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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Seventeenth Report - Inquiry into the Future Operation of Witness Protection Programmes in WA: Interim 

Report on ACC Reports into the Death of a Protected Witness 
MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [10.49 am]:  I present for tabling the seventeenth report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, entitled “Inquiry into the Future Operation of Witness 
Protection Programmes in WA: Interim Report on ACC Reports into the Death of a Protected Witness”. 
[See paper 2256.] 
Mr J.N. HYDE:  The committee welcomes the Corruption and Crime Commission’s clarifying statement 
confirming the existence of a substantial Anti-Corruption Commission report on the death of Andrew Petrelis, 
who was on the Western Australian witness protection program in the previous decade.  Confirmation was also 
provided that a report from the ACC was presented to the Queensland coroner first in 2001 and again in 2006.  
When contacted by the committee on Wednesday, 8 November 2006, the Queensland coroner responded that his 
report was still with the printer.  However, he said later that day that he was still rewriting some sections.  The 
committee now welcomes the final printed coroner’s report released on 16 November and hopes that this will 
assist the Western Australia Police and the CCC to complete their files on any issues relating to the death of 
Andrew Petrelis.  It is very important to stress at this point that the only coroner’s report that matters legally is 
the printed document, and that has been the key issue in the six-year wait for the final document. 
On 28 November 2006, some two days ago, the committee became aware that, despite the official final report 
released on 16 November 2006 by the Queensland coroner closing with the statement “The Inquest is now 
closed”, the Queensland coroner released a revised report on 28 November 2006, but which was dated 24 
November 2006.  The committee reiterates its oversight role, with the concern that the processes of all 
investigating agencies be transparent.  The committee reiterates that it is not an investigative agency, but an 
oversight body.  For that reason, the committee has written to the CCC and the police service detailing a number 
of issues of significance.  Members will know that under standing order 278, unless the committee resolves 
otherwise, relevant formal evidence taken by the committee will be tabled with the report.  The committee has 
decided not to table any relevant formal evidence; however, that evidence has been sent to the CCC and the 
police service.  The committee is emphatic that it will desist from making any further public comment.  We need 
to enable the CCC and the police service to determine whether there is any information in the coroner’s report 
that adds to the already existing Western Australian information and whether that would further any future 
report, activity or investigation by Western Australian agencies. 

I will briefly touch on a couple of issues with the mark 1 and 2 versions of the published report of the 
Queensland coroner.  Clearly these are public issues.  The committee is not an investigative body, and it is 
inappropriate for Parliament or other bodies to interfere in any potential trial or legal action.  At page 11 of the 
report the coroner states -  

The circumstances leading up to . . . this most unfortunate death, . . . may well be described as bizarre 
and highly suspicious. 

This pronouncement conflicts with his definitive statement in the findings, and it is the findings that legally 
matter.  It states -  

. . . there is no evidence which would . . . suggest that the cause of death was other than by self 
administration; 

The committee also sent on to the appropriate bodies some factual discrepancies.  There is a 10-year error in at 
least one of the dates given in the coroner’s official report.  The date referred to on page 13 differs from that 
referred to in the Roberts-Smith report, and at page 14 there is some information that is not in the Roberts-Smith 
report.  Finally, page 50 of the coroner’s report indicates that witness Rippingale stated in evidence to the 
coroner that he was in Queensland at the time of Mr Petrelis’s death.  The witness admitted that he was in 
Queensland at the time of the death.  The coroner appears to prefer witness Kizon’s version of evidence during 
cross-examination that he was not in Queensland.  At page 45 the coroner states - 

As regards RIPPINGALE, there is no evidence to indicate that he was in fact in Queensland at the 
relevant time. 

In the report, the coroner indicates that Rippingale admitted that he was in Queensland.  These are huge 
discrepancies.  We could wring our hands and we could try to jump jurisdictions and criticise the Queensland 
coroner.  However, it is appropriate that this information be sent to the CCC and the police service to determine 
whether it can assist or, in fact, hinder any future report, inquiry or action in Western Australia.  In the mark 2 
report of the coroner the paragraphed blank pages of evidence have been deleted.  This version of the report is 
now about three pages shorter than the initial version.  One very important area is the spelling of the names of 
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two witnesses, Voyez and Grimmard; they have now been amended.  An insertion was made that perhaps 
recognises that there are jurisdictional issues.  The coroner has inserted in his report the words “are to be found 
in the Western Australian Inquiries and need not be referred to specifically herein”.  I make no personal 
comment.  I make no interpretation of these facts.  The committee has decided to send these matters to the 
appropriate bodies. 
The committee also met on the day that Commissioner Hammond’s retirement was publicly announced.  I wish 
to record not only my utmost respect for, but also my thanks to, Commissioner Hammond for the incredible 
work he has done in the three years since the establishment of the Corruption and Crime Commission.  It started 
on day one with a commissioner and one staff member, and he has fashioned the most effective corruption-
fighting and misconduct-preventing agency operating in the world currently.   

I also alert members to a very important issue that was brought to our attention yesterday.  The state of Western 
Australia has recovered $230 000 from the estate of the late Clerk of the other house.  A huge degree of credit 
must go to the CCC for its role in discovering a crime and returning funds to the rightful owners.  I make the 
individual observation - I know it has been raised previously by the member for Avon and others - that the 
Parliament has not really addressed this issue.  We rely on eventually getting advice from our officers about the 
systems in place in both houses of Parliament.  I offer the following observation.  We had such a speedy 
discovery and resolution of this issue because we have such an effective CCC.  I caution those who propose, in 
good faith, that members of Parliament choose and interview some sort of parliamentary commissioner to look at 
happenings in this precinct.  I very much caution them against that for reasons of best practice.  We need an 
array of external organisations to deter illegal and corrupt activity. 
I particularly praise my fellow members of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission.  Our workload has been absolutely overpowering, and it will step up in the coming weeks.  I give 
my thanks to members of both houses of Parliament for their dedication and commitment.  I also praise the 
committee staff for their diligent work, with unbelievably tight deadlines, the work they do out of hours - much 
of the committee’s work is undertaken out of hours - and their commitment to that work.   
I conclude by saying that while the committee continues its inquiry into the most appropriate model for a future 
witness protection program in WA, it may also issue further interim reports.  Those reports may include 
associated matters and processes that the committee believes should be in the public domain.  Justice delayed is 
often justice denied.  While the committee strongly believes in the need for transparency and shares the 
frustrations of those who want full operational details, the committee is cognisant of the dangers of 
compromising agency investigations and aborting trials.   
 


