm that they have breached section 10 of the act and, therefore, to use the Attorney General’s words, they 
have broken the law?  How do you like that, bright eyes? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Attorney General is stony-faced.  He is not very good at giving answers 
today.  Is it not amazing that the more the government tries to wriggle out of this, the deeper is the hole it digs 
for itself?  Now we have been provided with other information that some ALP members of the upper house did 
not declare certain gifts as a result of their trip up north at the invitation of a business representative organisation.  
One by one, we have found that Labor Party members have not complied with the relevant pecuniary interest 
requirements as a result of the government’s feeble attempts today to divert attention from the cover-up of the 
cabinet shares scandal. 

I draw members’ attention to the letter from the State Solicitor’s Office today.  I have read it a couple of times; it 
is only a page and a half in length.  Nowhere does it say that the Leader of the Opposition has broken the law.  It 
is a very limited account of matters regarding the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act.  For example, 
although it touches on aspects of section 11(1), it does not refer to the very important section 20 of the act.  
Members might ask why section 20 is so important.  Section 20 must be read in conjunction with everything else 
in the act to determine whether a law has been broken.  There is nothing in the letter from the Solicitor General’s 
Office to do with section 20.  Straightaway it is a very limited piece of legal advice.  Why did the government 
not want to go anywhere near section 20?  It is because that section indicates that a member has broken the law if 
the member has wilfully neglected to provide the information that is required under the legislation. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Bad boys. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will talk about bad boys.  The significance of section 20 and the reason the 
Attorney General does not want to raise it today is that he would crucify a number of Labor Party members of 
Parliament.  Section 20 definitely does not apply to the Leader of the Opposition.  I remind members about the 
failure to hand in a pecuniary interest form in accordance with this legislation by the required date.  Members are 
all sent a letter in July informing them of their obligations.  Members can look at my copy.  I am sure that a 
number of members will recall that they were sent reminder letters.  Some members were even sent a further 
reminder letter.  I understand that some members might have also received a reminder phone call.  Members are 
given an initial request and three reminders, and are obliged by statutory requirement to provide that 
information.  That provides a solid legal argument that a member my have wilfully broken this law.  Gosh, I 
wonder whether that is why the Attorney General did not want to go into that aspect.  He knew that he would not 
be touching the Leader of the Opposition, because he has not broken the law.  He has not contravened that 
section of the legislation.  I will tell members something: I would love to see a Crown Solicitor’s report on 
whether the Minister for Police or the members for Kingsley, Kimberley, Albany and Bassendean have 
contravened the legislation.  That is why the Attorney General did not go near this.  Section 20 could have 
enormous ramifications for government members rather than opposition members.  That is why the Attorney 
General read out the flimsy one and a half page letter and said that the Leader of the Opposition had broken the 
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law.  If the Attorney General had gotten a full and comprehensive assessment of his own members’ performance, 
we would see some very embarrassed red faces opposite. 

The bottom line is simple: the Liberal Party has 18 members and the Labor Party has 32.  Whatever motion is 
put up today will pass because the government has the numbers, but that does not make it right.  If this matter 
were raised in the upper house under a different composition of Greens (WA), Labor Party, Liberal Party and 
National Party members, who knows what result we would get on a similar question.  It might be completely 
different.  Today the government is trying to use its political numbers to amend the motion, so that it is 
meaningless to divert attention from the big issue today, which is why the Premier will not admit to his role in 
the cover-up of the cabinet shares scandal.  Why will the Premier not give us a sensible, truthful and full answer 
about why he will not insist that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure resign and why will he not sack her 
as a result of her transgression? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  She’s got to go. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Everyone agrees that she has to go.  Dare I say this about Premier Peter 
Beattie, because he is on the other side of the political fence, but he has saved his bacon on more than one 
occasion when things have gone wrong by taking a machete to the problem and cleaning it up.  He is not 
squeaky clean, but he has done that.  This Premier will not do that.  If the Premier had said yesterday that he 
would sack the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and that he would reprimand the Minister for Justice, he 
might have got away with it.  Right now the guns are being aimed at the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 
and, more importantly, the guns are being aimed at the Premier himself.  The Premier cannot justify not sacking 
the Minister for Justice.  Members opposite are all laughing because they know that if something goes wrong, 
the Premier will stand up for them.  One member of this chamber who is not laughing - in fact, he is not in the 
chamber at the moment - is the member for Yokine.  I can only imagine how he feels.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  What about the member for Albany?  I wonder where he is. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  He is not here.  He is not willing to participate in the debate either.  I would 
love to hear the member for Yokine speak in this debate.  I would love to know how he feels. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  I am sure he is looking at the television right now.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes.  I would love to hear from the member for Albany in this debate.  
However, the member for Yokine is the one I would really love to hear from, because he knows the full story.  
He knows the truth.  However, if the member for Yokine participated in the debate today and told us what he 
knows, I reckon it would be the end of the Premier’s tenure as Premier of this state.  That is how serious this is.  
This matter goes right to the top.  This matter concerns the Premier of this state.  However, he will not answer 
the one key question, because he knows that if he answers that question it will be the end of his tenure as Premier 
of Western Australia.  The member for Yokine is not here.  I have a degree of sympathy for the member for 
Yokine, because last week he lost his ministerial portfolio as a result of his transgression against the ministerial 
code of conduct.  The Premier did not insist that the member for Yokine resign; however, the Premier said he 
had no option but to resign, so he left the ministerial ranks.  Therefore, I can only imagine how the member for 
Yokine must feel now that the blowtorch has been turned onto the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and 
the Minister for Justice.  For all intents and purposes, the transgression by the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure was similar to that of the member for Yokine.  The Premier sent the member for Yokine down the 
gurgler.  However, he is prepared to stand up for the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Is that because 
she has so much clout in the Labor Party?  Is that because she is one of the few people on the front bench who is 
able to put forward one-quarter of an argument in this chamber and the Premier believes that, without her, the 
front bench would be virtually naked?  What is the reason?  The Deputy Premier laughs -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am just thinking of a naked front bench! 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I dread to think of a naked front bench on that side of the house!   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is a very disturbing thought! 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Will the Deputy Premier be participating in this debate?  The Deputy 
Premier has gone silent.  After the Deputy Premier’s stuff-up last week, when he implicated the Premier by 
indicating that the Premier knew about the Kucera matter, we can bet that the Deputy Premier will not be 
participating in this debate, because he is terrified that he will implicate the Premier even more.  Last week the 
Leader of the House also implicated the member for Yokine, because what he said was, in effect, “No, no, no, 
the Deputy Premier was not reaching over to talk to the Premier about the Kucera matter; in fact, the member for 
Yokine was saying to me that this was about his wife’s shares”, when we were being told that he knew nothing 
about it.  This debate is nothing more than a cover-up of the cabinet share scandal.  This attempt today by the 
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government to fire some shots at the opposition is nothing more than an attempt to divert people from 
questioning the Premier about two fundamental questions.  The first question is: when did the Premier know that 
the Kuceras had Alinta shares?  If the Premier had known about the Kucera shares before last August, then the 
Premier’s position would be untenable and he would have little option but to do the same thing the member for 
Yokine had to do.  The second question is very simple: if the member for Yokine had to leave the ministry as a 
result of his transgression, why should not the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure also have to leave the 
ministry, for exactly the same reason?  Until the Premier has the guts to answer those two questions truthfully 
and openly, his credibility is shot.   

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [2.53 pm]:  I cannot help but think that the people of Western Australia 
would say we are a sad and sorry mob when they look at the sorts of issues we are discussing today in this 
debate.  What a shambles the ministerial code of conduct has become, and what a shambles the declaration of 
members’ financial interests has become.  This debate has reinforced some very important issues about both the 
ministerial code of conduct and our code of conduct as members of this house.  This debate has also raised some 
important questions about the effectiveness, or otherwise, of the Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act 
1992, and about the code of conduct and accountability.  These issues should be debated seriously and urgently.  
However, that should be done not in the heat of this debate but at another time when we can deal with this matter 
in the clear light of day.  I suggest to the government that we need an urgent review of the 1992 legislation.  That 
review should start with a select committee of this house.  It can then be reviewed further in other ways.  The act 
is clearly not working.  We need to look at the inadequacies of the act and what amendments need be made to the 
act so that it will work and we will not end up with the sorts of arguments and counter-arguments that we have 
had today.  The events of the past week indicate that the ministerial code of conduct needs to be reviewed 
urgently as well.  Due to all the rhetoric that has gone on in the past week, the issue of conflict of interest has 
become blurred.  That should be a very straightforward issue.  It should be able to be dealt with properly.  
However, the act needs tightening up and looking at.  The Leader of the Opposition has given a number of 
examples of incomplete disclosure in members’ annual financial returns.  Comments have also been made about 
the inadequacy of the Leader of the Opposition’s annual financial returns.  Therefore, I again emphasise that 
there is an urgent need to review the 1992 act.   

I turn now to the amendment before the house.  It may be easy for members of a party to vote on this type of 
amendment.  However, I find it quite difficult, because the amendment actually has two parts to it.  The first part 
I would vote against, but the second I would vote for.  Therefore, I find myself in a dilemma in knowing how to 
vote on this amendment, because it contains two separate and independent motions.  Under the strict letter of the 
ministerial code of conduct, two ministers have failed to declare the financial interests of their spouses.  That is 
what we are dealing with in the first part of the amendment.  With regard to the second part of the amendment, it 
appears that the Leader of the Opposition has not provided all the information that is required in section 6 of the 
annual return.  If that is the case, then I cannot support him on the amendment.  I will, therefore, exercise my 
decision not to vote on this amendment.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [2.57 pm]:  Earlier this week I read a headline in The West 
Australian to the effect that I was to be torched in the Parliament.  Therefore, I have been waiting with deep 
trepidation - with fear and trembling - for a question from the opposition.  However, the opposition has 
thoroughly disappointed me, because there has not been one single question to me.  I know why the opposition 
has not asked me one single question.  It is because last week, during the matter of public interest debate, I 
answered everything that I needed to answer.  Also, yesterday, in my personal explanation, I gave further 
clarification for the education of the Leader of the Opposition.  

I agree with some of the remarks made by the member for Churchlands.  Clearly the definitions in the ministerial 
code of conduct need to be tightened, and additional work needs to be done on the procedures in that code.  The 
legislation governing declarations by members of Parliament also needs further work done on it, because it is 
confusing for some members of Parliament, and it contains too many loopholes.  However, it does not contain 
the loophole that the Leader of the Opposition has sought to exploit.  The Leader of the Opposition has a 
company called Gold City Corp.  That is an interesting title.  It is about as flash as a rat with a gold tooth - 
somewhat like the character of its proprietor.  The proprietor of Gold City Corp is indeed the Leader of the 
Opposition; he is the sole director and sole shareholder of the company, which operates out of a property that is 
owned 100 per cent by the Leader of the Opposition in his personal capacity.  In other words, Gold City Corp is 
the Leader of the Opposition.  There is no distinction.  No-one but the Leader of the Opposition is involved in 
Gold City Corp.   

Why would the Leader of the Opposition try to draw a corporate veil over his share ownership?  Why would the 
Leader of the Opposition own shares indirectly when he could own them directly?  What is his explanation for 
this arrangement?  We have not been given any explanation other than that he can get away with it.  That has 
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been the extent of his explanation.  I have an explanation: the Leader of the Opposition wanted to cover up his 
interest because he was either in public life or contemplating entering public life when he entered into this 
arrangement.  He thought he had a great lurk or whiz going; that is, to do his share trading through a company so 
that he would not have to declare them.  He does have to declare his share trading.  The State Solicitor has 
provided a very clear opinion on this matter.  Basically, the State Solicitor said that if a member owns 20 per 
cent or more of a corporation, he must declare the interest of that corporation as his own in the declaration made 
to the Parliament.  I do not understand why the member for Leschenault in particular, who, by the way, said I 
would not speak in this debate, is so disparaging of the advice from the State Solicitor’s Office.  I think he called 
it a flimsy document.  I have read the document and I think it is very clear.  The Leader of the Opposition or any 
other member who has more than a 20 per cent interest in a corporation has a legal obligation to declare the 
interests of that corporation to the Parliament.  The Leader of the Opposition has not done that.  He has admitted 
on radio that he has not done it.  Therefore, he has broken the law.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  What about your members?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The response of the opposition has been to name in the chamber other members of 
Parliament.  There is a real difference between what those other members of Parliament have done and what the 
Leader of the Opposition has done, because those other members of Parliament have sought to correct their 
errors.  On the evidence presented by the opposition - I have not independently checked it - those other members 
of Parliament have sought to correct their errors.  Of course, the opposition has been quite selective in revealing 
the names of members of Parliament who might have failed to declare interests or declared them too late or 
whatever.  I am aware of the names of members on the other side of the house who have failed to declare their 
interests.  However, I will not go into that matter because it involves backbench members of Parliament and they 
are not the alternative Premier or the leader of the alternative government.   

The difference between the members cited by the Leader of the Opposition and his cronies and the Leader of the 
Opposition is that the Leader of the Opposition has been brazen and shameless, whereas they have sought to 
correct the record.  He has broken the law.  He failed to declare.  Other people have sought to correct their errors.  
He has not said that he will correct his error.  He says that he has not broken the law and that he does not have to 
correct anything.  The State Solicitor says that he has broken the law.  The Leader of the Opposition should read 
the advice.  The State Solicitor does not specifically say that the Leader of the Opposition has broken the law, 
but his description and analysis of the law perfectly covers the circumstance involving the Leader of the 
Opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition has broken the law.  The fact that he has been so brazen about it is on 
par with the culture of the coalition.  When Hon Murray Criddle was the minister presiding over the privatisation 
of our railway lines, he held shares in the company that bought the railway lines.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Did he declare the interest?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He sought to disguise his interest by selling the shares to his wife.  When he was finally 
caught out after persistent questioning by, among others, Hon Ed Dermer in the upper house, the then Deputy 
Premier described the issue as “pissant” and the then Premier said that it was not an issue for someone to be in 
that position and have minor shareholdings in public companies.  Of course, the shares were valued at more than 
$20 000.   

This issue has relevance to some of the debates that have occurred in this chamber.  I ask the Leader of the 
Opposition whether he still owns shares in Heron Resources Ltd.  The Leader of the Opposition does not want to 
tell us whether he still owns shares in Heron Resources.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Nor do you. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have answered everything.  I did that in the matter of public interest debate and a personal 
explanation.  Members opposite are so concerned that I have not revealed information that I should have done 
that they have not dared to ask me a question for two days.  That shows the extent of any issue that members 
opposite think there might be with regard to my behaviour on this issue.   

The Leader of the Opposition at one stage declared ownership in Heron Resources.  Of course, Heron Resources 
is a respondent to a native title claim; that is, the Wongatha native title claim.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Oh my goodness! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition is laughing and joking about it.  He is brazen and absolutely 
shameless about it.  The Leader of the Opposition has spoken in very derogatory terms about the Wongatha 
claim.  He owned shares in a company that opposed the Wongatha claim and then came into this place and made 
very disparaging remarks about the Wongatha claim.  He said on 22 September 2004 - 
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I remind members of the Wongatha claim, . . .  Thankfully, the Wongatha claim has now had its day in 
the Federal Court . . . The Deputy Premier, who is responsible for native title, has snuck through the 
back door and offered the Wongatha claimants a secret multimillion dollar out-of-court settlement.  
Why on earth is the Government giving taxpayers’ money that could be spent on schools and hospitals 
in my electorate, and perhaps even yours, Madam Acting Speaker, . . .  

The Leader of the Opposition owned shares in a company that was the respondent in a legal action.  He came 
into the Parliament and criticised the government for seeking to make a settlement on that claim.  He gave a 
disgraceful answer.  This is the type of person the Leader of the Opposition really is.  He has no claim to the 
position of alternative Premier.  He said - 

The answer is simple: It is buying Aboriginal votes three or four months out from an election.  

What a disgraceful comment!   

Mr M.J. Birney:  And so it was.  That is exactly what it was.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He has repeated it!  What a disgraceful comment from a disgraceful person!  He is brazen 
about the fact that he has not declared his interests.  With one interest that he has declared, he did not shirk from 
debating a relevant issue in the house in a most derogatory and offensive fashion.  Nothing can change the fact 
that the Leader of the Opposition has broken the law.  Nothing can change the fact that the leader of the 
alternative government in this state has broken the law.  Nothing can change the fact that the alternative Premier 
has broken the law.  However, the Leader of the Opposition can make amends.  The people that he cited on his 
side of the house, on the evidence of the opposition, have corrected it.  I have not checked that, but that is what 
the Leader of the Opposition and his colleagues have told the house - that those matters have been corrected.  
That is the evidence that has been presented to the house.  The Leader of the Opposition has not done that.  If the 
Leader of the Opposition has any respect for accountability or for the law, he should declare all the subsidiary 
interests owned by the company of which he is the sole director and proprietor, and he should do so by nine 
o’clock tomorrow morning.  He should not walk out of the chamber while I am presenting a challenge to him.  
He is running away, not only psychologically but also literally.  He is running away from the challenge.  

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When members on this side of the house have drawn attention to the fact that a member is 
leaving, it has been ruled out of order.  That is because the Leader of the Opposition may very well have 
appointments.  We do not know.  It is not for the Treasurer to say why a person is leaving, or not leaving the 
chamber.  It is out of order.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  We will require a standing order number.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Members should not interject when I am on my feet.  In discussion with the Clerk I 
have decided that there is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the Leader of the Opposition is not to reveal himself as a shameless, brazen law-breaker 
he must declare these interests by nine o’clock tomorrow.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.12 pm]:  I agree with some of the earlier comments on this issue by 
the member for Churchlands.  Many people in the community are asking why what is sauce for the goose is not 
sauce for the gander.  Why has one minister whose personal shares were not declared stepped down, while the 
government seems to be turning a blind eye to the activities of another minister.  The wording of the amendment 
moved by the government is to the effect that cabinet ministers have acted openly and honestly in matters related 
to Alinta shareholdings.  All the cards may have been put on the table this week, and maybe those ministers were 
busy last year, and perhaps that is why some of these facts were not put on the table.  Again, it goes back to the 
government, in terms of the support the Premier is giving his ministers, if these things are being overlooked.  It is 
very sad when something like this happens.  Already, politicians have a bad name in society.  In terms of the 
trust granted to them by the community, politicians are right at the bottom.  What has happened over the past 
week on this issue has certainly not given the public any reason to move politicians up that trust ladder.  As the 
member for Churchlands said before, the Premier needs to look at the legislation.  

Dr E. Constable interjected.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Churchlands has said that the house should look at this legislation.  
That legislation should come back to this house.  The Premier needs to look at not only this, but also the other 
responsibilities of ministers.  At present the Labor Party is in power, but the next government could be the 
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Liberal Party.  We need to make sure that the community has a sense of trust in whoever is in government.  That 
is why, last week, when the member for Yokine stood down, people thought that was the government living up 
to the commitment it made in 2001 in the area of accountability.  Admittedly, it only happened because some 
members of the opposition staff discovered what had happened in relation to the Alinta shareholdings.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Hillarys.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The ministers have acted openly and honestly, as the amendment to the motion seeks 
to show, only when it has been brought to their attention that the facts are now on the table.  The second part of 
the amendment was to censure the Leader of the Opposition for not revealing his financial interests under the 
Members of Parliament (Financial Interests) Act 1992, by trading shares through a holding company.  I believe 
that the Leader of the Opposition has admitted that this is the case.  Is that not correct? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I don’t think he agrees with anything the government says.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  From what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition says, the Leader of the Opposition has 
not accepted that he did not comply.  However, from what the government has put on record it appears that he 
has not complied.  From what has been revealed today, it looks as though many other people in this house, on 
both sides, are also at fault, and I am going home to look at my own declaration of financial interests!  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  But you’re not a cabinet minister.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  No, but we all have a responsibility to make sure the declarations are filled in 
correctly.  It falls back on the Premier to make sure -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  We are looking at those issues, as you know.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It is right that the Premier look at those issues because it does not look good in the 
eyes of the community when we, who are meant to be enacting legislation, are not sticking to the rules.  It looks 
as though several people in this house have not stuck to the rules.  Because there are pros and cons to this motion 
and the amendment, I agree with the member for Churchlands.  I will abstain from voting on the motion.  

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin  
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray  

Noes (16) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr G. Snook 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr C.J. Barnett 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Ms J.A. Radisich Mr D.T. Redman 

Amendment thus passed. 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [3.22 pm]:  There appears to be some confusion about the 
question of when I knew about Bob and Sue Kucera’s shareholdings in Alinta.  I will clarify the position.  It was 
last Wednesday that I first knew of Bob and Sue Kucera’s shareholdings in Alinta.  Following that, we discussed 
the potential conflict of interest that led to Bob’s resignation.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  The question now is that the words to be inserted be inserted.   
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Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin  
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray  
 

Noes (16) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr G. Snook 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr C.J. Barnett 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Ms J.A. Radisich Mr D.T. Redman 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin  
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray  

Noes (16) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.D. Omodei Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr G. Snook 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr C.J. Barnett 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Ms J.A. Radisich Mr D.T. Redman 

Question thus passed. 
 


