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MATTER OF PRIVILEGE — FORMER MEMBER FOR VASSE — ROAD TRAFFIC INCIDENT —  
CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION REPORT 

“Report on the Investigation of Alleged Public Sector Misconduct in Relation to an Incident Involving the 
Hon. Troy Buswell that Occurred on 23 February 2014” 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [12.40 pm]: I rise under standing 
order 93 to raise a matter of privilege. 

The matter arises out of the Corruption and Crime Commission’s “Report on the Investigation of Alleged Public 
Sector Misconduct in Relation to an Incident Involving the Hon. Troy Buswell that Occurred on 23 February 
2014”. The report is dated 29 February 2016, and was tabled on 16 March 2016. The relevant parts of that report 
are chapter 2, “What Happened”, which includes a section 2.5 from pages 10 to 12 entitled “Provision of 
Information to Parliament”; and chapter 3, “Opinions of Misconduct”, with section 3.4.3 on pages 24 and 
25 entitled “Provision of False Information to Parliament”. I intend to outline, Mr President, why it is my belief 
that you should determine that the matters I will raise are of sufficient substance to warrant consideration by the 
Legislative Council in respect of both breach of privilege and contempt of the Legislative Council. 

I will turn first to the actions of Ms Rachael Turnseck. The report outlines from paragraph 62 that by the time of 
Mr Buswell’s resignation questions had been raised in Parliament as to the reason for his absence. 
Paragraphs 63 to 65 read — 

[63] With knowledge of the vehicle damage being made public in the days following Mr Buswell’s 
resignation, questions were asked in Parliament about the incident, the people involved and 
their actions during the preceding two-week period. As preparation for briefing a Minister to 
answer a series of Parliamentary questions, Ms Turnseck and other staff emailed versions of 
answers between themselves. 

[64] One question was asked by the Hon. Sue Ellery, Leader of the Opposition in the 
Legislative Council: 

Has Ms Turnseck discussed the events in the days leading up to the former Treasurer 
taking personal leave with anyone other than the Premier, his Chief of Staff and 
Ms Narelle Cant, and if so with whom and when? 

[65] This question was clearly directed to Ms Turnseck herself and the correct answer could only be 
known to Ms Turnseck. Ms Turnseck’s emailed reply to all recipients: 

I am not going to be telling the Parliament or the general public about any 
conversation I may or may not have had about the personal circumstances of anyone, 
particularly not the former Treasurer, who by the way, continues to receive medical 
care for a very serious health condition. I’m not sure how you want to draft that 
response! 

Ms Turnseck indicates a decision to mislead Parliament about any conversation she may or may not have had 
with members of Mr Buswell’s family. By use of the CCC’s coercive powers, later on in the report we know that 
she had had those conversations at the time she sent this email. That is a contempt of the Parliament in that it 
obstructs or impedes Parliament by providing false information. At this point the recipients of that email—not all 
are identified in the report—had been made aware that it was her intention to not tell Parliament about certain 
conversations that would be captured by the question I had asked. 

Paragraphs 66 to 69 read — 

[66] An initial answer was drafted by Mr Stephen Home, Deputy Chief of Staff to the Premier, and 
forwarded to Ms Turnseck and others: 

Prior to the Treasurer’s resignation, no, other than with the Treasurer’s direct 
family. 

[67] Ms Turnseck replied to Mr Home directly: 

My preference is to make no mention of Troy’s family. 

[68] Attached to Ms Turnseck’s reply was her amended response to the question, reading simply 
“No”. A short time later Mr Home forwarded a final response to Ms Turnseck and others, 
which read: 

Prior to the Treasurer’s resignation, no. 
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[69] This final response was provided to Parliament by the Hon. Peter Collier, MLC, with the 
addition of the word “former”. There is no suggestion Mr Collier was aware that the answer he 
was providing was false or misleading. 

Paragraph 71 reads — 

[71] The answer provided to Parliament was false and Ms Turnseck knew that at the time. She also 
knew that it was likely to be incorporated into a recommended answer given by a Minister. In 
addition to members of Mr Buswell’s family, Ms Turnseck had discussed the vehicle damage 
with Mr Gibbons — 

That is Mr Leo Gibbons who is identified as the then electorate officer to Mr Buswell — 

and Mr Buswell. She had also met with the Mental Health Commissioner, Mr Marney. 

Others were aware of her intention. 

I turn to the actions of Mr Stephen Home and others in the Premier’s office. Paragraphs 66 to 68 indicate that 
Mr Home was aware of Ms Turnseck’s intention to withhold information about conversations she said she may 
or may not have had with Mr Buswell’s family. I note that footnotes that refer to emails appear in the paragraphs 
to which I have referred. Although the sources of those footnotes are not appended to the report, it clearly refers 
to others being included in the chain of emails. Mr Home prepared an initial draft, and then the final response 
that was given to the house. If Mr Home was included in Ms Turnseck’s original email, he prepared that answer 
knowing she intended to not tell Parliament about certain conversations she may have had that would be 
captured by the question I had asked. In fact, paragraph 66 tells us he must have known that Ms Turnseck had 
spoken to Mr Buswell’s family. At paragraph 67, Ms Turnseck’s reply is that she would prefer not to mention 
the family, and then at paragraph 68 her reply is that she just wants to answer the question of whether she 
discussed this with anyone other than the Premier, his chief of staff and Ms Cant with a direct no. 
Paragraph 68 also tells us that Mr Home drafted a reply that qualified that “no” with the words “prior to the 
Treasurer’s resignation”. In my submission, that is a contempt of Parliament. Although paragraph 63 of the 
report refers to other staff who emailed versions of answers between themselves, those people are not identified. 
But the question arises: who were they, and to what extent have they, too, played a role in misleading 
Parliament? Did Mr Home or anyone else share with the Premier that the answer as prepared may not be 
truthful? Did Mr Home share with the person who would ultimately be responsible for providing an answer to 
the Legislative Council—the Leader of the House—that that answer might be misleading the house? 

I turn to the actions of the minister representing the Premier in this house. When a question is asked in 
Parliament, if the minister is not in the chamber in which the question is asked, it is answered by the minister 
representing that minister. In the case of the question referred to in this report and asked by me, the answer was 
given by the Leader of the House. The report explicitly states that the CCC does not believe that the Leader of 
the House knew the answer he was providing was false, and I have no reason to believe he knew the answer he 
gave was in fact misleading the house. However, the subject matter was highly contentious and there was intense 
public scrutiny of who knew what about these matters. In providing any answer, every minister and 
parliamentary secretary is responsible for the answer they give. Irrespective of the fact that the answer may be 
prepared by staff and signed off by the responsible minister—in this case the Premier—every answer given is in 
fact the answer of the person giving it to the house whether in a representative capacity or not. The answer given 
to the question was the answer of the Leader of the House. There is a trend for parliamentary secretaries in this 
house who answer questions in a representative capacity to give answers prefaced by expressions like “The 
department for X advises” or “The minister for X advises”. Those prefaces do not absolve the person from 
ensuring that they are confident the answer is correct. If in doubt, do not give the answer. Those prefaces do not 
alter the fact that the answers are theirs in this house. 
I turn to some of the points raised in part II of 1992 of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of 
Government and Other Matters, known as WA Inc. Before I do that, I want to make these points. It is critical 
that, in our Westminster system, we understand the roles of everybody. The legitimate exercise of executive 
power requires the informed consent of the electorate. How do we get the informed consent of the electorate? It 
is based upon people being elected to the Parliament who have an obligation—indeed, a duty—to hold the 
executive government to account for its decisions and actions. That executive government operates through the 
cabinet and the cabinet is made up of executive officers of the Crown, who are also required to be members of 
the legislature. Those ministers are responsible to Parliament collectively for the decisions and actions of 
cabinet, and individually for their particular portfolios. Being accountable in the context of parliamentary 
democracy is essentially the requirement of executive government to fulfil its obligation to explain its decisions 
and actions in a timely, accurate and honest manner. This requires the provision of information, and much of that 
is provided in the Parliament through the tabling of papers and, importantly, through parliamentary questions and 
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the answers provided to those questions. Accurate and timely information to Parliament and its transparent 
dissemination is essential. Secrecy, obfuscation, avoidance and inaccuracy, whether deliberate or not, and 
dishonesty, are in fact the enemies of our parliamentary democracy. 
To turn back to part II of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, 
the commissioners observed at paragraph 3.8.2 — 

Traditional accounts of ministerial responsibility and of Parliament’s oversight of the executive 
emphasise the role that the parliamentary question has in calling a minister to account for his or her 
administration. Whatever else can be said of question time, it today provides the crudest form of 
accountability exacted by the Parliament. The manner of its conduct, the apparent acceptance of evasion 
and equivocation in providing answers, and the governmental manipulation of it for its own purposes, 
can leave the public with little reassurance that it presently serves the accountability purpose the 
traditional view attributes to it in anything other than a fortuitous way. 

The commissioners continue at paragraph 3.12.6 — 
Because of the reliance officials, particularly public servants, place upon the principle of individual 
ministerial responsibility as defining their accountability obligation, the Commission considers it 
necessary to make the following observations. The object of that principle was to bring the conduct of 
the executive under the review and control of the Parliament. It cannot now be relied upon for this. To 
the extent that it today expresses a principle of accountability to superiors within administrative 
hierarchies, it serves a valuable and well recognised purpose, but one no different from that to be found 
in any hierarchical organisation in either the public or the private sector. It provides no justification for 
immunising the actions of officers and agencies from the scrutiny and review of the public’s first forum, 
the Parliament, or from agencies acting under the mandate of the Parliament. 

I also raise the issue of the relationship between the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Parliament. In 
respect of these findings, questions arise about the complexities and interactions between the role of the CCC 
and parliamentary privilege—in particular, about the extent to which the CCC can examine the motives of the 
person giving the answer to the Parliament. I invite the President to also deem that matter a matter of substance 
arising from this report to refer to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
In conclusion, the Parliament was misled. It is my contention that this report reveals that it was not just 
Ms Turnseck but also at least Mr Home and others who were informed of Ms Turnseck’s intention to mislead. 
Who were those others and to what extent were deliberate actions taken to continue misleading the Parliament? 
Their names are in footnotes 18, 19 and 21, and may be in other material that was not provided to the CCC. 
When did people become aware of this report or the evidence given to it? When did members of the executive 
become aware of those emails and their content? The report is dated 29 February, but it was released two weeks 
later on 16 March 2016. What actions were taken in respect of the matters within the report during that time? 

Mr President, I believe I have made the case that there is, indeed, a matter of substance that warrants 
consideration by the Legislative Council. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [12.55 pm]: I would like to make 
a few comments. I do not disagree with a lot of what the Leader of the Opposition has said today. I think the role 
of Parliament is absolutely paramount in terms of honesty, integrity and certainly in terms of transparency. 
History is littered with the carcasses of victims of a lack of transparency and a lack of consistency in 
decision-making and information provision. I was a little confused by the Leader of the Opposition’s initial 
comments because I could not quite work out what she was hoping to achieve with a potential referral to the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, other than consideration of some of the allegations or findings 
of the CCC within the report that was tabled yesterday. I would be interested to perhaps get a bit more clarity 
around what she is hoping to achieve from this. 

Suffice it to say, the report identified a number of issues of concern, I am sure, for all members of Parliament, 
particularly the potential for misleading or inaccurate information being provided to the Parliament. That is 
always the intent of ministers — 

Hon Sue Ellery: I’m not sure what you’re doing. I’ve asked the President to make a decision about something. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Excuse me, I am not — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, other members are entitled to make a contribution. If you turn to your 
standing orders, on page 14 it is set out that a matter of privilege can be raised by any member, that other 
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members have the opportunity to make a contribution, and that the mover has an opportunity to reply as well. 
That is not in dispute. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. I will not take up too much time. I am actually, as I said, 
agreeing with the Leader of the Opposition. I was a little confused as to what she hoped to achieve by sending it 
to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. I would like to refer to some of the comments made by 
Hon Sue Ellery, particularly with regard to the role of ministers and parliamentary secretaries in providing 
information. That is a matter that should be considered by the privileges committee and that we should actually 
take into account. For example, information that is provided to us very frequently comes from third parties. 
Whether or not the privileges committee can actually rule on something like that is something the Leader of the 
Opposition needs to consider, because it will create significant potential problems for the future answering of 
questions. Most of the questions we get in our representative capacity would, in effect, require consultation with 
third parties. If we have to wait to consult personally with third parties before we provide an answer to ensure the 
success or otherwise, or accuracy or otherwise, of the response, we simply would not be answering any questions 
in a representative capacity. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry, I want to get through this; I genuinely want to get through this. 

Say, for example, I received a response from the Premier’s office and it involved a third party—in this instance, 
Rachael Turnseck; short of me phoning Rachael Turnseck to ensure the accuracy of that response, I am not quite 
sure how that response could have been anything other than misleading, which it evidently is, as has been ruled 
by the CCC. That would, in effect, be exactly the same for any third party consultation, which we need to 
consider. I have made a point in this chamber of consistently advising ministers and parliamentary secretaries 
that if they are not satisfied with a response, they should send it back. But this takes it to a whole new level. 
I would be interested to see how the privileges committee deals with this. 

Hon Adele Farina: No, it’s not. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is. It most definitely is. Of course I am responsible, as the minister responsible for, 
in this instance, the Premier. I am responsible, ultimately, for the question. As the report accurately states in 
paragraph 69 — 

This final response was provided to Parliament by the Hon. Peter Collier, MLC, with the addition of the 
word “former”. There is no suggestion Mr Collier was aware that the answer he was providing was 
false or misleading. 

There is no suggestion I was aware of that because I was not; I genuinely did not know that. I did not know that 
the answer was accurate, or not. 

As I said, as soon as I became aware of this situation, I corrected the record. I stood up yesterday, a matter of 
hours after this report was tabled, at the first opportunity I had, and I corrected the record. If we get to a point 
where, as I said, we have to access third-party confirmation for all our responses to questions in a representative 
capacity, it will be opening a Pandora’s box in terms of precedents for this chamber. 

Having said that, most of the issues raised by the Leader of the Opposition are pertinent. I do not have an issue at 
all with the privileges committee considering the report and some of the issues that have been raised within the 
report. Suffice it to say, I think that is going to be very, very problematic and we need to tread warily with regard 
to the response of ministers in a representative capacity. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [1.00 pm]: At the outset, can I say I am not going to take only 
one minute! 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

The PRESIDENT: Members, we are dealing with the matter of privilege raised by the Leader of the Opposition. 
An issue such as this is like a point of order in that other members have speaking rights. It is not actually 
a question before the Chair. In terms of other members having speaking rights, I had given the call to 
Hon Nick Goiran. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr President. The matter that is before the house for your consideration and 
subsequent ruling is the matter brought to the attention of the house by the honourable Leader of the Opposition 
under standing order 93(2). I draw to your attention, Mr President, standing order 93(2), which states — 

A Member may at any time raise a Matter of Privilege, which shall, until disposed of, suspend 
consideration of any other business before the Council. 

 [4] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 17 March 2016] 

 p1321b-1327a 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Ken Travers 

Standing order 93(3) states — 

A Member raising a Matter of Privilege under (2) may table any relevant documents. 

Earlier today, we had a lengthy contribution from the honourable Leader of the Opposition. Unfortunately, 
I think the difficulty you have, Mr President, is that you do not currently know what the matter of privilege is 
that the Leader of the Opposition wants you to refer to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
I listened with great interest to the lengthy speech from the Leader of the Opposition. Quite clearly, the 
honourable member was well prepared. She read to the chamber virtually the entirety of her speech, yet, at the 
end of that speech, we are none the wiser as to what the President is supposed to rule on. The Leader of the 
Opposition in her concluding remarks submitted that she had sufficiently put the case that there was some 
substance to the matter. However, my submission to you, Mr President, is that we do not quite know what that is. 
All that has happened this morning or earlier this afternoon is that reference was made to a report from the 
Corruption and Crime Commission that was tabled in this house yesterday. By reciting to the chamber various 
parts of that report, all that has happened, in effect, is that that report has landed in your lap, Mr President, and 
you are expected to do something about that. In my respectful submission, Mr President, that is insufficient to 
meet the test of standing order 93(2). The honourable member needs to particularise exactly what she wishes you 
to rule on and subsequently refer to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. It is not good enough, 
Mr President, for the honourable member to just make reference to this report and say she wants you to do 
something with it, and to quote certain sections of the report and so forth. That is not sufficient. 

As one example, the Leader of the Opposition felt the need to make reference to the Leader of the House, who is 
referred to in paragraph 69 at page 11 of the report. The Leader of the Opposition quoted, correctly, that the 
report states — 

There is no suggestion Mr Collier was aware that the answer he was providing was false or misleading. 

The Leader of the Opposition went to some pains to say that she was not suggesting that either. The Leader of 
the Opposition then went on to talk about a number of other things. Does the Leader of the Opposition intend to 
suggest, Mr President, that you are to consider a matter of privilege that involves the Leader of the House? We 
do not know, because the Leader of the Opposition has failed to particularise that. We do not know who she 
wants you to refer to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. All we know as of early this 
afternoon is that the Leader of the Opposition has some concern about matters pertaining to this particular report. 
In that respect, I do not blame her. If I were the honourable member, I would do the same thing. However, 
I would come to the chamber sufficiently prepared that I could particularise for your benefit, Mr President, as the 
person who is required to make a ruling on this matter, and for the benefit of all members who have a right to 
make a contribution, exactly what I want to have referred to the procedure and privileges committee. 

The Leader of the Opposition made some reference to Ms Turnseck. She also made reference, if my memory 
serves me correctly, to Mr Home. I do not have the benefit, obviously, of the pre-prepared speech that the 
Leader of the Opposition read to the chamber earlier today, but she made reference to a number of people. 
However, as I have said, we do not know what the allegation is, and who is supposed to have done something 
that might be considered to be a matter of privilege. 
In my submission, Mr President, it is impossible for you to rule on this matter when you consider standing order 
93(5), which states — 

If the President rules that there is some substance to the matter, the President shall refer the matter to 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee for inquiry and report to the Council. 

The first thing that you would need to satisfy yourself about, Mr President, is what the matter of privilege is. We 
have not been told that today. What we have been referred to is just various excerpts of a Corruption and Crime 
Commission report. Therefore, first of all, Mr President, you would need to know what the matter is; and, once 
you know what the matter is, you would need to determine whether there is some substance to that matter. I take 
as an example the matter that I referred to earlier with regard to the Leader of the House. Any individual who 
would suggest that there is some substance to any matter to do with the Leader of the House has plainly not read 
paragraph 65 of the report, which refers to the question that Hon Sue Ellery asked of the Leader of the House at 
the time and states — 

This question was clearly directed to Ms Turnseck herself and the correct answer could only be known 
to Ms Turnseck. 

The report goes on to say — 
There is no suggestion Mr Collier was aware that the answer he was providing was false or misleading. 

In the conclusion of that particular section of the report, it goes out of its way to state — 
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Ministers depend on public officers to provide them with truthful information so that Parliament is not 
misled. 

We know through the contribution of the Leader of the House that he corrected the record on this matter 
yesterday. Therefore, there is clearly no substance to any matter to do with that honourable member of this place. 
I am actually at a loss to charitably explain why the Leader of the Opposition even felt the need to raise this 
matter. I can understand why she might raise some other matters. However, she has failed to particularise those 
matters. She has also failed to deliver to you, Mr President, a precise matter that you would be able to then 
consider and determine whether there is any substance to it. 
In replying to this matter this afternoon, I am finding it incredibly difficult. We do not know what case is being 
brought against any particular individual. We do not know the specific contempt, concern or breach of privilege 
about which we are supposed to make a submission to you, Mr President, as to whether it should go to the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. In the absence of that, I say with all due respect that I do not 
think you will be able to fulfil your task under standing order 93(5). However, there is one way in which you 
may choose to deal with this matter, Mr President. I refer to standing order 93(1), which states — 

If the President becomes aware of a Matter of Privilege that the President determines is of sufficient 
substance to warrant consideration by the Council, the President shall advise the Council. 

The Leader of the Opposition has failed to do what she needed to do under standing order 93(2). However, that 
does not prevent you, Mr President, from considering this CCC report and saying that you are aware of 
a particular matter of privilege and you determine that matter is of sufficient substance that you want to have it 
considered by the Council. That is obviously a matter for you, Mr President, quite separate from what the 
Leader of the Opposition has done today 
As I say, it is plainly the case that we do not have a particular matter of privilege that has been brought to our 
attention. I am unable to articulate it. It clearly was not described this morning. I would perhaps challenge the 
Leader of the Opposition to particularise that when she replies on this matter. The new difficulty, of course, 
Mr President, is that at that point, with respect, she would be introducing new material that the rest of us would 
be unable to provide a submission on. Given all circumstances, I do not think the matter can be properly 
addressed as had been hoped by the Leader of the Opposition. Perhaps one way forward would be for you to 
continue to consider the matter understanding order 93(1), Mr President. 
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.11 pm]: I just want to make the comment that I have listened 
to the Leader of the Opposition and the comments made by Hon Nick Goiran, and I think the Leader of the 
Opposition made a very clear case. The clear case I heard her make this morning was that the question of 
privilege is whether Ms Rachel Turnseck and Mr Stephen Home provided false or misleading information, 
knowing it would be used to provide an answer to the Parliament. The Leader of the Opposition particularly 
referred to paragraphs 66, 67, 68 and 69 of the report that highlight that they were both aware that Ms Turnseck 
had spoken to the then Treasurer’s family, but provided answers to the Parliament indicating that said she had 
not spoken to anybody else. That to me is the fundamental point. This is a very important issue of privilege 
because it goes to the heart of the Westminster system. Not only are ministers held accountable for their answers, 
but also they and this Parliament need to know that people who provide information to them, when they know it 
is information to be provided to Parliament, must be truthful and full. I think the Leader of the Opposition went 
through a number of references from the previous royal commissions and the like about the importance of that. 
There is a fundamental question here: did people provide answers, knowing they would be used in Parliament, 
that were false and misleading, specifically Ms Turnseck and Mr Home, but, based on the comments in the 
report, potentially others? A further matter for the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges would be to 
establish whether the cases made against those two people can be made against any other people. I think the 
other question is: who else knew the information provided was false and when did they know it? That is the 
other matter of privilege that needs to be examined. There are some other minor issues raised by the Leader of 
the Opposition that I think would be relevant for a privileges committee to look at, but that is the fundamental 
issue and I think the Leader of the Opposition made that very clear and in fact referenced the specific paragraphs 
in the document—the document that has already been tabled in this house. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.14 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their contributions. I think I made it abundantly clear at the beginning of my contribution that we 
are referring to particular sections of the report that go to information provided to the Parliament. In the 
preparation of that material to be provided to the Parliament, at least Ms Turnseck, and I say Mr Home, prepared 
material they knew to be untrue. That is the matter of privilege that I thought I had made abundantly clear, but 
I am sorry if Hon Nick Goiran did not understand what I was saying. 

In respect to the question raised by the Leader of the House regarding my comments about ministerial 
responsibility for the answers they provide, I was not asking, did not ask and have not asked the President to rule 
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on whether that is a matter of substance that needs to go to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
I was trying to make the point that the reason it is so important for ministers, and parliamentary secretaries for 
that matter, to be confident about the answers they give to the Parliament are all the things I then went on to 
outline that the royal commission had said. It has ever been thus that the people who give the answers in this 
place are responsible for them. It also has ever been thus that there is a provision that recognises that from time 
to time they might unwittingly give answers that are incorrect, so there is a provision in our standing orders and 
a longstanding convention that states that the minister has the right, as soon as they find out that an answer they 
have given is incorrect, to take the next available opportunity correct it, and if they do that, they cannot be 
judged harshly. Given the length of time between when Mr Home prepared that answer and now, in my mind, 
Mr Home had had plenty of time to consider whether the information he provided at that time to the minister to 
present on behalf of the Premier was in fact truthful or not, and it appears he did not do that. 

Mr President, I have asked you to determine whether two questions are of sufficient substance to refer to the 
house. They are the questions related to Ms Turnseck’s answers and Mr Home’s involvement in the preparation 
of those answers to be given in the Parliament. I think they are spelt out quite clearly in the report that was tabled 
yesterday, and others were named. It is my contention that the report shows that it was not just Ms Turnseck, 
there was at least Mr Home, and others were informed of Ms Turnseck’s intention to mislead. Who they were 
and to what extent deliberate actions were taken to continue misleading I do not know, and I think that is 
a matter that the privileges committee should consider. When people become aware of the report or the evidence 
given before it and when members of the executive became aware of those emails referred to in that chapter are 
matters I think the privileges committee needs to satisfy itself of. 

The final question I invited you, Mr President, to consider is whether there is in fact something in the 
complexities between the Corruption and Crime Commission’s responsibilities in respect of motives of the 
person giving an answer to the Parliament and the Parliament’s right to determine matters in respect of 
parliamentary privilege. There are two matters, Mr President. There are the issues that arise of material being 
prepared for use in Parliament that at least two people knew to be incorrect, and there is a whole range of 
sub-issues that flow from that about who knew what and when. Then there is issue of whether we need to think 
about the relationship between the CCC and the Parliament in respect to parliamentary privilege. Those are the 
matters I am asking you to consider, Mr President. 

The PRESIDENT: Members, a matter of privilege is very important and very serious. I intend, according to 
standing order 93(4)(b) to defer the matter and provide a ruling to the Council at the earliest possible 
opportunity. I will give the matter thorough consideration, seek advice and report back to the house as soon as 
possible. 
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