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PEEL HEALTH CAMPUS — HEALTH SOLUTIONS (WA) — GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) outlined that he was in receipt within the prescribed time of a letter 
from the member for Mindarie seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 
[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [2.50 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its inappropriate connections with the operators 
of the Peel Health Campus.  

I will just go back in history briefly. In 1997, while there was a Liberal government, a 20-year agreement was 
entered into between the state government of Western Australia and Health Solutions (WA) Pty Ltd to run a 
private–public hospital at Mandurah. Health Solutions (WA) originally comprised three companies: King 
Holdings (WA) Pty Ltd, the shareholders of which were Mr Ian Gorton and his wife; Youlden Enterprises Pty 
Ltd, the shareholder of which was Mr Robert Youlden; and Health Solutions Australia Pty Ltd, which was 50 per 
cent owned by Singapore investors and 50 per cent owned by Mr Jon Fogarty. They were issued a licence, and a 
precondition of that licence, of course, was that the licence holder Mr Jon Fogarty be a fit and proper person.  

I will now move forward from 1997 to the year 2000, which was still during the term of the Court government. 
In approximately August 2000, one of the directors and indeed the secretary of Health Solutions (WA) came to 
learn of a cheque being drawn on the company in the sum of $430 000 in favour of Corporate Financial Services. 
Being a diligent director and secretary of the company, and not knowing of any relationship between Health 
Solutions (WA) and Corporate Financial Services, upon inquiry, he could not find any commercial relationship 
between the two entities. Further inquiries by him revealed a claim had been put in by one of the other directors 
for consultancy services between Health Solutions (WA) and Corporate Financial Services for the months of 
May, June, July and August of 2000. The problem was that Corporate Financial Services had only been 
incorporated as a corporate entity on 9 August 2000. The director then took the matter back to two people. He 
felt this was an inappropriate disbursement of funds and complained to both the board and Western Australia 
Police. The Western Australian police department launched a major fraud inquiry into the taking of this 
$430 000 from the account; the company secretary having said that he never attended a board meeting and the 
secretary was not aware of any record authorising the disbursement of these funds and knew nothing about it. 
The Western Australian police department then took over the inquiry, initially at Mandurah and then later at the 
major fraud squad office in Perth. Inquiries by the major fraud squad office in Perth revealed—reports go back to 
the complainant—that Corporate Financial Services did, in fact, receive $430 000 and that company had a 
director and company secretary. The police then started furthering their inquiries into this matter and apparently 
reported back that they had approached the director—members will see why—to find out what he knew of this 
transaction and why his company, because he was the only shareholder and director of that company, had 
received $430 000 from Corporate Financial Services; however, the police were stood up by the director. The 
director said that he knew nothing about this matter; that it was all to do with Mr Fogarty and he was only on the 
register as a stooge, if you like, for the person. I do not know if that is the word he would have used, but he was a 
front for Mr Fogarty and he had nothing to do with the banking transactions of the company, and knew nothing 
about this transaction at all. The police then wanted to interview this director, because if they could interview the 
director they could, at interview, put questions to him about why the funds came into Corporate Financial 
Services. After the complaint had been raised about this defalcation and this money going over to Corporate 
Financial Services, I have to say that in a reasonably short space of time total restitution was made from 
Corporate Financial Services back to Health Solutions (WA). So, the money was paid back. We all know that at 
law, if one steals money or if one steals an item from a shop, just because one gives it back or pays it back does 
not eradicate the original offence.  

Dr K.D. Hames: What year are we talking about?   

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is August 2000. The police were anxious, of course, to interview this director, but the 
director would not cooperate with the police. His attitude was one of obstruction. He wanted to obstruct the 
police inquiry; he said he would not have anything to do with it at all. He gave very little information to the 
police, as we understand it—although the Premier might be able to clarify this later. We understand that he gave 
very little information to the police, other than assuring them that he signed no cheques and would not say what 
other cheques had been drawn on the company. However, a signatory to the account was someone by the name 
of Richard Ellis, who was not an officer of the company.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Richard Ellis?  
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right, member for Midland, and I will come to that in a moment.  

A search of the company shows that the director of the company was none other than Mr Tony Solin, who was 
saying that he was the front for Fogarty; he was the only director and shareholder of that company. We are not 
saying that Mr Solin committed any crime in standing up the police and obstructing their investigation of this 
matter; we are not saying that at all. Anyone is allowed to obstruct a police inquiry by refusing to cooperate. 
That is not against the law; we all know that. However, people are not allowed to tell the police a deliberate lie, 
because that is perverting the course of justice. But, they can tell the police to go and take a jump off the deep 
end of the jetty, in colloquial language, which is exactly what Mr Solin told the police to do; he was not going to 
cooperate in any fashion whatsoever in participating in a police interview. As has been widely reported in the 
newspapers, the police did, in fact, arrest and charge Mr Fogarty with stealing $430 000 as a director. That 
matter was prosecuted through the courts until, upon review, the DPP found a yawning gap in the evidence. The 
complainants had introduced civil proceedings and were anxious to see the result of the criminal proceedings, 
but the DPP—in those days, Mr Cock—had discontinued the prosecution in the public interest because there was 
a yawning gap in the evidence as to why Mr Solin’s company had received this $430 000 and under what 
circumstance he had made restitution to Health Solutions (WA), and particularly to whom he had spoken and 
whether there had been a disbursement of those funds by Corporate Financial Services whilst the suspect 
$430 000 was in its account, because the police allege that $430 000 was the proceeds of crime. It is very 
interesting, as an aside, to note that during that period a $10 000 donation was made to the Liberal Party—this is 
during its term in government—by Corporate Financial Services. This was shown in the 2001 returns. It is not 
known whether or not that cheque drawn by Corporate Financial Services was signed by Mr Richard Ellis. Mr 
Richard Ellis has some history with the government, of course. I note that back on 9 May 2000, Hon Norman 
Moore in another place listed Mr Richard Ellis as one of the government credit card holders and listed him as a 
term-of-government employee. I understand from my own inquiries that at that time he was working for the 
Premier, who was a minister at that time. I note that in another extract from Hansard in 2002, in answer to 
another question about credit cards, Mr Richard Ellis was a level 6 employee of the government in 2002. I do not 
know his month-by-month employment status — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: In 2002 he would have been working for the Leader of the Opposition, Colin Barnett. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: He would have been working with the Leader of the Opposition as his chief of staff. I do 
not know his month-by-month employment status. But the Premier of Western Australia in response to this 
motion, or whoever is responding to it, can make it clear for us whether or not, at the time these cheques were 
drawn on Corporate Financial Services, Mr Richard Ellis was in fact the signatory to this front company set up 
by Mr Fogarty, who had by then assumed the managing directorship of Health Solutions (WA). In other words, 
was the Premier’s man sitting on the bank account of Health Solutions (WA)? I have never seen a cheque in 
form. We only get back this information from the reports that the police give back to the people who are the 
complainants; so I have got it only on reasonable suspicion. I have made inquiries and found that Mr Richard 
Ellis is no longer employed by the government, but of course we do know that Mr Tony Solin is the Liberal 
candidate for Mandurah. The Premier could just ring up his candidate and say, “At the time that you were the 
sole shareholder, sole director and secretary of Corporate Financial Services, who did you have as the signatory 
to your bank account? Was it Mr Richard Ellis?” Therefore, by sunset tonight that could be cleared up by the 
Premier by simply ringing up his candidate, or the candidate coming out and confirming or denying that Mr 
Richard Ellis had access to the funds of Corporate Financial Services. I cannot imagine why the chief of staff of 
the then Leader of the Opposition or a staffer of the minister would have access to such funds. I have already 
mentioned, of course, that during that period of time a $10 000 cheque was drawn in favour of the Liberal Party. 
Perhaps Mr Ben Morton, the secretary or comptroller of the Liberal Party, could come out and inform us whether 
that cheque drawn on the front company for Mr Fogarty that the Liberal Party received was in fact signed by Mr 
Richard Ellis. 

So we go forward a little because Peel Health Campus obviously had its own problems. It had its problems in 
terms of how it was perceived in the community. It had no problems in making money—we all know that. It was 
getting a poultice from the government, but it did have problems. Indeed, it was Mr Fogarty who identified those 
problems and, in a memo to staff, had said that they have a lot of work to do, that in a little while the renewal of 
the contract would be coming up and if they did not get the renewal, the company would be dead, the company 
would be finished and a lot of other people there would be finished as well. I will quote from one of Mr 
Fogarty’s emails, because the staff are all disaffected now, running around with their copies of the emails. I 
quote from Mr Fogarty — 

The facts are the business is only 6 years away from death unless you and others can help give it a 
future. We have 3 months in my mind to cement that, and to get our self into the race. I suspect the gun 
went off and the race started a year ago, we are 12 months behind already. 
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In that email to Ashton Foley, whose evidence at the Legislative Council’s inquiry we have all heard, he says — 
This is not a game. This is a serious commercial venture, where winning the extension is 
EVERYTHING, and losing is the end of the road for many. 

He goes on in another email in May this year and says — 

While I have already employed Tony Solin (positive immediate and decisive), executive, have no other 
better option, so no point in discussion here), to manage this going forward, he knows the large 
negatives in the community — 

That is, Mr Solin knows how badly Peel Health Campus is perceived in the community; this being written by Mr 
Fogarty — 

are well entrenched, and will require a lot of work to get any traction. This will require 40–50 hours per 
week, every week (in the next 9 months) of direct multiple level contact and that a massive campaign is 
needed, not just a significant one. 

So what did he do? He appointed Mr Solin on a $200 000 public relations contract—I have to add that Mr Solin 
had never had any previous experience in PR—in June of this year. 

But something happened in the meantime. Despite Health Solutions (WA) having given a $125 000 donation to 
the Liberal Party in the previous year to hedge its bets, Mr Fogarty hit upon a new idea: it would be best to have 
a man on the inside of the tent. So he sends this email to Ashton Foley dated 19 April 2012 at 3.12 pm — 

Ashton, 

Can you call the liberal branch for Mandurah today, soon, — 

We can see his imperative — 

Ask if you wished to register and become a member, what is the cost and any processes that would be.  

Also ask when pre-selection for a local candidate for the next state election takes place for the 
Mandurah branch/division. 

Call me if you’re confused. 

Regards 

Jon Fogarty 

When she gets an urgent direction, that Ashton Foley does not muck around, because one hour and 16 minutes 
later—76 minutes later—she is able to respond to Mr Fogarty and, according to my notes, say — 

I just spoke to the Liberal Party. A membership enrolment form is being emailed to you from my 
personal account (to be more discreet) — 

So that no-one at the hospital will know that this is a put-up job — 

From my understanding the joining fee for a single membership is $25 for one year, 50 for two years 
and 75 for three years. As for pre-selection day for the next state election, it has not yet been 
determined. However, I have signed up for regular electronic updates and have been advised that a 
notice of the date will be sent as soon as it has been determined. 

What do we now know happened as soon as that preselection date was determined? We know that Mr Fogarty’s 
stooge was put up for preselection. The Premier, or Ben Morton, can come out and say, “This is wrong; Mr Solin 
was a director before that”, if he thinks I am wrong. I am saying that this paperwork demonstrates that Mr Solin 
is not a Liberal Party believer, that he is not trying to get elected and that he also received a $10 000 donation 
from Health Solutions (WA) after he got preselected. Health Solutions (WA) is saying, “This is a matter of life 
and death”—I have referred to that email—“We’ve got to get this done.” So who does Mr Fogarty propose to 
become a member of this chamber? It is his stooge—the person who ran the front company, the person who 
could be relied upon to obstruct the police investigation. And the Premier speaks here yesterday saying, “My 
good mate Tony Solin.” Neither the Premier nor any members of his front bench, including the befuddled, 
frowning police minister, can say that this government is hard on law and order when its star candidate is in the 
practice of obstructing police investigations. This whole prosecution fell over because two people—Mr Solin and 
Mr Richard Ellis—would not cooperate with the police carrying out an interview. Mr Solin and Mr Ellis 
declined, as was reported, to participate in the interview. There is a yawning hole in the evidence.  

I am not standing here accusing Mr Fogarty of being a thief under parliamentary privilege. No. The police made 
that allegation in court. I did not make that allegation. That was an allegation of the major fraud squad. Its 
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prosecution came to a stuttering halt when it was realised that there was this yawning gap in the evidence. As for 
the yawning gap in the evidence, the Premier or the candidate for Mandurah can fill it in. Firstly, can either of 
those two gents confirm to us that Mr Richard Ellis was the signatory to this front company for the managing 
director of Peel Health Campus? Secondly, can the candidate for Mandurah kindly advise the people of Western 
Australia what other funds were drawn out of this $430 000 that the police say was stolen and to whom were 
those funds disbursed? Was the $10 000 that went to the Liberal Party part of those funds that were said to be 
stolen? Did the police regard those funds as part of the proceeds of crime? Mr Solin can soon clarify that. 
Mr Solin can clarify why, after the police inquiry, restitution of the $430 000 was suddenly made and at whose 
direction. Mr Solin said, “I just do things for Mr Fogarty.” He would not participate in any further questioning, 
and told the police to get lost.  

The complainants were just left with getting back from the police a report that this matter was falling over for 
lack of evidence, and the DPP was discontinuing its investigation in the public interest because there was a 
yawning hole in the evidence. Everyone knew which lawyer was acting for which lawyer at the time and which 
parties were acting. They said that at that time Mr Fogarty, in his submissions to the DPP, was being represented 
by the current DPP, Mr McGrath. Mr Fogarty was certainly astute in his choice of lawyers; he chose a really 
good lawyer. The only reason I mention that is that it compromises the current office of the DPP in saying 
anything on this matter because Mr Fogarty’s lawyer is the DPP. That office is totally compromised. All the 
information coming out of the office of the DPP shows that it discontinued its case against Mr Fogarty because 
there was no further public interest in prosecuting him. As I said, the report back to the complainants was a 
yawning hole in the evidence because Mr Solin stood the police up and obstructed their inquiry by refusing to 
participate in an interview with the police so that the police could ascertain who was pulling the strings, who was 
giving him the orders and who was the signatory to this account. Was it really Mr Richard Ellis, because I have 
not seen that cheque? People who were close to the investigation back then only told us that. Mr Solin can 
identify that. As I said, Mr Solin is flat out. I do not doubt that he is working hard there and I do not doubt he is 
cashed up to work hard down there.  

If Western Australia is so unfortunate as to be burdened with Mr Solin as a member in the next Parliament, the 
Speaker would not be calling out “member for Mandurah”; he would be put upon to call out “member for 
Fogarty”. This person will be coming here as Fogarty’s mouthpiece, as he was during the police investigation—
the shareholder and only director of the company that Mr Fogarty was using as a front. He has completely stood 
the police up and failed to cooperate. The Premier can tell us why his candidate refused to submit to police 
interview. I recognise that it is the constitutional right of everyone to refuse to answer a question that may tend to 
incriminate them, but the Premier can expand on that. The relationships between this government and Mr Solin 
in his capacity and, for that matter, Mr Ellis, are really inappropriate given Mr Ellis’s former employment.  

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Premier) [3.16 pm]: What a weak effort. What a load of crock. 
Members opposite sat through all that; I bet they did not know it was going to be as bad as that. What a load of 
rubbish that was.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It’s very concerning.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is very concerning. Why is the member so concerned about the member for Mandurah?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I remind members on my left that the member for Mindarie was heard in relative 
silence. Whether or not the house likes it, I want to hear the minister speak and I want to hear him in silence. 
Member for Midland, I remind you that you are on three calls. I will not tolerate the interjections.  

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Deputy Premier got to his feet and pointed in an aggressive way at those of us 
sitting opposite in an exceedingly loud voice and made accusations in our direction. When a member does that, 
they expect to get a response. I do not mind the Deputy Premier responding now. I do not expect you to call him 
to order, Mr Acting Speaker. When members speak in a loud and aggressive voice and they lean forward over 
the table and point, like the Deputy Premier did, it does elicit a response from people opposite. If members want 
to be heard in silence, they should not goad the opposition by asking questions and pointing and yelling at us.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr K.D. HAMES: What a load of crock that was. We are one week out from the last sitting week of Parliament 
before the election. This is the opposition’s MPI. 

Several members interjected. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 8 November 2012] 

 p8247b-8259a 
Mr J.R. Quigley; Dr K.D. Hames; Acting Speaker; Mr C.J. Barnett; Mr W.J. Johnston; Mr M. Mcgowan; Mr 

R.H. Cook; Mr M. Mcgowan; Mr C.C. Porter 

 [5] 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana and member for Warnbro, I call you both. Member for 
Warnbro, that is your third call. Member for Kwinana, that is your first call.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The member thought it was his fourth warning; he was a bit stressed.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Dissent?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I said that the member thought it was his fourth warning. I saw him talking to the member for 
Perth.  

Let us look at the motion for a start. It states that the house condemns the Barnett government for its 
inappropriate connections with the operators of Peel Health Campus. Here we have the Barnett government, this 
group of members in Parliament, and the member for Mindarie jumped up and started talking about the year 
2000, when these alleged things went on and when there was some prosecution that probably none of us here 
knows anything about, saying that the Barnett government is involved. If the member was going to accuse the 
government, he should have said that the government in 2000 was our mob and in 2001 and 2002 it was the 
Labor Party. Those opposite were in power at the time. The Labor Party was the government of the day when all 
this happened. It is true from the emails we have seen — 
Mr J.N. Hyde: Were you taking donations in 2000?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We have had donations. I recall someone on the member’s side of the house read out a list of 
donations that included the Labor Party. Maybe I am wrong but I am fairly certain that I heard that stated—that a 
donation was made. I will check that to see whether it is true. I am not making the statement today because I 
have not checked. I thought I heard someone say that a donation had been made. It is no wonder the manager of 
Health Solutions is not too keen on the mob opposite. I recall that when I first ran for the seat of Dawesville, he 
put ads in the paper. It was nothing to do with me. He told me he was doing it, and I said, “I don’t think it’s a 
good idea, because if we don’t win, you have to deal with all that mob and they’ll punish you.” And, boy, did 
they do that. Members opposite got into government and stuck it to him because he had run ads against them. No 
wonder Health Solutions does not like members opposite. No wonder Mr Fogarty is keen on joining the Liberal 
Party.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: There is no doubt whatsoever that members opposite have had it in for Health Solutions since 
they won government in 2001. They have shown that with their behaviour over and again. It is no wonder Health 
Solutions put ads in the local paper having a go at the Labor Party. 
Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Where is the evidence?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Joondalup, I call you. I remind members on my left that the previous 
speaker was heard in complete silence, despite what he said. You can hear this because we want to hear the other 
side. I do not want interjections. You have an opportunity to speak. If I remember correctly, there are six minutes 
left.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: Talk about, “Where is the evidence?” We have sat here very quietly and listened to the 
member for Mindarie, in his usual fashion, trot out innuendo, slur and accusations that could not be said outside 
this house because he would be in court in five minutes. Where is the truth in any of that? There was no 
prosecution; just the member for Mindarie saying that a certain person did not cooperate, and talking about 
cheques when nothing had been proved to have been done wrong. What does that have to do with this 
government? What on earth does that have to do with this government?  
Several members interjected.  

Mr P. Papalia: He’s your candidate for Mandurah.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: He is our candidate for Mandurah. Members opposite are obviously worried stiff about him. 
Week after week they have been trying to cast slurs on our candidate for Mandurah.  

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: They are trying to cast slurs.  

Mr J.N. Hyde: Slurs? He was charged. Are you saying that the police got it wrong?  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 8 November 2012] 

 p8247b-8259a 
Mr J.R. Quigley; Dr K.D. Hames; Acting Speaker; Mr C.J. Barnett; Mr W.J. Johnston; Mr M. Mcgowan; Mr 

R.H. Cook; Mr M. Mcgowan; Mr C.C. Porter 

 [6] 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Perth! I call you for the second time.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I point out to the member for Perth that a couple of members from his side have been charged 
with various things. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: We are talking about Mr Fogarty.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: No; the member for Perth might be talking about Mr Fogarty. The member said that he had 
been charged; therefore, he must be guilty. A few people on his side have been charged; his past leaders have 
been charged and a few past Labor members have been charged and found not to be guilty. Does that mean they 
are guilty or not guilty? Tell me. There is no evidence that any of these people the member is casting aspersions 
on have done anything whatsoever wrong. We have a candidate for Mandurah that they are obviously extremely 
frightened of. Why else would they, week after week, day after day, attack Peel Health Campus? Why would 
they attack Health Solutions? Why would they try to link that to a candidate, unless they are afraid of his ability 
to knock off their member for Mandurah? Why on earth would they do that otherwise? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: He is not of suitable character.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: If members opposite have some evidence that our candidate for Mandurah has done anything 
illegal, they should go to the police. I contend that they have not one skerrick — 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The police said that he wouldn’t say anything.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Perth!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: If the police had evidence, they would take action, but they have not. Members opposite are 
trying to drag into this house events from 2000. How desperate can they possibly be to go back to 2000 to find 
some evidence against a Liberal candidate? We have a good candidate in Mandurah. He is getting out and 
talking to the community and telling people what we believe about Peel Health Campus; that is, that the 
population has grown and we desperately need to further develop that site. I have made it very clear in this house 
that we will not necessarily go to the current operators; we will do the proper thing and negotiate in good faith 
with the current owners in 2014. They have put up a proposal now, but we will not proceed with that proposal 
without going to the market at a time of our choosing.  
I have just got a list of donors. It refers here to the WA branch of the Australian Labor Party. Fancy that. My 
memory was correct after all—Health Solutions 2008–09, $15 000.  

Mr M. McGowan: What did they give the Liberal Party? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I think they gave it the same.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You didn’t declare it in your speech, did you? You took a donation. That’s the main thrust of 
your argument. What a joke! 

Several members interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The opposition’s motion was having a go at the Barnett government for something that 
happened in 2000. Perhaps we should have a go at the McGowan opposition for a donation made in 2008—or 
perhaps not. How silly would that be?  

Mr M. McGowan: You’re missing the crux of the argument.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The crux of this issue involves two things: firstly, members opposite are accusing the current 
Liberal candidate for Mandurah of illegal behaviour in 2000–01 without one skerrick of evidence to prove that 
that is the case; and, secondly, they are saying that because Health Solutions supported someone to join the 
Liberal Party and is putting in a proposal, somehow that will influence the decision this government makes 
regarding its ongoing provision of services at that hospital. I am telling members that is not the case.  

Mr P. Papalia: It stinks, and you know it stinks.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: No donations, candidates or anything of that order will influence this government in doing 
the right and proper thing for the people of Mandurah and the right and proper thing for the people of this state, 
which is to make sure that all the options are before us and are given proper and careful consideration when we 
make a decision on whether we extend that contract. We will pick what is best for Western Australia.  

I do not know why members opposite are so scared. They must have been doing some polling of their own—we 
have not done any—to show how well our candidate is doing in Mandurah. Good luck to him; I think he will be 
a great candidate for that area and I hope he wins.  
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MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.27 pm]: I heard members opposite—no doubt not recorded in 
Hansard—speak across the chamber in terms of corruption. Is the Leader of the Opposition claiming corruption?  

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Is he claiming corruption, because that is what the member for Midland said? 

Mr P. Papalia: Are you defending your candidate? 

Mr R.H. Cook: Just defend your candidate.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Tell us who signed the cheques.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Are members opposite not claiming corruption?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Did Richard Ellis sign the cheque? Then we might know the answer to your question. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! From my observation, the Premier is asking the Leader of the Opposition 
a question. That does not mean there are 40 answers.  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: That is who I saw the Premier looking at. If the Leader of the Opposition does not 
want to answer the question, that is fine; we can go on.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is significant that this debate, such as it is, was led by the member for Mindarie, who has 
a reputation for saying anything about anyone without any sense of it being appropriate. He has a reputation 
throughout his parliamentary career of making wild accusations in this chamber—wild accusations.  
Mr P. Papalia: He has a reputation for saving Andrew Mallard from prison.  

Suspension of Member 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member for Warnbro, that is the fourth call. I name you. I ask that 
you leave the chamber until the next sitting. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. Member for Warnbro, I am calling you for the fourth time and 
suspending you for the day. 

Point of Order 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Mr Acting Speaker, I believe the member for Mount Lawley just called out across the 
chamber “So what!” regarding — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I did not hear it. I am just waiting for the member to leave. 

Several members interjected. 

[The member for Warnbro left the chamber.] 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I am on my feet,  

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Mindarie—the reckless member for Mindarie—leads the debate because, 
truth be known, the leadership of the Labor Party would rather have one of their less regarded members throw 
the dirt than do it themselves. That is what you did—unimpressive; unimpressive.  

The issue, as I said yesterday, is about health services for the people of Mandurah and the Peel area. It was a 
Liberal government in the late 1990s that developed the Peel Health Campus with public health beds and some 
private beds. Since that time, the population of Mandurah and the Peel area has effectively doubled, yet the 
hospital is much as it was. There was no commitment to the hospital during the Labor years. Clearly, there needs 
to be an expansion of public health beds in Mandurah, and it would be great for the area to also see the 
development of a private hospital to provide choice in health care. That is what this government would like to 
achieve. The existing operator, Health Solutions, has, I think, another five years to run on its contract. It has 
made a submission to government saying Mandurah has grown more quickly and that the hospital should be 
expanded now; we should be talking about expansion. I happen to think that is a valid point. I think Health 
Solutions is right. The hospital does need to grow—both public beds and private beds. As the Minister for Health 
said today, Health Solutions has come forward with a proposal. We have looked at it. It has merit. There is a bit 
of logic to it. But the health minister has made it very clear today that any major expansion of the public health 
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system, or, indeed, the option for a private hospital on the government-owned site, will go out to a competitive 
tender. That is the way you run government accountability, and that will happen. Why is it then that the member 
for Mandurah, the Leader of the Opposition, and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition in particular, have for the 
last two weeks spent almost all of their second and third last week of Parliament trying to denigrate the provision 
of public health at the Peel Health Campus and trying to denigrate and stand against the expansion of health 
services? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Stop trying to protect your Liberal mate! That’s all you are doing! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I reluctantly call you, member for Mandurah. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite are willing to compromise, perhaps even current health services, but 
certainly the expansion of public and private health services, for the sole and self-interest of trying to retain the 
seat for the member for Mandurah.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: You are absolutely wrong! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is appalling behaviour for someone who would want to be the Premier of Western 
Australia. The Leader of the Opposition is willing to compromise expansion of public health for the self-interest 
of one member of Parliament. That is nothing to be proud of, member for Rockingham. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I want to hear the answer from the Premier with silence 
elsewhere for the completion of his speech. As I remind the house, the member for Mindarie was heard relatively 
in silence. 

Point of Order 
Mr J.N. HYDE: Mr Acting Speaker, standing order 92 states that imputations of improper motives and personal 
reflections are not allowed. The Premier has made a number of exceedingly serious imputations. You have 
already taken out of the Parliament a member from this side. There has not been one call on this Premier, who is 
clearly breaching not only this standing order, but has invited interjections that are unparliamentary and is not 
directing his comments through the Chair. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Further to that point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, this motion before the house is about 
inappropriate behaviour on this side. I do not think it is unreasonable for us, in defending our position, to suggest 
that there might be unreasonable behaviour on the other side. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The person who was kicked out is from here! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I do not mind this spirited debate, but it needs to be heard in silence. I 
want to hear the Premier in silence.  
Mr D.A. Templeman: If he starts not telling the truth, I will defend myself, Mr Acting Speaker. If he accuses 
me of not caring about the people of Mandurah, I will defend myself. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I reluctantly call you for the second time. I want to hear the 
Premier in silence. 

Mr J.N. HYDE: Mr Acting Speaker, with respect, I did raise a point of order, and you have not ruled on it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes, that is correct. There is no point of order, member for Perth. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The interest of members on this side of the house is a public policy interest in improving 
health services for the people of Mandurah and the Peel area. That is our interest—and, yes, Mr Acting Speaker, 
we have an election coming up, and, yes, the Liberal Party candidate is Tony Solin. He is well known in Western 
Australia. I think he played three premierships for Swan Districts. He played in the state of origin game. Seeing 
that members opposite have talked about Tony Solin ad nauseam, let me tell the house and the people of Western 
Australia a little bit about Tony Solin. Would members like to hear about Tony Solin? 

Government members: Yes! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Okay. Let us hear about Tony Solin. I will go through some of the positions that he has 
occupied. Over the last year, he has been coordinator of training for the Offshore Maine Services Alliance. Prior 
to that, he was the executive officer for Rockingham City Football Club—executive officer of a footy club, 
Rockingham City. Great! Prior to that, he was administrative and human resources manager for Boddington 
Crane Hire. Prior to that, yes, from 2007 to 2009, he was business manager for the Fogarty group—that was in 
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2009, about three years ago, according to me, when he did that. From April 2005 to 2007, he worked as the chief 
executive officer of the Peel Health Campus Foundation—the group that raises money for the Peel Health 
Campus. He went out there and worked with community groups, and people like Arthur Marshall—great 
member he was!—to raise money for Peel health services. What a fantastic guy Tony Solin seems to be! Yes, he 
was general manager of the Peel Health Campus. As I said, he did distinguished work with the Fremantle 
Dockers and Subiaco Football Club, and played in three premierships for Swan Districts. I think he is a terrific 
candidate! No wonder the member for Mandurah is worried! Was the member for Mandurah not a pelican? 
When he came in here, we tried to establish whether his previous job was as a pelican! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: A fantastic candidate? He lives in Rockingham! He’s not been anywhere!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For the last two weeks, the prime focus of the Labor Party has been to try to protect the 
fumbling, failing, fallible member for Mandurah—and he is looking pretty ordinary at the moment. He is looking 
very, very ordinary. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I am calling you for the third time. I am asking that you 
keep your comments to yourself. There is six minutes left on your side. 

Point of Order 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Once again, the Premier is launching personal insults. He referred to the member for 
Mandurah—I kid you not, Mr Acting Speaker—as a “pelican”. I ask whether that language is parliamentary. 
Also, the convention in this house, of which you may not be aware, Mr Acting Speaker, is that when a member 
attacks another member, that member is allowed to respond. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Members, there is no point of order. We are thick-skinned here. I 
have heard names being called this week that certainly I would regard as unparliamentary. That is not 
unparliamentary. If members are going to interject, I believe they should wait for their opportunity to do so, and 
do so accordingly. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: We will move on from birds, but there is nothing wrong with dressing up as a pelican; I 
like pelicans! If the Leader of the Opposition thinks “pelican” is insulting, I think he needs to just toughen up a 
little—eh? You know; just a little bit. 

When planning started for this election campaign — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I cannot hear you, Mr Acting Speaker; I cannot hear myself. 

All sorts of wild accusations were made, once again, by the member for Mindarie. As the Deputy Premier said, if 
the opposition believes that there is corruption, they should make the allegation. The Leader of the Opposition 
should stand when I sit down and make that allegation, because if he fails to do so, we will know this has been a 
sham. He can sit over there and yell “corruption”, but here is a test for the Leader of the Opposition: if he 
believes there is something illegal or criminal — 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, we cannot hear over your barking. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The challenge now for the Leader of the Opposition, having brought on this debate, is that 
if he believes or has any evidence of anything that is illegal, criminal or corrupt, he will have the opportunity 
when I sit down to stand and deliver. If he cannot do so or if he chooses not to do so, we will know that this 
debate is what it appears to be—a sham solely designed to try to protect the electoral interests of the member for 
Mandurah; solely for that purpose. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order. I do not want any shouting down of the 
member on their feet, whoever they are. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition brought this debate on and he now has the opportunity. I am 
not aware of any of the claims made by the member for Mindarie. He came in here and named individuals; he 
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made accusations about cheques. Give us the evidence; where is the evidence? This is simply innuendo. Yes, Mr 
Fogarty is a supporter of the Liberal Party—good on him; great! There are thousands and thousands of 
supporters of the Liberal Party. How can the opposition come in here and make it a central plank of their 
argument that Mr Fogarty is a donor to the Liberal Party when, as the Minister for Health has shown, in the lead-
up to the 2008 election, Mr Fogarty’s company Health Solutions donated $15 000 to the Labor Party? How can 
the opposition make it a central plank of their argument that he was a donor to the Liberal Party when the Labor 
Party took, without hesitation, a $15 000 donation? 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You took it! You were the Secretary of the Labor Party! You took it—snatched it, 
probably! 

Many companies donate to both sides of politics; I have no problem with Health Solutions and Mr Fogarty 
making a donation to the Labor Party. The problem I have is when the Leader of the Opposition comes into this 
chamber and centres the whole argument of the opposition on donations but fails to declare that his party took a 
donation as well. That is dishonest politics. That is what the public of Western Australia are sick of. That type of 
hypocrisy has no place in this Parliament. This is a dishonourable motion, and, Leader of the Opposition, now 
stand up and present your case. Come on! Stand up, Leader of the Opposition! 

Several members interjected. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.46 pm]: There is a reason I have been 
pursuing this matter since 26 September; it is because we see a stench of corruption. We smell it; we can see it. 
We know that these guys are up to their stinking armpits in these murky waters of corruption, and that is why we 
are pursuing this. There are facts. The facts of the matter are that in April 2012, Mr Fogarty approached one of 
his staff and said, “Find out what it takes to become a Liberal Party member and a Liberal Party candidate”. In 
May, Mr Fogarty appointed Mr Solin as his PR consultant, to go out and announce in July in the PR vehicle of 
the Peel Health Campus community fund to go out and spread good cheer. In August, Mr Solin popped up as the 
Liberal Party candidate for Mandurah, and in that same month, the very company he works for went to the 
government and said, “We have a multimillion dollar contract we want you to consider.” Those are the facts of 
the case. That is called seeking to influence government decisions through a political process. In September, Mr 
Solin announced that his sole policy — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member to my right, I want to hear the member for Kwinana in silence. Treasurer, I 
call you for the first time. Member for Pilbara, I call you for the first time. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Mr Solin said that the key reason he is in the electoral race is to expand the hospital; that was 
written across all his media releases and articles. It is clear what his mission is. They are the facts. There are 
other questions that we have been bringing up in this place, and some of them are now the subject of a 
parliamentary inquiry, so they will be answered on another occasion. But the waters get murkier still, and so the 
member for Mindarie raised some legitimate questions in this chamber today. As the member for Mindarie said, 
it is the right of anyone to not cooperate with the police; we are not suggesting that there is any illegality in 
relation to Mr Solin’s conduct. The member for Mindarie has said on a number of occasions that it is Mr Solin’s 
right to not cooperate with police, as it looks like he has done back in the early 2000s. That is not illegal. But if 
you want to transfer from being a shadowy figure in a corporation to the front man for the Liberal Party in 
Mandurah, you are held to a higher standard, and there is only one person who can answer the questions asked 
by the member for Mindarie today; that is, Mr Solin himself. He has to come clean.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.50 pm]: I will respond to the Premier’s 
statements that I should stand in this place, and “make yourself plain; are you alleging corruption”. I will tell 
members who stood in this place and alleged corruption. We all remember it. The Premier sat right here and 
alleged that the member for Kalgoorlie was corrupt. We all remember him standing in this place constantly 
calling the member for Kalgoorlie a corrupt member of this place. We all remember that. So do not come in here 
with your pompous hypocrisy in relation to these issues, because we all remember you doing that about a 
member of this place, who is now a member of your government!  
Mr C.J. Barnett: And I don’t resile from it.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: You do not resile from it?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not at the time.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: You now say that you have a member of your government who is corrupt! That is what 
you are saying to this place; that is what you just said to this place.  

We have raised significant issues in this place about Peel Health Campus and we have raised the fact that we 
have documentary evidence that shows that the owner of that campus has lined up a candidate to run for the 
Liberal Party, and that he is keen to have his contract renewed. That is the significant issue. We have 
documentary evidence that shows that. We have documentary evidence—emails—that prove that point, yet all 
the government does is avoid all our questions about those emails —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: What is your allegation?   

Mr M. McGOWAN: My allegation is that the owner of Peel Health Campus who is seeking, and has been 
seeking, a renewal of his contract has lined up a candidate for election; what is more, he has tried to hide 
donations to that candidate—or suggested the hiding of donations from his organisation to that candidate. This 
issue involves many millions of dollars worth of contracts —  
Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members! I want to hear the last few minutes of the Leader of the 
Opposition’s speech in silence.   

Mr M. McGOWAN: This issue involves email evidence that shows that the owner of that institution sought to 
keep those donations confidential. Does the Premier think that is not an issue? It is an issue. Millions of dollars 
worth of contracts are to be issued by the government to an organisation which puts its own candidate in the 
Liberal Party and which seeks to keep its donation process confidential. If the Premier does not think that is real, 
that is the Liberal Party standards. It is a very, very low standard when the Premier does not think that it is an 
issue and when he does not address it when we raise it. Very, very inappropriate conduct has gone on, and the 
Premier needs to answer the questions.  

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman) [3.55 pm]: It is obviously a matter of some seriousness when a person makes an 
allegation of corruption. It is particularly serious when that allegation is made under privilege, because the 
people against whom an allegation is made do not have the same benefits we have here in making that allegation 
and speaking to it. It will do us all good to pause for a moment to think about what is being put here and the 
manner in which it is being put. I will make a comment about the member for Warnbro, who is no longer in the 
chamber. He said several things by way of interjection that struck me as worthy of thinking about. In making his 
attack on the government, he said the following things—“It stinks” and “He was charged” and then he said, “Are 
you saying the police got it wrong?” Moments after saying those three things in attacking the government, he 
made a statement in defence of the member for Mindarie. He said of the member for Mindarie, “His reputation is 
for saving Andrew Mallard from prison.” Members should pause for a moment and think about how they would 
reconcile the statements “He was charged” and “Are you saying the police got it wrong?”, while in the same 
breath defending the member for Mindarie’s reputation by saying “Here is a man who saved Andrew Mallard 
from prison”.  
Mrs M.H. Roberts: You’re quoting one side of an argument. You’re not quoting all that was said on this side.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: I am quoting what the opposition has said in making its argument. Here is a man in the 
member for Mindarie who made it a lifetime’s work —  
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Girrawheen!   
Mr C.C. PORTER: — defending people from allegations that were unfairly made and unsupported by 
evidence. It is amazing how —  
Ms J.M. Freeman: They were interjections!  
Mr C.C. PORTER: What? Sorry? They were interjections? Do they not count?  
Ms J.M. Freeman: That is argument that was put before. People stood and made the argument. People make 
interjections all the time.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: What the member for Nollamara is doing now is an interjection!  
Ms J.M. Freeman: Yes. Absolutely! But you’re not going to debate that. If you want to debate that with me, 
that’s fine! Debate this interjection.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members from both sides, I want to be able to hear the member for Bateman.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Mindarie has made a career out of defending people from allegations that 
are unsupported by evidence, but he was unbelievably quick to dismiss the basic proposal and foundation that 
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underpins criminal law and underpins any argument or allegation that is made, particularly in this place. That 
fundamental principle is that the maker of the allegation must produce some kind of evidence in support of the 
allegation.  
Mr J.R. Quigley: We couldn’t because —  
Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Mindarie says, “We couldn’t”! They could not because they do not have 
any. The member for Mindarie has made a very serious allegation of corruption and then asked the government 
to produce the evidence for him to support his allegation! I mean, think about that!  
Mr R.H. Cook: What allegation is that? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Kwinana’s words were, “We see the stench of corruption”. Do members 
remember that? The first thing about that is that we cannot see a stench—“We hear the colour blue”! They were 
the member’s words: “We see the stench of corruption”. That is, firstly, a bizarre, incongruous and silly thing to 
say, because we cannot see a stench; and, secondly, to the extent that I understand what he was trying to say, a 
very, very serious allegation. To say that the opposition sees a stench of corruption and to say that there is 
corruption surely must warrant support with some kind of evidence, no matter how flimsy or short that evidence 
is. But what he has produced to support his allegation of corruption is nothing. The opposition has asked us a 
question that may or may not support some or other allegation of corruption that he has made. What is 
remarkable about this is that the member asked a question —  
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member for Kwinana asked the question of the government, “Who signed the cheque?” 
It was revealed that the very same company has given donations to the Labor Party. Who signed those cheques?   
Mr R.H. Cook: They gave $162 000 in various different forms to you guys.  
Mr C.C. PORTER: Who signed the cheques of donation to the Labor Party?  

Mr R.H. Cook: We never received any donations from Corporate Financial Services. You guys received 
10 grand from them. We received 15 grand from Health Solutions. You received over $160 000 from various 
different companies, all under the Fogarty banner.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Thank you for the belated disclosure that the Labor Party received donations from the very 
same organisation!  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I want to hear the rest of this debate. Your interjection 
prevents us from hearing the complete argument. I want to hear the member for Bateman in silence.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: As well as the member for Kwinana’s statement that the opposition sees the stench of 
corruption, what he said, which goes to the heart of his arguments, is that this person is “seeking to influence 
government decisions”. Well, how remarkable is that? That is something that unions do, it is something that 
businesspeople do, and it is something that electors do. Seeking, in his words, to influence —  

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: Is it not the case that his side of politics accepts massive amounts of money from the union 
movement? Does it give the Labor Party money because the member for Kwinana is a great guy? I find that 
difficult to believe. The process of seeking to influence government at any level by an elector, a union or any 
person who seeks to influence government is a process that we all live with and accept as part of democracy.  
But what the member has done fundamentally here is put in the bin the basic proposal and basic premise, which 
all allegations should be made under, that the maker of the allegation should produce some kind of evidence, no 
matter how basic, to support the allegation. The fact is that the member simply has not done that. Not in the most 
essential or basic way has he produced anything that resembles evidence of what is a very serious allegation. 
That is the responsibility that he has got. 

More to the point, the person who makes the allegation is a person whom if he ever saw—I am speaking of the 
member for Mindarie now—an allegation like this being made against a person in a context outside of this place, 
for instance, in a court, and if that person walked through the door of the member for Mindarie in his capacity as 
defence counsel, the member for Mindarie would consider quite rightly that that allegation was made 
outrageously, and yet he is willing to do it here if there is some kind of — 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected.  
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The SPEAKER: Member for Mindarie! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We have a situation in which one member is saying that he sees the stench of corruption 
and the other member is saying that they have not even bothered to make an allegation. How do those two things 
fit together? Either someone is alleged to have done something corrupt so that they can smell the stench of 
corruption or there is no allegation. In which case, why are we having this argument? Why are we having this 
debate? It is one of the most slim, pathetic, unfounded efforts in the dying days of a Parliament. It is a desperate 
attempt to claw back anything resembling relevance. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (23) 

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

Noes (29) 

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

            
Pairs 

 Mr M.P. Murray Mr A.P. Jacob 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Question thus negatived. 
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