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GOVERNMENT RESOURCING — MINOR PARTIES AND INDEPENDENTS —  
REFERRAL TO PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time from the 
Leader of the Opposition a letter in the following terms — 

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today. 

“That this House refers the staff for votes deal between the Premier and Member for Fremantle to the 
Privileges and Procedures Committee for investigation into a contempt of Parliament.” 

Yours sincerely, 

ERIC RIPPER MLA 
LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION 

Members, the matter appears to me to be in order, and if at least five members will stand in support of the matter 
being discussed, the matter can now proceed. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.03 pm]: I move — 

That this house refers the staff-for-votes deal between the Premier and the member for Fremantle to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee for investigation into a contempt of Parliament. 

We have evidence here; we do not have assumptions and ancient history. We have recent statements by the 
member for Fremantle that demand that this matter be investigated by our Procedure and Privileges Committee. 
The Corruption and Crime Commission has to look at matters of misconduct of public officers, and that is why I 
referred this matter to the CCC. But there is another aspect of this matter that is also very important, and that is 
the question of contempt of Parliament. The CCC cannot deal with questions of contempt of Parliament; that is a 
matter for this house to deal with, and a matter for every member of this house to think carefully about. It is 
particularly a matter for the Independent members to think very carefully about indeed. 

I will quote to members some words from the twenty-third edition of Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice, 
published in 2004, on the subject of contempt of Parliament by improper influence. It states, at page 132 — 

The acceptance by a Member of either House of a bribe to influence him in his conduct as a Member, or 
of any fee, compensation or reward in connection with the promotion of or opposition to any bill, 
resolution, matter or thing submitted or intended to be submitted to either House, or to a committee, is a 
contempt. Any person who is found to have offered such a corrupt consideration is also in contempt. 

Further along, at page 147, it states — 

Attempts by improper means to influence Members in their parliamentary conduct may be considered 
contempts. 

Of course it is wrong for anyone in our community to attempt to improperly influence the vote of a member of 
Parliament. That is serious misconduct and a contempt of Parliament. There is also a long history in Westminster 
Parliaments of deep concern about the executive seeking to improperly influence members of Parliament. This 
issue has been debated over and again, over many decades. 

Dr J.M. Woollard: Isn’t that what happens in here all the time? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If it happens here all the time, it is a shameful reflection on the nature of this house. I think 
the member ought to reflect very carefully on that remark, because it brings the whole house into disrepute if that 
is what she thinks actually occurs in this place. 

When an issue such as this is raised, it must be dealt with. The house cannot stand by and allow this issue to not 
be investigated. It has to be considered and it has to be dealt with. 

I turn now to the evidence. Unlike the Premier, I am not relying upon ancient history and assumptions; I have 
recent statements made by one of the members involved in the relevant conversation. I do not have only one 
statement; I have four statements made on four separate occasions, each confirming that member’s 
understanding of what occurred in the conversation. Let us go through what the member for Fremantle said. The 
first statement she made was made in innocence of the sort of comments that I or other people might make. In 
The Sunday Times of 7 November 2010, the member for Fremantle was quoted as stating — 
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“I went to the Premier seeking an additional staff member,” she said. “He said, ‘Yes, on the condition 
that you don’t block supply and you don’t support a vote of no-confidence in the Government’. 

Having been alerted to the serious implications of her remarks, the member for Fremantle told television stations 
the next day that it was her view that those were the conditions that were agreed to that would entitle her to an 
additional staff member. 

She made a further statement during the matter of public interest debate last week. Again, she confirmed her 
account of what happened. She stated — 

My understanding from my meeting with the Premier was that I would be able to have an additional 
staff member if I agreed to two conditions that are commonly sought from Independents. The first was 
that I would not block supply. 

Further along, she stated —  

The second was that I would not vote in favour of a no-confidence motion against the government. 

It is true that in that same speech she said that it was possible that when two people meet there can be a 
misunderstanding, but she never, ever resiled from her account of the events. She took another opportunity—I 
am sure this was welcomed by the Premier—to write an article for the Wangle website — 

I wrote to the Premier five months ago seeking an extra staff member. I didn’t hear back. I met with the 
Premier on 14 October to discuss it. My understanding of our conversation was that I would get the 
staff member if I agreed to the following two conditions that are commonly applied to Independents: 

I wonder where she got that idea! 

The first was that I would not block supply—I agreed to this because I abide by an unwritten 
convention of MPs to support the State Budget so that our essential services like hospitals and schools 
remain funded, so that our public servants get paid. 

The second was that I would not support a no-confidence motion against the whole of government.  

Unlike the Premier, I do not have assumptions only; I have four sets of statements from the member for 
Fremantle characterising the conversation that she had with the Premier. Those four statements from the member 
for Fremantle say very clearly to me that a deal was done—a benefit for her would be extra staff in return for her 
votes in support of the government on confidence and supply in this house. That is serious misconduct. That is 
contempt of Parliament. That is something that this house must require an investigation of. This house has to 
stand up for its rights with regard to the executive’s attempts to suborn the votes of members of Parliament.  

That evidence comes from one of the members involved; that is, the member for Fremantle. The other member, 
the Premier, denies a deal. But have a look at how weak the Premier’s defence is! He admits that the two issues 
were discussed in the same meeting. He admits that he was the first person to raise the issue of the member for 
Fremantle’s votes. Why would the Premier even raise such an issue in such a discussion? She has made an 
arguable request: can I have additional staff like other people have? The Premier said he raised the issue of 
votes. Clearly, the Premier took the opportunity. He admits that he raised the issue of votes in response to her 
request.  

What do other people say about the believability of the Premier on this issue? One commentator writing in The 
Sunday Times, Joe Spagnolo, said — 

To borrow a line from Opposition Leader … Who is telling the truth? 

That was his view. Rebecca Carmody, also writing in The Sunday Times, said the Premier’s explanation of the 
conversation “defies belief”. It is not just Labor people who think that the Premier’s defence is very, very weak; 
it is not just Labor people who feel that his explanation has been incredible and unbelievable, and that the 
member for Fremantle’s version of events is the version that should be preferred; it is outside people looking in 
at that conversation.  

The questions to ask are whether this was planned or whether it was simply opportunistic when the Premier saw 
the direction of the conversation, and whether it was a mistake by the Premier, or was it indeed a 
misunderstanding? I think that the whole area of misunderstanding is completely unlikely. The possibility of a 
misunderstanding has only been raised belatedly and once the heat has gone on. It has the feel of a very much 
after-the-fact, belated defence when the serious implications have begun to sink in. It is not a mistake or a 
misunderstanding; it was either a plan that the Premier had or it was an opportunistic demand by him when he 
saw the possibility of strengthening support for his government.  
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Why do I say that? We know from leaks from the York gathering of the Liberal Party that the announcement that 
the member for Fremantle was to support the government on supply and confidence was to be a big 
announcement for the first week of this three-week sitting of Parliament. We know that because the Premier 
boasted to the York gathering of the Liberal Party that he had the member for Fremantle’s support on confidence 
and supply issues. This was to be a stroke of political genius. At the start of the last three weeks of Parliament 
we have an additional number in the house on confidence and supply; we have boosted the security and standing 
of the government. At that York event the Premier boasted that this would happen, and he gave the member for 
Vasse credit for brokering the deal. He wanted to do that because there is a bit of discontent among the Liberal 
backbench about the expected elevation of the member for Vasse to the cabinet. There was a lot of work done at 
the York gathering to settle down the backbench and to prepare the ground for the member for Vasse to come 
back into cabinet.  

The Premier is being too clever by half on this matter. He has been too arrogant. He has exhibited the classic 
fault of Liberals in government: they believe they are born to rule! They believe that by definition Liberals are 
incapable of misconduct and they do not believe that the rules should apply to them. The pesky, troublesome 
rules are for those nasty Labor people! They are not for those people who ought to be in government; they are 
not for those people born to rule. Those pesky, troublesome accountability rules can be ignored if one is a 
member of the Liberal Party in government.  

What are the Premier’s defences? We have had the defence so eloquently put forward to the house by the 
member for Alfred Cove which basically goes, “Everyone pork-barrels.” This is not pork-barrelling. Pork-
barrelling is not a nice thing, but this is not pork-barrelling. The second defence is that members need resources. 
It is arguable whether members need resources. It certainly becomes very dodgy when the Independents who 
happen to support the government are given, per capita, more resources than members who belong to opposition 
parties.  

Dr J.M. Woollard: It is okay when it’s Carmen Lawrence, is it?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: So, one defence is that members need resources. This is about the linking of resources to 
votes, member for Alfred Cove! It is not about resources per se.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Order, members! Hansard has no chance whatsoever to record 
any of this speech. Please keep the interjections to a minimum. The Leader of the Opposition has the call.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: So the third pathetic defence put up by the government and by the member for Alfred 
Cove—the government’s most capable advocate on this issue—is that other governments have provided 
resources to minor parties and to Independents. But the key point is this: in those cases there is no link between 
the resources and the vote; no link whatsoever.  

At question time the Premier raised the issue of resources for the Greens (WA). No additional resources were 
provided to the Greens during the period of the Gallop government and certainly none in connection with any 
bill. An additional staff member was offered during the period of the Carpenter government to assist with the 
management of the legislative load. It was accepted; it was not linked to any votes. The current government has 
continued that arrangement. That is just a furphy. That has nothing to do with it. That is made up by the Premier. 
It is a case of deny, delay and counterattack. The process has nothing to do with it. We have not had a cabinet 
decision on the question of the member for Fremantle. When we do get a cabinet decision, no doubt there will be 
no formal condition written into the cabinet decision. What is important about this issue is not the cabinet 
decision; it is the conversation between the Premier and the member for Fremantle during which they did the 
deal, and no doubt the Premier said, “I’ll take it to cabinet”. He was not going to take to cabinet the condition 
that the member for Fremantle would vote with the government. That is the deal between him and the member 
for Fremantle. That is in the personal conversation evidenced in four sets of statements by the member for 
Fremantle. 

We now move to the final defence of the Premier, which is that it did not happen. That is basically his defence: it 
did not happen. Premier, the member for Fremantle said that it did happen. She said four times that it did happen. 
She said that it did happen, even when she knew that there would be serious implications for making that sort of 
statement. Therefore, how believable is the Premier on this issue? How credible is the Premier? In my view he is 
not very credible, not very believable; and that also is the view of other people who have looked at the 
circumstances. 

In any case, whether or not the Premier thinks he is believable, when an issue such as a contempt of Parliament 
is raised, the Premier really has no alternative but to support referral to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. 
The Premier really has no alternative because this house has to defend itself against contempts of Parliament. 
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This house has to stand up for its rights. It would be absolutely outrageous for the Premier and his members to 
use their numbers, including the number of Independents, to prevent this matter being examined. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.21 pm]: I will not be supporting this motion, but I may support — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Why do we not send to the Procedure and Privileges Committee the issue of bullying 
that goes on in this house? 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The bullying in that house, too. 

Why do we not send to the Procedure and Privileges Committee the issue of bullying that went on in this house 
of the members for Kingsley, Carine and Nedlands to influence their voting? That bullying was all to influence 
their voting when the opposition sat on this side of the house. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Members opposite are attacking the member for Fremantle simply because she has 
asked for equity — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr M. McGowan: Leave the member for Fremantle some time. Don’t take all the time! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Rockingham and member for Warnbro, I have been on my feet for, it 
feels like, a number of minutes now. I have given the call to the member for Alfred Cove. Please cease the 
interjections. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Fremantle has asked for equity in parliamentary — 

Mr A.J. Waddell interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Forrestfield, I call you for the first time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Fremantle has asked for equity in parliamentary resources equivalent 
to the parliamentary resources that have been given to the members for Kalgoorlie and Alfred Cove—the same 
resources that I have been given. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: For two terms in this house I asked for additional resources from opposition members 
when they were in government. No! They refused to give them. I knew that Carmen Lawrence had given them to 
Independents when she was the Premier. But no, opposition members refused to give them, even though 
Independents work very hard. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The Leader of the Opposition has just misled this house. He just said that there is no 
link between supply, motions of no confidence and parliamentary resources. Go on the internet, Leader of the 
Opposition. On the internet there is a memorandum of understanding between Nick Greiner, Clover Moore, John 
Hatton and Peter Macdonald. The first aim of the memorandum of understanding related to supply and the 
second to motions of no confidence. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Further on, the memorandum of understanding refers to parliamentary resources. When 
we talk about parliamentary resources, we should also look at private members’ business. That is something that 
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should be referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. Why should the opposition have control of it? 
The Independents should have more time in private members’ business. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: Why should the opposition have control of private members’ business? 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, once again I call the house to order! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: This motion is just a nonsense. It is a point-scoring exercise. It is a game. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The motion attacks the member for Fremantle over and over simply because she has 
asked for some equity in parliamentary resources. She has asked for some additional resources because she 
cannot come into this house and just look and see which side of the house her party — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro and Leader of the House, I call you to order! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: The member for Fremantle cannot walk into the house and look and see which side of 
the house her party is sitting on and go and sit on that side. She will be asked when she walks into the house why 
she is voting a particular way, and she will have to answer. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Madam Acting Speaker, I draw your attention and the attention of the member for Alfred 
Cove to standing order 101, which sets out the time for debate. “Other members” have five minutes in total. I 
draw the member’s attention to the fact that she has now used nearly four of those five minutes. I would have 
thought she might want to leave some time for the member for Fremantle to have a few words. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That’s not a point of order! 

Mr M.J. Cowper: You’re the policeman now! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): That is not a point of order, member for Rockingham, and I 
point out to the house that the member for Alfred Cove might get through her speech somewhat faster if the 
interjections ceased. Member for Alfred Cove. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, you can challenge the Chair only by substantive motion. I 
call you to order for the second time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: I think that the house has wasted enough time on this issue. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: You waste more time in this house than any other single member. You alone waste more 
time. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: No, no. Unless — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup, I call you to order for the first time!  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD: As I was saying, as Independents we have to review the legislation. We have to come 
into this house and we have to tell our constituents why we are voting on legislation. We have to review each 
piece of legislation. The member for Fremantle needs additional parliamentary resources. She does not have 
party resources. That is why she would have gone to the Premier and asked for additional resources. I hope that 
when cabinet reviews that request, it gives her additional parliamentary resources. 

[Independent members’ time expired.] 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [3.28 pm]: We are debating this issue today for one key reason—that is, 
because the member for Fremantle said that she had a done deal. That is what she went away from the Premier 
thinking. It is what she told The Sunday Times and it reported that the week before last. It is what she said when 
she was on Channel Two and Channel Nine news on that Sunday evening. It was a simple deal: she had asked 
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for an extra staff member. The Premier had offered in return that, provided she supported supply and confidence 
in the government, she would get the extra staff member. We then spent all last week listening to the Premier 
and the Premier saying, “No, look, let me just explain it.” He said something like this: “We had a meeting. The 
first part of the meeting where I had a staff member in attendance we discussed the member for Fremantle’s 
office.” Clearly her office, the office that was adequate for a minister in our government, is not adequate for the 
current member for Fremantle. So, she raised that with the Premier. The staff member, for whatever reason—
perhaps he was asked—left the room, and we are told that the Premier and the member for Fremantle had a 
further discussion. It was a discussion that the member for Fremantle went away from in the certain knowledge 
that she had done a deal. The member for Fremantle would support the government on matters of supply and 
confidence and the Premier, in return, would give her a staff member. The Premier now says that that is not 
correct; that he gratuitously and separately raised the matters about the conditions or the terms under which the 
members for Kalgoorlie and Alfred Cove operate and what they do. Apparently the Premier gratuitously told the 
member for Fremantle about that. Rather than it being an actual conversation between the Premier and the 
member for Fremantle, we are supposed to believe that it was actually two separate speeches. The member for 
Fremantle gave a speech about her need for staffing resources, and the Premier gave a speech about the member 
for Alfred Cove and the member for Kalgoorlie and the conditions about their support for the government and 
how they received a staff member in return. Again, last Tuesday in this house the member for Fremantle 
repeated exactly the same claim—that it was a deal and that she was operating under the expectation that she 
would support matters of supply and confidence and that she would get a staff member.  

However, I think we need to look at this in greater context. The member for Fremantle was elected to this place 
on 15 May 2009. We know that before the end of 2009, the member started a relationship with the then 
Treasurer. We know that, for example, on 18 February, they were in a motel together in Albany. The story of 
their affair broke on Perthnow on 24 April and it ran in The Sunday Times on 25 April. Having then come out 
about her affair with the then Treasurer, and having then resigned from the Greens party — 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The key point is that on 31 May, the member for Fremantle realised that she did not 
have enough staff to do her job as the member for Fremantle. She did not realise and she did not approach the 
Premier for an additional staff member for her electorate office until — 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: In April she came out about her affair, and in May she put out her hand. She wrote — 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: These are the facts.  

Mr C.C. Porter: What are you saying? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I am saying that we found out publicly about the affair in April, and that for the first 
time, on 31 May—as she told the house on this day last week—the member for Fremantle wrote to the Premier 
seeking an additional staff member. Last Tuesday, the member said that she needed an additional staff member 
for her electorate office—for her electorate office! I underline that point, because she did not say that now she 
was an Independent member, she needed a research officer, but, “I need that staff member for my electorate 
office.” The member then went on to say — 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Madam Acting Speaker, I am finding it difficult to say even one sentence here without 
being interjected upon. I call upon you for your assistance. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Members, during this debate I have called the house to order a 
number of times regarding senseless interjections. I have given the call to the member for Midland and I do not 
want to hear from anyone else at this moment, please. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The member for Fremantle went on to say that this issue is about equality and fairness. 
It is not about equality and fairness. 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Madam Acting Speaker, if people here disagree with what I am saying, they will have 
the opportunity to stand to make their own speech.  

Several members interjected.  
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The member for Fremantle said her constituents deserved the right to benefit from an 
appropriately resourced member of Parliament. She said that she was trying to get equity for members in this 
house. Far from that! The other Independents in this house already had the extra resource. She was not doing 
anything for them; she was doing something for herself. If it is appropriate for that member to benefit, surely it is 
appropriate for other members to benefit. Members opposite can pay lip-service to it; they can say what they 
like, but this is nothing but — 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Regional Development. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This smacks of being a rort. Why should executive government determine the resources 
for one member of Parliament, whose vote they need, compared with the resources for other members here? The 
Premier says that he has not prepared his cabinet submission yet; he is still stringing the member along. She 
wrote on 31 May. He met with her in October. At this stage last week, he said that he had not yet prepared a 
cabinet submission. He says that he is following a proper process because he is taking the matter to cabinet. If 
the Premier is saying to an Independent member of this house that he is contemplating taking a matter to cabinet 
and that the member may get the asked-for member of staff because of that, I would suggest that he is stringing 
the member along. At some point the Premier will take the matter to cabinet. Implicit in saying that he will take 
the matter to cabinet is the cabinet’s approval, because I do not think that the Premier would take a submission to 
cabinet for an additional staff member, or a proposal as he did for the other Independent members, and that 
cabinet members would turn around and say, “Premier, we do not agree with you.” Keep in mind that this is the 
Premier who often talks about how a Liberal Premier picks his own team. Imagine the people in the Premier’s 
handpicked team saying, “No, Colin; we do not agree with you on that.” I cannot see that happening.  

Several members interjected.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: This whole situation beggars belief. The old saying is: if something looks like a duck, 
waddles like a duck and quacks like a duck, it is a duck. This looks like an inducement, it sounds like an 
inducement and it has the effect of an inducement. It is an inducement that is not available to other members of 
this house. Throughout this time, the member for Fremantle is waiting to find out whether she will get this extra 
electorate office resource that she has asked for. What is she going to do in the meantime? She knows that 
cabinet ministers and the Premier will decide on whether she will get a one-third increase in the resourcing of her 
office. At some stage the matter will go to cabinet. Maybe it will not go to cabinet until next year. Through that 
time, how independent are we to think the member is in her voting? Another issue that beggars belief is the 
Premier’s response when asked whether the former Treasurer is involved; he said that was “fruit-loop stuff”. I 
think there might be just a little bit of pillow talk.  

Several members interjected.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: For the Premier to ignore that is just plain wrong. To suggest to anyone in the public 
that the former Treasurer and his girlfriend do not talk about it beggars belief.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.38 pm]: I have been here for 20 years, and I have never heard 
such an atrocious, inappropriate, personal attack by one member of Parliament on another. For a female member 
of Parliament to so viciously attack another female member means this Parliament has reached a new low. Does 
the Leader of the Opposition support that attack?  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Order! Members! Once again the house has descended into 
chaos. Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Pilbara, I call you to order for 
the first time. Premier, you have the call. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Talk of sleepovers and pillow talk! The member for Midland has been here nearly as long 
as I have. She knew exactly what she was doing then. She set out to denigrate the member for Fremantle and she 
did a good job. Congratulations! She did a good job with a personal attack on someone’s personal life. That is 
what she did and that is what I gather all members opposite support. Does the member for Victoria Park support 
personal attacks? Does the member for Belmont support them?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Of course I support the member for Midland.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Does the member for Rockingham support personal attacks? Does the member for West 
Swan support them? 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: I certainly do not support your personal attacks in the past, that’s for sure.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Does the member for Maylands support a female member in here attacking another 
member over her personal life? Where does the member for Maylands stand?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Will you agree to an inquiry or not?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: When the member for Alfred Cove spoke we heard what can only be described as sledging 
from male members opposite. Members opposite at the back interrupted with continual sledging. After the 
sledging — 

Dr A.D. Buti: What about the way you attacked the member for West Swan?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I am on my feet. Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We heard — 

Ms R. Saffioti: When I was heavily pregnant.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Madam Acting Speaker —  

Mr D.A. Templeman: You are a pathetic, weak Premier—that’s what you are.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you to order for the first time.  

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I call you to order for the second time.  

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara! 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the third time. Premier.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I repeat, we have heard sledging of the member for Alfred Cove by male members 
opposite.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We heard that attack on the member for Alfred Cove because she dared to challenge 
members opposite. Following that, which I am starting to think was an orchestrated attempt, we then heard an 
experienced member of Parliament, an eight-year minister, stand up and launch a personal attack on the private 
life of a member opposite. I have never ever seen that. Do members opposite think members on this side do not 
know a lot about the personal lives of members opposite? But we do not use it.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Midland should be ashamed of herself for bringing in the personal life of 
a member of Parliament and for using the expressions she used. I used to have some respect for her; I have none 
for her now—none whatsoever. I have never heard anything as scurrilous in this Parliament as that. I take it that 
members opposite, from the Leader of the Opposition down, support her. I wonder whether that was an 
orchestrated slur on the member for Fremantle. What might it be about? Nothing more than the fact that the 
member for Fremantle beat Labor in its heartland seat of Fremantle. That is what it is about. Labor lost in a 
straight contest: Labor versus the Greens in the heartland seat of Fremantle. The Greens won and today members 
opposite took it out on the person who beat them in Fremantle. It was all personal; it was all totally 
inappropriate; and it was disgraceful. Not only the member for Midland but also other members opposite should 
be ashamed of themselves.  

Point of Order 

Mr J.N. HYDE: I have a point of order regarding relevance. The Premier has not once addressed the motion 
before the house. He is dealing with extraneous issues and personally sledging members of the opposition.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: It is not a point of order.  

Debate Resumed 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am hoping to get through my contribution in this debate without the hysteria we have 
experienced over the past half hour or so.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: Is that the Premier’s defence? Have we heard everything from the Premier yet?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Has the member for Bassendean had three warnings yet? 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I will give you the call if you seek the call. I have given 
the call to the Leader of the House. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I apologise, Madam Acting Speaker. The Premier thought I was making a point of order. I 
am going to speak after the Premier, who has not finished his speech.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Last week, the Leader of the Opposition personally took the decision to refer this matter to 
the Corruption and Crime Commission. It was his personal decision.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Yes.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know whether members opposite will support him in the future on that. Members 
opposite accused me of corruption and other things. That is what they did last week. It is on the public record. 
This week he comes back and now it has to go to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. What will it be next 
week, the Privy Council? What is he doing?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Don’t you believe that contempt of Parliament is important?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I listened in silence to the Leader of the Opposition. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Midland. Premier.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was gutter private matters; gutter politics of the worst degree. It was nothing more, 
nothing less than gutter politics aimed at a female member on this side of the house who is an Independent. That 
is what this is about.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the second time. I have said that I 
will give you the call if you seek the call, member for Bassendean.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I move back to the motion. Last week I went through the events that happened in some 
detail. I will not go through them again but I will summarise them. The member for Fremantle approached me in 
writing seeking improvements to her electorate office, as members opposite and members on this side do. I met 
with her on that. I have forgotten the date. It was not a formalised meeting; it was not in my diary.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: The member said she wrote to you asking for an additional electorate officer, and not just 
about the office. She wrote to you asking about the officer.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I have given the call to the Premier.  

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: You allowed incessant interjections while I was speaking. You did not name a single 
person opposite, yet when the same thing happens you make an entirely different ruling on this side of the house. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order, member for Midland. You know you can challenge the 
Chair by substantive motion only. Premier.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Fremantle had approached me about an electorate office upgrade. I met 
with her. It was an informal meeting, as happens at Parliament House and as happens all the time. It did not 
appear in my diary. I obviously have very detailed diary records. A staff member attended that meeting. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Did you table that letter, Premier?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, we tabled it last week. 
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Mr W.J. Johnston: You knew this was red hot; that’s why you didn’t put it in your diary.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Oh, for goodness sake!  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will continue.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the first time. I was on my feet.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Madam Acting Speaker — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the second time.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the third time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member approached me; we met at Parliament House. It was not a formally arranged 
meeting. A member of staff attended, not to take notes, but to listen to the point about the electorate office 
upgrade, as occurs with members on both sides of the house, to try to make sure they have suitable 
accommodation that is secure and appropriate for their needs. As I said last week, that staff member left the 
meeting at that stage, because that was the only reason for the staff member to be there. We then talked about the 
issue of — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, he did not take notes. No notes were taken. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Member for Bassendean! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I spoke to the staff member after last week’s debate and he informed me that he did not 
take notes. 

Mr T.G. Stephens interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The discussion then went on to the member’s request for an additional staff member. As I 
said last week, the member has a strong argument. As the member for Alfred Cove said, Independent members 
have extra demands on them. There is no doubt about it. They are charged with making their own decisions on 
votes on legislation. They do not have the benefit of sharing the task within a party. They do not have that 
capacity through additional staff that comes with being in government or, indeed, in opposition. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not going to talk to the member. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the third time. Member for 
Bassendean, if you seek the call, I will give it to you. I have given the call to the Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I explained to the member for Fremantle that, yes, the member for Kalgoorlie and the 
member for Alfred Cove have extra staff. I also think I mentioned that the member for Churchlands does not 
have extra staff as the member for Churchlands is a minister. As I said last week, I made the comment that the 
members for Alfred Cove and Kalgoorlie support the government of their own volition. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Madam Acting Speaker, I cannot even hear myself. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean! 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I have called you to order three times. 

Dr E. Constable: Throw him out. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I do not want to do that. I want the debate in this house to proceed in an orderly 
fashion. Member for Bassendean, I have said that I will give you the call. I request that you stop interjecting. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I said last week, I made the point that the members for Alfred Cove and Kalgoorlie 
support the government. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Why? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This was a conversation. We then discussed the merits of the request of the member for 
Fremantle. She made the point, as have other Independents previously, about the need for research staff and the 
need to know how they should vote. I was also very conscious that, with the tight votes in Parliament, interest 
groups often want to meet with Independent members to discuss and raise issues with them because of the 
significance of their vote. That was the nature of the conversation. I do not believe I raised with the member for 
Fremantle the fact that both the member for Kalgoorlie and the member for Alfred Cove also undertake tasks on 
behalf of government, which is another justification for their additional staffing. I do not know whether I raised 
that matter, but it is a fact. As I said last week, the member for Alfred Cove has done wonderful work on 
improving therapy services for students in our schools. As a result of her advocacy and work on that issue, the 
government, through the Minister for Health, has committed an additional $50 million towards those services. 
That is real work by a member of Parliament.  

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! I believe I gave the Premier the call. I think I have been 
pretty clear about what I mean when I give someone in this house the call. I have given the call to the Premier. I 
do not want to call you to order again. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Kalgoorlie also assists the government. In particular, he chairs the Buy 
Local committee, which is important in terms of — 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not need advice from the Leader of the Opposition. He thinks that this is a matter for 
the Corruption and Crime Commission. I think he should stick with that if that is his position and be accountable 
for that. 

It is also a fact that previous governments have given additional resources to Independents and minor parties. 
Indeed, I make the point that, although the Greens (WA) do not qualify as a minor party for extra government 
funding, this government has, without conditions, provided extra staff resources to the Greens. The member for 
Alfred Cove, the member for Kalgoorlie and the Greens all receive extra staffing with no conditions attached 
from this government. 

Mr M. McGowan: Did that go to cabinet? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, it did. The member for Rockingham was in cabinet. Can he remember — 

Mr M. McGowan: So you hid that? We can’t find out. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member should just go back out and find out whether a cabinet decision was made on 
funding the Greens when he was in government. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: We can’t find out about your cabinet decisions because they’re protected from FOI. 

Mr M. McGowan: It’s a good hiding technique. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is ridiculous. 

As I said last week, I was somewhat surprised when the member for Fremantle volunteered that she would 
support the government. I had not gone into that meeting with any thought or intention of trying to persuade the 
member for Fremantle to support the government. I went into the meeting to listen and respond to her request for 
additional staffing and improvements to her electorate office. I was very surprised when she said that she would 
support the government. Realising that that would be an issue for her in her electorate, I took some time to 
explain that supporting the government did not mean supporting the government on individual votes on 
legislation or on policy; all it implied was a commitment to support the government on supply or on no-
confidence motions. It is exactly the same situation with the Gillard government and the Independents in 
Canberra. I did not go into that meeting seeking support from the member for Fremantle on supply or on no-
confidence motions. It was something that she volunteered. And I have to say that I am very happy about it. I am 
very pleased that the member for Fremantle said that she would support this side of politics on supply. She 
saw—I hope I am not putting words in her mouth—supporting the elected government as quite appropriate as an 
Independent member. There is no condition or requirement on the cabinet decision. Indeed, I have no doubt that 
if there was an issue that the member for Fremantle felt very strongly about or, indeed, that the member for 
Alfred Cove felt very strongly about, they would vote as they saw fit according to their consciences. That is how 
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they would behave. The proposition that somehow I can buy a member’s vote is preposterous. That is an 
absolutely absurd proposition. However, the Leader of the Opposition did not hesitate. He raced off to the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and now he has come back into Parliament and said that it is a matter for the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee. 

We have seen one of the grubbiest performances by members of Parliament in the history of Parliament, and 
certainly in the 20 years that I have been here. The member for Midland’s resorting to gutter politics was frankly 
disgraceful. As a woman member of Parliament, she should be ashamed of her behaviour on that alone. The only 
person I have seen in my 20 years in this place attack a female member was the former member for Peel, who 
launched a similar attack on a female member on this side of the house. That is the only other example I can 
think of. Hon Norman Marlborough made an absolutely disgraceful attack on a female member. I think that 
today the member for Midland has topped it in gutter politics. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [3.58 pm]: I rise to reject the motion. Obviously, I 
will not support the motion. I have known the Premier for close to 20 years. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! I have given the call to the Leader of the House. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Premier has more integrity in his little finger than most members opposite have in 
their whole bodies. We heard the disgraceful comments from the member for Midland about the letter that was 
sent by the member for Fremantle. I have a copy of that letter written on 31 May. The member for Fremantle 
stated quite rightly, in my view, that she had resigned from the Greens (WA) and would appreciate the same 
sorts of benefits, if I can put it that way, that the members for Kalgoorlie and Alfred Cove get. She wrote — 

I understand that Dr Janet Woollard MLA and John Bowler MLA have been allocated an additional staff 
member to assist them with the Legislative Assembly agenda and I respectfully request the same allocation. That 
is a perfectly respectable and reasonable request by the member for Fremantle. I would suggest that that may be 
forthcoming but, as the Premier said, it has to go before cabinet before a decision is made because that is the way 
we do things on this side of the house. What do members on the other side of the house do? I think this is a 
desperate attempt by a desperate Leader of the Opposition. He is a dead man walking. He has the sword of 
Damocles hanging over him. He is the temporary Leader of the Opposition and every day he gets more 
temporary. This is a desperate attempt by him to try to retain some credibility. 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is not too bad at all. He should go and do that. 

I have before me some comments by the Leader of the Opposition that I looked up. When we were in opposition, 
we moved a motion to send something off to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. It was about one of the 
Labor Party ministers. The then Deputy Premier stated — 

The … reason the House should reject this motion is that the Opposition in this House is in a terrible 
state of disarray. It has really bad leadership problems. Why should the House cooperate with, not an 
attack strategy, but a defence strategy. It is not an attack on the Government; it is a defence strategy for 
the Leader of the Opposition. There is no doubt that the Opposition is experiencing its dog days. It has 
an absolutely unelectable leader.  

That is what the Leader of the Opposition said at the time and that is what I would say about him because he is 
unelectable. He knows that and even members of his own party are saying that behind his back, if he is not aware 
of it. He went on to say — 

The argument I am making is that the Opposition has put forward this motion because of the disarray in 
its ranks. 

Yes, absolutely — 

The House should not cooperate with a desperate attempt by the Opposition to show a bit of vitality on 
the last day, — 

This was the last sitting day at that time — 

in order that the Leader of the Opposition can defend his position. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Who was the leader at that time? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Leader of the Opposition should do his own research. He went on to say — 
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The Opposition is misusing the forms of the Parliament because of its own internal difficulties. 

Mr M. McGowan: It could be made up. Tell us the date now. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will give members the details. The Leader of the Opposition went on to say — 

When an opposition is in those circumstances, it will sometimes conclude that attack is the best method 
of defence. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will come to the member for Midland. The Leader of the Opposition stated — 

Opposition members are not really dealing with the issue of the Government’s performance, but with 
that of its own performance. 

I would say that in relation to the Leader of the Opposition.  

The member for Midland has some gall coming into this place. She is the one who employed half her family 
when she was a minister. What did the Leader of the Opposition do when he was the Deputy Premier and 
Treasurer? I thought he made a very interesting comment about linking resources to votes. 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member for Mindarie has no credibility.  

I wonder if the decision to employ Sharryn Jackson and others in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
went to cabinet. That position suddenly appeared. It paid about $130 000 or $140 000 a year. The position 
probably included a car and everything else. What did Sharryn Jackson and all the other minions that the Labor 
Party took on under her do? We are told that she used to organise regional cabinet meetings. I did that for free 
when I was cabinet secretary. We did not employ another person. In this case, it was a job for the girls. She 
organised all the press releases and all the benefits to the Labor Party’s backbenchers when it was in 
government. Talk about an abuse of taxpayers’ funds! The Leader of the Opposition was a master at that sort of 
thing when he was in government. We cannot trust him with the funds of this state. He will not be the Leader of 
the Opposition after Christmas. I am told that he is definitely going before Christmas and this is his last 
desperate attempt. The bells are tolling for him. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Are you hearing voices?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, I am not hearing voices. The Leader of the Opposition will be gone before Christmas.  

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Attorney General) [4.04 pm]: I want to make a couple of opening 
comments. It is obviously a very serious matter to refer something to the Corruption and Crime Commission. It 
is never more serious than when it involves a member of Parliament. When I first became a minister, I did 
something with respect to the member for Perth that I now soundly regret. I sent a letter to the CCC asking it to 
investigate a matter involving the member for Perth and the former operation of the criminal proceeds 
confiscation grants. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It was a terrible personal attack you made on him. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I am saying that I should not have done that. At the time, probably being somewhat 
inexperienced and thinking more as a lawyer than as a politician and elected member of Parliament, I genuinely 
believed at the time that that was something that required investigation. Upon two and a half years’ sober 
reflection, I should not have done that. I was quite wrong, and I apologise to the member for Perth for that. I 
learnt a very valuable lesson. It was not because I did not have a genuine belief at the time that it was a matter of 
maladministration but it was clearly a matter of politics rather than of the law, and I learnt a lesson. I am sorry 
the member for Perth is not here to hear the apology but I will give it to him personally as well. 

With respect to this referral, I want to make a procedural point because it is an important point to make. The 
Leader of the Opposition has referred this matter to the CCC, presumably because he believes it does or could 
possibly constitute serious misconduct. Is that correct? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s right. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Members might recall that we had a debate in this place not that long ago about the Cliffe 
property. One of the salient parts of that debate was about the Procedure and Privileges Committee, which the 
Leader of the Opposition is now seeking to refer this same matter to. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: There’s another aspect to the matter. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: The Leader of the Opposition should let me finish because I think this is an important point. 
During that debate a number of points were made about whether the CCC or the Parliament has jurisdiction 
when an allegation of serious misconduct about a member of Parliament in the conduct of his or her duties as a 
member of Parliament is raised. I recall quite distinctly the member for Rockingham saying in no uncertain 
terms that he viewed the present legal process as deficient because when an allegation of serious misconduct was 
made against a parliamentarian, it legally could not be investigated by the CCC. Does the member for 
Rockingham remember that? 

Mr M. McGowan: I don’t but I may well have said it. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Let me refresh his memory. He stated — 

I want to reveal to the house how the law is currently inadequate to deal with these matters, — 

He was talking about the Cliffe — 

which means that a committee of the Premier’s peers, including three government members out of five, 
is required to deal with this matter, rather than the independent body that dealt with the members for 
South Perth, Mindarie and Victoria Park. 

Does the member remember saying that? He was quite right. Well done. The law as he exposed it to be is that, 
oddly enough, if it is a matter of misconduct simpliciter, it can be investigated by the CCC if it relates to a 
parliamentarian in the conduct of his or her parliamentary duties. That is correct. If it is an allegation of serious 
misconduct, the only place that can investigate the matter is Parliament. I put a simple question to the house. The 
law as I understand it to be, as the shadow Attorney General understands it to be and as the member for 
Rockingham understands it to be, says this: it can either be the Parliament through the privileges process that 
investigates this or nothing. It cannot legally be the CCC. Why did the Leader of the Opposition refer this matter 
to the CCC? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why wouldn’t you support this motion? If that’s your view, you should vote for this motion; 
otherwise, you’re voting for no investigation.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The Leader of the Opposition did not listen to the first thing I said. I very much regret 
doing something very similar to what the Leader of the Opposition has done now. In any event, it is a silly thing 
for me to regret in one sense because I asked the CCC to do something it could not possibly have done. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Attorney General, this is about the whole future of a government. There would be a much 
higher stake than a government facing a no-confidence motion or a vote on supply. The stakes are very high.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is evidently about politics, and the Leader of the Opposition had a long time to plan a 
political strategy. Interestingly enough, the opposition will lose this vote based on the numbers. The only place 
that the Leader of the Opposition and his members say is legally able to investigate this is the place before us. 
That will mean that the CCC will be compelled under its own act to refer it up here to a place that would, 
pursuant to the motion before us today, if it fails, have been determined that it cannot be investigated. The 
Leader of the Opposition has shot himself in the procedural foot in probably the biggest way in Parliament’s 
recent history. As the member for Rockingham pointed out, the CCC cannot investigate this matter. Now the 
debate becomes about whether it is appropriate to send this matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. 
That is a quite separate debate that members present have engaged in today. The fact is that the opposition 
referred the matter to a body that has no jurisdiction, by the admission of the opposition’s own members. The 
vote and the debate on this motion will take its course, but this will be the end of the possibility to investigate the 
matter because the only body that can investigate it is Parliament. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [4.10 pm]: I thank the Attorney General for that very erudite summary of the 
law, but it overlooks one thing. When this matter goes to the Corruption and Crime Commission, it is a matter of 
whether the CCC looks at it as misconduct simpliciter or serious misconduct involving an offence with a penalty 
of more than two years. The allegation has been made and the CCC is yet to determine what it will make of the 
allegation and on what gradient it places the matter. The CCC can refer conduct simpliciter back to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee and back to Parliament for investigation. I cannot imagine—yes, I can 
imagine—a cover-up by the Premier if the matter comes back to the privileges committee at the request of the 
CCC to look into what the government should do. No doubt the government would strike it down, even at the 
request of the CCC. Let us look at the CCC’s view on these things. The CCC, of course, wrote a letter on 7 April 
2009 to the member for Pilbara in relation to the member for Kalgoorlie and the other Greens (WA) member 
saying that there was no evidence to suggest there is a connection between the funding allocation to the 
Independent members for their support of the government. The member for Fremantle said in Hansard on 
9 November — 
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Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Acting Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Mark McGowan; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr 

Colin Barnett; Mr John Hyde; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Christian Porter; Mr John Quigley 

 [15] 

My understanding from my meeting with the Premier was that I would be able to have an additional 
staff member if I agreed to two conditions … 

She then set out the two conditions, which were that she would not block supply or support a motion of no 
confidence. She then said — 

Both of the conditions to which I agreed are consistent with my personal ethos … 

I cannot tell members what her personal ethos is; the member for Vasse could give us a better insight into her 
personal ethos. But when members start going on about — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He is the de facto husband of the member for Fremantle, the same as I was the de facto 
husband of Michelle before we celebrated our nuptials when she went from being my de facto wife to my de jure 
wife. I am a lover, not a fighter. I very much look forward to the announcement of the nuptials between the 
members for Vasse and Fremantle. I was in a de facto relationship. They are often the precursor to a very happy 
marriage, and I look forward to the happy marriage of the members for Vasse and Fremantle. The crucial issue is 
that there is a contest of the facts. The member for Fremantle said she did it for the money. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (29) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter  
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr J.J.M. Bowler 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr I.M. Britza 

Question thus negatived. 
 


