
12 November 2020 

Hon Peter Watson MLA 
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly 
Parliament House 
PERTH WA 6000 

Dear Mr Speaker, 

I have reviewed my personal statement and realised that I haven't really explained the 
mechanics of my applications to the On Farm Emergency Water Infrastructure Rebate 
Scheme. I thought I should provide this information to you for your consideration and for 
tabling in the House. 

Ucarro Grazing Co is the partnership name that Andrea (my wife) and I are farm partners in 
and we have applied for one grant of approximately $2500 (25% of works to clean out farm 
dams in 18/19) and this was acquitted and monies paid into Ucarro Grazing Co account 
sometime in 2019. (Invoices were attached to the application) 

The other application which is one of 411 referred to in Question Time has been processed by 
Dept of Water but not funded at this stage by the Federal Government and involved once 
again cleaning of farm dams 19/20 and purchase of a trough. This is for approximately $2500 
as well, being 25% of works completed. (Invoices were attached to the application) 

All applications were paper based and I have copies held at the farm in Katanning. As 
Primary Producers we were fully eligible to apply to this Rebate Scheme. 

Regards 

Peter Rundle MLA 

Member for Roe 
Parliamentary Electorate Office 
83 Federal Street 
NARROGIN WA 6312 
P: (08) 9881 1225 
Peter.Rundle@mp. wa. gov .au 



RULING 

At the conclusion of Question Time yesterday, the Leader of the House rose on 

a Matter of Privilege and sought my ruling as to whether the Member for Roe 

had failed to disclose a conflict of interest. 

During Question Time, the Member for Roe asked the Minister for Water 

whether the State Government would match Commonwealth funding to 

support farmers in water deficient areas, including 411 applications from 

farmers to access the On-Farm Emergency Water Infrastructure Rebate Scheme, 

that the Department of Water had processed, but not paid out. 

In response, the Minister for Water said that the Member for Roe had failed, on 

three separate occasions, to disclose to the House the fact that he, the member 

for Roe, was one of the farmers who had made an application under the Scheme 

and was yet to be paid. 

At 4.00 pm the member for Roe gave a personal explanation where he said his 

intention on raising the issue of State funding for unpaid applicants under the 

Scheme was to represent his constituents, pointing to the fact that in his 

electorate of Roe, there are 10 of 12 water deficient declared areas, and that 

many of his constituents are in the same position that he is in. 

This morning I received a letter from the member for Roe. It reads -

"Dear Mr Speaker, 

I have reviewed my personal statement and realised that I haven't really 

explained the mechanics of my applications to the On Farm Emergency 

Water Infrastructure Rebate Scheme. I thought I should provide this 

information to you for your consideration and for tabling in the House. 

Ucarro Grazing Co is the partnership name that Andrea (my wife) and I are 

farm partners in and we have applied for one grant of approximately 

$2500 (25% of works to clean out farm dams in 18/19) and this was 

acquitted and monies paid into Ucarro Grazing Co account sometime in 

2019. (Invoices were attached to the application) 

The other application which is one of 411 referred to in Question Time has 

been processed by Dept of Water but not funded at this stage by the 

Federal Government and involved once again cleaning of farm dams 

19/20 and purchase of a trough. This is for approximately $2500 as well, 



being 25% of works completed. (Invoices were attached to the 

application) 

All applications were paper based and I have copies held at the farm in 

Katanning. As Primary Producers we were fully eligible to apply to this 

Rebate Scheme." 

I table this letter. 

I now turn to Clause (3) (a) of the Code of Conduct for Members of the Legislative 

Assembly, which provides: 

"A conflict of interest exists where a member participates in or makes a 

decision in the execution of their office knowing that it will improperly 

and dishonestly further the Member's private interest or another 

person's private interest directly or indirectly." 

Clause 3(a) contemplates that a member may have a private interest. That by 

itself is no cause for concern. What lies at the heart of Clause 3(a) is whether a 

Member improperly and dishonestly furthers that private interest. In this regard 

I accept what the member for Roe said in his personal explanation, that his 

intention in raising this matter on repeated occasions was not to further a 

private interest, but to represent his constituents. 

I have also considered Clause 3 (f) of the Code, which provides: 

"A conflict of interest does not exist where the member is only affected 

as a member of the public or a member of a broad class." 

In my view Mr Rundle, as an applicant under the Scheme, of which there are 

about 400 outstanding applications, forms part of a "broad class" within the 

meaning of clause 3(f). This, however, is not critical to my ruling. The main issue 

to me is that the member did not act improperly or dishonestly in raising these 

matters in the House or in Budget Estimates. Therefore there is no conflict of 

interest as contemplated by clause 3(a). 

I conclude on this point. The member for Roe in his personal explanation 

apologised for any perception of conflict of interest that his actions may have 

given rise to. His apology was contrite, heartfelt, and in the circumstances, 

appropriate. I do not intend to take any further action in this matter. 


