
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 4 November 2020] 

 p7304c-7320a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Aaron Stonehouse; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Alison 

Xamon; Deputy President 

 [1] 

CORONAVIRUS — RESTRICTIONS — DOCUMENTATION 
Motion 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.45 pm]: I move — 
That Hon Sue Ellery, Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council, be ordered, and is hereby so 
ordered, to lay on the table of the house not later than seven days from the day on which this order is made, 
on behalf of the government of Western Australia, the information and documents described below, and 
that such documents be tabled without excision, alteration or defacement — 

Copies of all communications between 13 October 2020 and 20 October 2020 inclusive, including 
but not limited to letters, emails, telephone notes, text messages and file notes between any of 
the following relating to advice or information on COVID-19 pandemic restrictions — 
(1) the Premier, Hon Mark McGowan, MLA; 
(2) any staff member of the Office of the Premier or Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 

including contract, temporary or seconded staff; 
(3) the Minister for Health, Hon Roger Cook, MLA; 
(4) any staff member of the Office of the Minister for Health or Department of Health, 

including contract, temporary or seconded staff; 
(5) the Chief Health Officer, Dr Andrew Robertson; and 
(6) any staff member of the Office of the Chief Medical Officer, including contract, 

temporary or seconded staff. 
I was very reluctant from the start to move this motion. I moved a motion earlier this year about the tabling of health 
advice, and that was a request of part of the government and it was forthcoming in providing that information. 
Unfortunately, since that time everything with regard to transparency with this government and information on 
COVID-19 has gone pear-shaped. It has put the hand up every single time members in this Parliament, in both the 
other place and this place, have attempted to get information on COVID-19-related policymaking, particularly on 
decisions on borders, and generally across decisions of government. In a moment I will talk about why I have been 
forced to move the motion in these words. Suffice to say, consistent messaging from the government is absolutely 
imperative, particularly when there is fear, frustration and doubt, and particularly with the elderly about something 
like a pandemic. Consistent messaging is imperative. From March this year, we have been told by the government 
that we had to keep members of the community safe. Without a shadow of a doubt, we agree with that. The unambiguous 
message from government was that we had to bring down the infection rates and flatten the curve so that our health 
system could deal with it. We were told that ad infinitum, constantly and relentlessly, by the government. That was 
our policy. We also said that in order to do that, we were going to close the borders and we would flatten the curve. 
Then it came down to elimination: we were going to eliminate the virus. However, until there is a vaccine, we are 
not going to eliminate the virus; it is as simple as that. We can remain like Alcatraz, like “fortress WA”, for the 
next two or three years until we get a vaccine or we flatten the curve and learn to live with it. They are the simple 
facts of the matter. That is not me; they were the words of the Premier. 
Community expectation in Western Australia has shifted from flattening the curve to elimination and that worked 
for a few months and we lived a really good quality of life—much better than most people across the globe. We 
closed the borders and we lived as “fortress WA”. However, that has shifted significantly, particularly over the 
past couple of months. As other jurisdictions had no infection rates, we were not allowed to fraternise with them—
they were still naughty boys and naughty girls—and we had to live within the confines of Western Australia. That 
started to impact a number of people, particularly those wanting family reunions, fly in, fly out workers and people 
with compassionate issues. Trying to get information on all of that has been very problematic, yet it is so typical 
of this government. For some reason, it has an issue with transparency. At a time when the government should be 
providing as much information as it can to the public of Western Australia, it has not. It has closed up shop. We fully 
understand that this is a pandemic. We have no issues with that whatsoever. We have given every single ounce of 
cooperation to the government in coping with the pandemic. However, we have now got to a point at which that 
information is not even a trickle—it has come to a complete halt—and that is why I have moved this motion. 
The messages we are receiving have changed significantly. About a month ago, the Premier got caught out. We 
have always been told that decisions are based on health advice. The health advice was why we were keeping the 
borders up. Then, of course, the Premier got caught out on 1 October this year. I am reading from The Australian, 
which stated — 
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West Australian Premier Mark McGowan has boasted that the pandemic has brought lasting economic 
benefits to his state, while saying that if WA brought down its interstate borders, “all we will do is we 
will lose jobs”. 
Mr McGowan insisted on Thursday that his government maintained WA’s hard border on health advice, 
but in an outburst that has riled the state’s Chamber of Commerce he said that there was no economic 
benefit in opening up. 
“The benefit to opening to the Northern Territory or South Australia—for Western Australia—is not 
there. There is no benefit,” Mr McGowan said. “Far more West Australians will go there on holidays than 
people from SA and NT come here on holidays. All we will do is we will lose jobs.” 

All of a sudden, it became an economic imperative, not a health imperative. The Premier reacted in typical fashion. 
He went back to his default position. He has a glass jaw; we all know that. When he was criticised, he really did 
not like it. People started questioning whether the 28 days that we kept hearing about in the health advice was actually 
valid. Four jurisdictions already met that criteria—Tasmania, South Australia, the Northern Territory and the 
Australian Capital Territory—yet we still could not open the borders. Then, all of a sudden, it became an economic 
imperative, not a health imperative. That is when we started asking a lot more questions. Again, it went completely 
pear-shaped. The Education and Health Standing Committee had a hearing with the Chief Health Officer on 
14 October. I do not have time to go through the whole hearing transcript, but I highly recommend that members 
read it. It is compelling. This is where the Chief Health Officer said, “Yes, we actually can open to other jurisdictions. 
There is a capacity to open to some other jurisdictions.” I will read part of this. This was in response to questions 
asked by Zak Kirkup, the shadow Minister for Health — 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, Dr Robertson. Just further to that, are you confident with any of those 
other states and their border controls and epidemiology? 
Dr ROBERTSON: I think the epidemiology is obviously—as you say, there are a number of states now, 
including Queensland, that have moved to 28 days or more of no community spread. There are still some 
robust borders in place around the country. We obviously still continue to have concerns about New South 
Wales and Victoria, but we would continue to look at whether there are options for—it may be that 
opening up to some jurisdictions but not to others is a possibility. That obviously will be considered in 
any future advice. 

This is at the same time that we were getting messages from the Premier saying that it was not going to open this year. 
As I said, I do not have time to read all of this hearing, but I will read part of it. Later in the hearing, Zak Kirkup said — 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sorry, just to clarify things. I appreciate the advice that has been tabled previously 
by the government. The advice just in relation to the freedom of movement between Western Australia 
and other states and territories, has that advice ever been given to government that that is something that 
could be considered, but obviously in the context of where we sit with respect to our current restrictions? 
Dr ROBERTSON: As I said in September, I did say that they were options the government could consider. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: What states and territories were they? 
Dr ROBERTSON: The states that had no community spread. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: To my previous question, could that be South Australia, Tasmania, Northern Territory 
and the ACT? 
Dr ROBERTSON: And Queensland. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: And Queensland. 
Dr ROBERTSON: It has now met that criteria, yes. 
The CHAIR: But that was in the advice that you tabled on 25 September. 
Dr ROBERTSON: That was in the advice on 25 September. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I did not believe the states were outlined; I could be wrong. 
The CHAIR: It was about communication of community contagion. 
Dr ROBERTSON: It said, for example. It did not specify necessarily the states, but any states that could 
meet those criteria would obviously — 
The CHAIR: It was criteria based in terms of the evidence that you tabled, yes. 
Dr ROBERTSON: Thank you. 
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The Premier himself set the standard of a 28-day criterion. The Chief Health Officer said, “We can open the borders”. 
The Premier has said consistently that we could not. There was mixed messaging. This is where it all went pear-shaped 
for the government. There was a whole week of completely mixed messages. After consistently hearing that we 
were not going to open the borders, the Chief Health Officer said that we can open four of those borders. On 
the very next day, 15 October, the Minister for Health was quoted in WAtoday, and I will read from that article. 
Nathan Hondros wrote — 

The chance of interstate visitors spending tourism dollars in WA over the summer might have improved 
as cracks begin to appear in Premier Mark McGowan’s controversial hard border policy. 
Health Minister Roger Cook on Thursday set a different tone from his leader, saying it was time for the 
West Australian government to consider relaxing the state’s controversial ‘hard border’ restrictions. 
In early April, Premier Mark McGowan banned travellers entering WA from the eastern states, prompting 
a High Court challenge from Queensland billionaire Clive Palmer and increasing pressure from the federal 
government. At the moment all travellers from interstate have to complete a strict exemption procedure 
to enter, depending on which state or territory they are coming from. 
Speaking at the Business News ‘Politics and Policy’ breakfast, Mr Cook said WA’s Chief Health Officer 
Andy Robertson was “not far off the mark” when he told a parliamentary committee on Wednesday there 
was no health reason to keep borders closed to five Australian jurisdictions. 
“There’s public health advice that says that the situation in Queensland, Northern Territory, South Australia 
... is now essentially stable, they’ve got no community spread of the disease so we should consider how 
we open ourselves to freeing up the movement of people between those states,” Mr Cook said. 
“We do need to consider the situation now and we’re all feeling it. 

That is the Minister for Health, again, contradicting what the Premier has said. The Premier chucked a hissy fit, which 
he usually does when he is cornered. He came out and tabled this advice that he said came from the Chief Health 
Officer to the Commissioner of Police. He read in part of it, and we can read that; it has been tabled in the other place. 
We can see that he has highlighted particular areas. Part of the letter reads — 

Given the testing and contract tracing being undertaken, this is expected to fall to less than 5 community 
cases per day in the next two weeks. The border controls are considered appropriate and proportionate 
at this time, but it is recommended that they be reviewed in 4 weeks, particularly if they have less than 
5 community cases per day. 

The letter continues — 
There is currently no community spread in the other jurisdictions, who have all had no community spread 
for at least 28 days. 

The Premier did not read that bit out. Yet again, there was a bit of selective referencing there from a letter from 
the Chief Health Officer, my point being that, yet again, it is mixed messaging. The Premier has been saying that 
we need 28 days with no community spread before we will even consider opening up the borders. Then he said, 
“No, we’re not going to do it until Christmas”; then March. I do not know why March is significant; it might have 
something to do with an election.  
Then, of course, the Chief Health Officer and the Minister for Health say something completely different. There 
are mixed messages all over the place with this. The ABC came out with a story about this whole shemozzle. Not 
only did that again reveal the mixed messaging that exists, but the Chief Health Officer retweeted that story. People 
here in Western Australia are getting these mixed messages. We, as Her Majesty’s loyal opposition, have a legitimate 
right to question the government. It is not a matter of dealing with health issues; it is a matter of saying that we 
need to have that information for the public of Western Australia. 
The Premier then got all panicked again. He is a real frontrunner; he loves things going his way. If things are not 
going his way and a journalist asks him a hard question, they get that arrogance, a fist comes up and he says, 
“Don’t ask those questions, you idiot.” Not only that; he then had a one-on-one with Peter Law from The West 
Australian. That is what the Premier does. He does not have a complete all-in media conference; he has a one on one. 
A few days later, on 17 October, we have this article titled “My fear of mass deaths”. He thought, “I can see this 
getting away from me”, so he talked about mass deaths. That is going to do an enormous amount to placate the fears 
of the elderly out there! They say, “We’d better keep the borders up or we’re going to have mass deaths.” So what 
does the Premier do? Two weeks later, he brings the borders down. All I am saying is that we need some information. 
In the words of the Premier—I will say this once again—on 18 June 2016, he said — 

“The public interest must come first, transparency must come first, openness must come first. 
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The Premier said that. I have moved many motions in this place on the lack of transparency of this government. At 
a time when we should have information that is out there—valid information, not cabinet-in-confidence information—
on this pandemic, which is the worst pandemic in over a century, the government puts up the shutters. We become 
the Kremlin again, and anyone who falls outside the boundaries or who has the audacity to question the government 
is treated with contempt, including the media. He has been fawned over for months by an adoring media, but now it 
is starting to wake up to him. We asked legitimate questions. I asked some questions on 11 August about the number 
of exemptions being granted for interstate and international entry into Western Australia, and I got a response from 
the police minister. A month later, I asked exactly the same question to try to get an update. By that stage the government 
had obviously decided, “We’re on a political winner here. We’ve closed the borders.” Hon Mark McGowan thinks 
everyone loves him, so he has to keep these borders up. He is seen as being strong. The government went back to its 
default position—speak to the hand. The answer was — 

The Western Australia Police Force is in the process of refining its data collection options rather than 
relying on time consuming and less reliable manual counting. 

We have to question what the accounting capacity of the state government is if it cannot even say how many people 
have come into the state. It cannot even tell me that. It told me a month before. Every time our colleagues in the 
other place ask questions about it, they get the typical arrogance from the Premier—the glass jaw. Hon Liza Harvey 
had the temerity to ask the Premier if he would table all the contemporary, changing health advice of Dr Robertson. 
What a terrible thing to ask! It is something that should be transparent. In every other jurisdiction the Chief Health 
Officer goes out every day and gives an update. What did the Premier say? He said — 

Why is it that opposition members constantly want us to change the position, which is apparently what 
they want? Is that what they want? 
… 
What is the opposition trying to achieve? I just want to understand the opposition’s strategy. What does 
it want to achieve? 

I will tell the Premier: we want information so the people of Western Australia know why he is making these decisions. 
That is what we want—nothing more, nothing less. We do not want information that is cabinet-in-confidence. We 
want information that the public of Western Australia, quite frankly, is entitled to; it wants it. Yes, we loved the 
closed borders; Western Australians loved the closed borders. Remember, Liza Harvey was the first person to call 
for a closed border, and we supported that. We supported every piece of COVID-related legislation to come through 
this house, but it got to the point at which the Premier said there had to be 28 days with no community spread. 
Jurisdictions met that, and he still said no, he would not open the borders. He then talked about mass deaths and 
two weeks later he opened the borders. The mixed messaging over that week between the Premier, the Chief Health 
Officer and the health minister is unacceptable, and trying to get information about what was said has been impossible.  
I asked about a whole pile of things. I asked another question about the 28-day issue. I asked question after question. 
Every single time there is a complex issue with this government, it is like a rock crab—it just scurries away and 
says there is absolutely no way it is going to provide that information. It always comes out in the end, like it did with 
our Chief Health Officer and Zak Kirkup. The Chief Health Officer revealed exactly what we wanted to hear. As 
he said, after 28 days we can open the borders to those other jurisdictions. We are doing it now. Not only that, the 
Premier then decided that he would add fuel to the fire, so he said things that were very, very populist. His comments 
over weeks and months were demeaning and derogatory to other jurisdictions and to anyone who had an alternative 
viewpoint. What about this comment when he was talking about the New South Wales Premier? I quote — 

“I know the New South Wales Premier is unhappy, I know Mr Birmingham is unhappy. But frankly, bad 
luck,” he said. 
“It might inconvenience the New South Wales Premier and some people from the eastern states, but frankly, 
I don’t give a damn.” 

What about this one — 

“I don’t care if you don’t like the food, I don’t care if you don’t like what’s on TV. 

“You’re going to the hotel, you’re staying there for two weeks, you’re going to be in your room and 
you’re not bringing the virus home.” 

There are heaps and heaps of examples of this sort of stuff. This is the Premier of Western Australia again, and he 
thinks he is on a winner, so he is saying things on political and economic grounds, but we want to know about the 
health grounds. Again, Hon Liza Harvey had the temerity to put in a freedom of information application. She wanted 
advice from the Chief Health Officer about the travel bubble on 6 October. That was quite legitimate. But the 
government straightaway said, “Look at the hand. No, you’re not going to get it.” 
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They are the reasons that I have moved this motion in these terms. We are not a dictatorship in this state. I do not 
know how many times I have said this. For some bizarre reason the members opposite think that when they win 
government in the lower house, they can just bulldoze things through and that when they come to this place, they 
can just bulldoze things through as well. They cannot do that. We have a bicameral system of government. We have 
an elected Parliament. The Premier and the government have been treating Parliament with contempt, and by design, 
they have been treating the public of Western Australia with contempt. Yes, they can ride high on extraordinary 
popularity in the polls and, as I said, they are fawned on by an adoring media. There are no checks and balances. 
We are a check and balance. This place is a check and balance to the government of Western Australia. I am not 
asking for anything unreasonable. I am saying to the government and the Leader of the House that if they have 
nothing to hide, they will support this motion. If they do have something to hide, they will not support the motion. 
It is as simple as that. They cannot have it both ways. If they stand up now and carry on about what a terrible motion 
this is and how unreasonable it is, they should again go back to the default position. We are asking for nothing more 
or less than to reinforce what the government and the Premier have been saying. Over the entire week when we 
had that mixed messaging, the public of Western Australia was legitimately confused. We, as an opposition, were 
legitimately confused. Last time I heard, we had a question time here. We have an FOI process in Western Australia 
that we use to hold the government to account. For some reason, members opposite have this rule-by-decree attitude 
that they do not have to answer to the Parliament of Western Australia or the public. We have the worst pandemic 
in 100 years. Information and knowledge is power, and if we do not have it, the confusion will continue and we 
will have constant outbursts about mass deaths from the Premier. If the government does not support this motion, 
it is yet again another example of its contempt for the Parliament. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.06 pm]: I indicate that the government will 
not support the motion. The contribution we just had was very fast and shrill at points. I got about every second word, 
so I will concentrate on the text of the motion the house is being asked to consider. As the member said in his opening 
comments, it is very different from the last motion of this nature that the house was asked to consider, which requested 
that the government consider releasing certain information. In response to that motion, I tabled 149 pages of health 
advice that had been received until that point. Noting the number of questions that have been asked since I tabled 
that information, I am not confident that many members actually read it, because there was in fact a wide raft of 
information available in those documents. This motion before us today is very different. I am being asked to provide 
copies without alteration, excision or defacement of letters, emails, telephone notes, text messages and file notes 
between the Premier and his office staff, between the Minister for Health and his office staff, and also with their 
respective departments. I am being asked within seven days to provide the house with text messages, file notes et 
cetera of over 5 000 staff, if we just take the relevant bits of Health that have been dealing with COVID. That is 
what the motion is asking me to do, and I will talk about that. I am being asked for the communications from every 
officer in one of the largest agencies in the public sector within seven days. It is impractical. 

I want to remind members of exactly how transparent we have been with the WA public. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I listened in silence, Madam Acting President. 

I tabled 149 pages on 16 June. Following that, the next significant public event to be severely impacted by COVID 
was the Perth Royal Show. The Premier announced that the Royal Show could not proceed in the circumstances as 
they were then and tabled health advice from the Chief Health Officer that said as much. The most significant change 
to the closed borders since they were first implemented occurred last Friday. On Friday, the Premier announced that 
we would be easing the existing borders and moving to a controlled border from 14 November, and detailed for the 
public what that would mean. That decision was made on the latest advice from the Chief Health Officer. Yesterday, 
on the first opportunity available to the Parliament, the Minister for Health tabled in the other place the health advice 
that was referred to in making the transition to the controlled border. 

I now table that letter, on the letterhead of the Department of Health, from the Chief Health Officer to the Premier, 
dated 28 October 2020. 

[See paper 4552.] 
Hon SUE ELLERY: On 15 March, the Minister for Emergency Services declared a state of emergency pursuant 
to the Emergency Management Act and the Commissioner of Police, Chris Dawson, was appointed State Emergency 
Coordinator. The Minister for Health declared a public health emergency pursuant to the Public Health Act, providing 
the WA Chief Health Officer, Dr Andy Robertson, additional powers to manage the public health emergency, including 
quarantining people and directing other public authorities to assist in managing the emergency. The public health 
response included the implementation of strict social distancing requirements, along with restrictions on public 
and private gatherings, and the closure of WA borders to other states and territories. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4014552c090f2f7aec1cb420482586170001f067/$file/tp-4552.pdf
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Since that time, WA Health has been at the forefront of the WA government’s emergency response. That has 
had a significant impact on the operations of WA Health. WA Health continues to respond rapidly in a changing 
environment to support immediate and ongoing health system capacity and preparedness to address the COVID-19 
pandemic. The impacts on the Western Australian community and economy cannot be underestimated.  
I have said before in this place that people need to understand what public health policy is. It is a combination of 
three elements. It is about not only the clinical settings with which we respond to a particular medical set of 
circumstances, but also the economic impact and the social impact that that has. All three of those elements are 
weighed up together. To suggest that we have only considered the health impact and that somehow considering 
the economic impact is a shift in policy is to misunderstand what public health policy actually is. 
This virus is likely to be the most significant economic challenge for Western Australia since the Great Depression. 
It is a health crisis that has had far-reaching economic ramifications across the world. The impact of the pandemic 
and the social restrictions that have been put in place to contain it, has been devastating for those Western Australians 
who work, for example, in hospitality and tourism. I have pointed out in this place before—I do not say it to overblow 
it, but to make the point—that I have had the privilege and sometimes the burden of being a member of the state 
emergency subcommittee of cabinet. In the first few days following the announcement of the pandemic, we were 
meeting sometimes daily, and sometimes more than that. Subsequently, we have met immediately after every national 
cabinet meeting. Some of the decisions and things that we had to consider in those early days, knowing the impact 
that they would have on Western Australia, have been some of the toughest decisions I have ever been involved 
in in my personal and professional life. Nevertheless, we did that, and we did it based on the advice of two key public 
servants, one of whose character I think is being drawn into question by the inferences in this motion. One is 
Dr Andy Robertson and the other is Chris Dawson as Commissioner of Police—both outstanding public servants 
in my observation. 
The motion before us is a fishing expedition. If this were being done as a freedom of information request, given 
the scope and the nature of what is being asked for and the breadth of individual officers who are being asked to 
provide communications, the honourable member would be served with a section 20 notification relating to the 
scope of the application because it would be seen to be so significantly broad and wide ranging that it would be 
considered unreasonable. The motion seeks to examine all communications, not just between the Premier and the 
Minister for Health and their respective ministerial staff, but all staff of their respective departments. There are 
over 4 700 public health policy behind-the-scenes officers of the health department. I have not counted the hospitals 
or any of those in service delivery, but the head office and public health component of the Department of Health 
has 4 725 officers. I am being asked to produce all their communications within seven days. That is unreasonable! 
It is 700 officers in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. It is an unreasonable request. It is ridiculous to be 
asked to provide that, full stop, nevertheless to be asked to provide it within seven days. 
The inference is that the Chief Health Officer is hiding either a secret direction he got from the Premier or the 
Minister for Health, or he has himself provided advice that he wants to keep secret. He has already made a public 
statement about “secret” or “not secret” advice, and I will refer to that in a minute. The inference in the motion is 
that when the Chief Health Officer says that there is no secret advice and when he says, “I have not been directed to 
do anything” and “The government has always accepted my advice”, the opposition does not believe him. That is 
what this motion suggests—the opposition does not accept what Dr Andy Robertson has said. Dr Andy Robertson 
is one of the finest public servants and he has been sorely tested in this pandemic. There are very few people in the 
club of chief health officers in this pandemic, but he is one of them, and he has stepped up to the mark every single 
time. But you are saying when he says, “There are no secrets”, you do not believe him. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I know the opposition does not believe me. I know it does not believe the Premier. I know 
it does not believe the Minister for Health. It is saying in this motion that it does not believe the independent 
Chief Health Officer when he says that there are no secrets. 
This is a fishing expedition. Members opposite are not interested in reading all the communications. What they are 
looking for is some revelation that somehow there is a text message or an email from the Premier to the Chief Health 
Officer saying, “I demand that you write your health advice this way.” 
Hon Nick Goiran: Is there? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: There is not, and the Chief Health Officer has come out and said there is no secret advice. 
He has said, “The government has accepted my advice. The advice I have given the government has been accepted. 
There is nothing to be hidden here.” Members opposite are looking for a smoking gun based on the fact that they 
say that when he says there are no secrets, they do not believe him. 
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Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, member! This is a time-limited debate, please. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The opposition is looking for a smoking gun that does not exist. That is the job of opposition. 
It does it all the time. I get it; I used to do it myself. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! The Leader of the House has the call. I ask that she be listened to 
in silence. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I listened in silence to the at points near-hysterical contribution by the mover of the motion. 
I ask the same in return. 
In fact, on 16 October, the Chief Health Officer said in a letter, which I will table as well — 

STATEMENT FROM WA CHIEF HEALTH OFFICER, DR ANDREW ROBERTSON 
Since my provision of evidence to the Education and Health Standing Committee on 14 October 2020, there 
has been speculation and commentary over the health advice that I have provided to the Western Australian 
(WA) Government. 
In response to the commentary, I would like to make the following points: 
1. given the changing epidemiology and other emerging issues, the health advice provided is 

constantly being reviewed, revised and reissued; 
2. my advice to the WA Government has been consistent about maintaining current border controls 

since border restrictions were implemented; 
3. that advice has raised, for consideration and discussion only, possible future options if the 

epidemiology and national control measures were to change; 
4. the WA Government has always accepted my advice; and 
5. there is no other ‘secret’ or alternative advice being provided to the WA Government by me. 

Dr Andy Robertson 
Chief Health Officer 

I table that letter. 
[See paper 4553.] 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: The Leader of the House has the call. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thanks, Madam Acting President. 
That is what the Chief Health Officer said — 

there is no other ‘secret’ or alternative advice being provided to the WA Government …  
Those are the words of one of Western Australia’s most trusted public servants—the man who, alongside 
Commissioner Chris Dawson, has guided us through this crisis and been responsible for WA being one of the 
top jurisdictions in the world when it comes to the management of COVID-19. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Madam Acting President! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, please! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: This motion, which orders me to implement searches of over 4 750, I think it is, public 
health staff, and over 700 staff in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, is disproportionately onerous. It is 
a fishing exercise. It is impractical. 
This government is now moving to transition to our controlled border, which will come into effect in 10 days. What 
the Leader of the Opposition, the mover of this motion, would have those public health officers do, instead of getting 
the state ready for that and dealing with the 164 directions, approvals and authorisations to make sure that all the 
systems are in place over the next 10 days, is make them go and search more than 7 000 pieces of communication. 
I mean, it is ridiculously and disproportionately impractical. 
Hon Peter Collier interjected 

Hon SUE ELLERY: You would know, buddy! 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4014553cd43d92c2e1c8d93a482586170001f06a/$file/tp-4553.pdf
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This government is committed to ensuring the ongoing health of all Western Australians. Since I tabled the 149 pages 
of advice, further health advice has been tabled, and there are now over 300 pages. As that advice demonstrates—the 
latest of which I tabled in this place today, and which was tabled in the other place yesterday—this is a government 
that is prepared to share with all Western Australians, including those in the Parliament of Western Australia, the 
advice that we have been given. 
The motion before us infers that when the Chief Health Officer says there are no secrets, he is lying. He is not. 
This motion will place an unreasonable and impractical demand on the very officers who are busily working to 
transition to a controlled border. Members opposite have no evidence. They have no smoking gun. This is a fishing 
exercise that will waste the time of some of the most important public servants whom we have working to defend 
Western Australians and keep us safe from the pandemic as we transition to the controlled border. 
The government will not support this motion. 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [2.22 pm]: I will make only a short contribution; I know 
that many members are also keen to speak to this motion. I would like from the outset to express my support for 
this motion. This is an excellent motion. It is important that the public has all the facts available to it. It is important 
that the public knows what information is guiding the decisions of the Premier and this government. 
The Leader of the House has just responded to this motion. She made several assertions that are simply untrue. 
For a start, she implied that the information being sought by this motion would include all communications. That 
is clearly not the case. The motion that we are dealing with now asks only for the information as it relates to 
advice or information on the COVID-19 pandemic restrictions. We are looking for a specific set of data. We are also 
looking for data within a specific time frame, namely between 13 October and 20 October. Why would the public 
and the Parliament be interested in information and communication between 13 October and 20 October? It might 
be because of the sheer amount of confusion that this government has created around the COVID-19 pandemic 
and restrictions. The government has created this atmosphere of confusion, and the public deserves answers and 
some clarity. 
On 3 October, an article on ABC News titled “WA Premier Mark McGowan may have damaged his own defence 
of WA’s hard border closure” states — 

The lawyers trying to topple WA’s hard border on behalf of Clive Palmer might well be forgiven if their jaws 
dropped when they heard Mark McGowan’s latest explanation for why the state’s border remains closed. 
“The benefit to opening to South Australia or the Northern Territory for WA is not there,” the Premier said 
on Thursday. 
“All we would do is lose jobs, were we to open to those states. 

The article states also — 
Mr McGowan quickly backed away from the comments, insisting later in the day that health reasons were 
in fact why the border was still shut. 

That caused some confusion back in early October. 
I fast forward to 14 October, which sits well within the time frame within which we are asking for communications. 
In an article on ABC News titled “WA border could open to much of the country, Chief Health Officer Dr Andrew 
Robertson tells COVID-19 hearing”, Dr Robertson is quoted as saying — 

“We could consider removing quarantine requirements for states that have no community spread … that 
would be dependent on our confidence in the border arrangements with those states,” Dr Robertson said. 
“If we are confident of the border arrangements, confident of the epidemiology, we’re mindful of our 
susceptibility, then I think we can continue to look at whether there are other options for the borders. 

The article goes on to state — 
Outside of the public hearings, Dr Robertson said he was “generally satisfied” with the border arrangements 
of most states. 
“Many of them duplicate ours,” Dr Robertson said. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, can you please keep private conversations to a minimum, or take them 
outside the chamber. I apologise, Hon Aaron Stonehouse. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 
On 15 October, a tweet by WA journalist Jacob Kagi states — 
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Updated advice from Chief Health Officer Andy Robertson states WA’s hard border rules “should remain 
as currently promulgated but should be reviewed in two weeks’ time”. 

Mr Kagi went on to say — 

Obviously this advice is a significant backtrack from the comments Dr Robertson made yesterday, 
suggesting he would be comfortable opening to much of the country. He now says, in formal advice, that 
the hard border needs to stay as is. 

That is backed up by an article published on ABC News on 15 October titled “Fresh coronavirus health advice says 
WA’s hard border should stay, But Health Minister says WA can consider opening up”. That is, again, a complete 
180-degree change of direction in the advice coming from the government. The article states — 

There is deepening confusion over the future of Western Australia’s hard border, with the Health Minister 
saying it is time to look at re-opening, while the Premier insists the state needs to stay shut for the rest of 
the nation. 

Barely an hour after Health Minister Roger Cook said the state was “now in a position to consider what 
we do with our borders”, expressing a willingness for WA to re-open to parts of the country, Premier 
Mark McGowan released updated health advice saying the state needed to remain closed. 

On 16 October, journalist Jacob Kagi stated on Twitter — 

Here’s the Chief Health Officer’s latest advice, insisting he has always said the hard border is needed and 
it’s in place because the health advice requires it to be 

There is a great deal of confusion here. The Chief Health Officer, Dr Robertson, is going in one direction, and the 
Minister for Health seemingly agrees with the comments attributed to Dr Robertson, and the Premier is going in 
another direction. One day after that, the Chief Health Officer gave evidence to a committee hearing and made 
comment to the press about the potential for adjusting our border arrangements, and, nearly one day after that, the 
Chief Health Officer revised his advice and changed his position publicly. That is very confusing. Is there some 
communication between the Premier, the Chief Health Officer and the Minister for Health that might illuminate 
and clear up why we have these competing and disparate views among senior ministers of the government and senior 
health officials? It would be helpful if that information was presented. The public deserves to know that. The public 
has been on the receiving end of the government’s COVID restrictions. People have lost their jobs and livelihoods. 
People have been locked up in their own state for more than six months. The public deserves to know what is really 
behind the COVID-19 restrictions. 

It is no surprise that the government does not support this motion. We know by now that the government has no 
commitment to transparency. I find it interesting that the Leader of the House, instead of addressing the confusion 
about the government’s advice, has tried to make this about some kind of lionisation of public servants and some 
kind of attack on public servants. Let me be absolutely clear: I am not supporting this motion because I think that 
there is some sort of dodgy dealing going on in the public sector, or on behalf of public servants; that is not why 
we are doing this. We are doing this because we need some clear answers. We need some transparency. If nothing 
untoward has been happening, there should be no problem with providing that information. The public deserves it 
and, at the end of the day, the government is answerable to the public. 

It is ridiculous for the government to try to make this about lionisation of public servants or to try to turn it into 
some sort of referendum on the performance of specific public servants; clearly, that is not what this is about. The 
government has also, in a last-ditch effort against this motion, resorted to disgusting, rank fearmongering. That is 
the lowest of the low; that is the lowest I have seen this government stoop over the last three and a half years. It is 
sickening to sit here and listen to the Leader of the House suggest that if the government were to be held to some 
kind of standard of transparency, it would prevent public servants from being able to do their job and protect people 
from COVID-19. That is an absurd assertion. 

We are looking for information from a very short span of time—seven days—and only information that relates to 
COVID-19. The public deserves that information. The Leader of the House has tried to suggest that the public 
receiving information and the government being held to account for and being transparent about what it does might 
result in some kind of danger to lives. That is an absolutely disgusting argument to mount. I think that should be 
rejected outright. I encourage members of this place to support this motion, to hold this government to account, 
and to finally provide some clarity and answers to the public. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [2.31 pm]: I prepared for today’s motion on notice by working on 
the reasonable assumption that the government would agree to it and that it might even be prepared to table the 
information today, given that it has had an abundance of notice of the motion. I assumed that we would then progress 
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speedily to the government’s legislative agenda, which we know is significant. We also know that there is very 
little time left between now and the end of the year. 

To my surprise, that is not the situation today. Instead, we heard a contribution from the Leader of the House in 
which she indicated that the government opposed the motion. There are a number of unsatisfactory matters. We 
have a motion before the house asking Hon Sue Ellery, the Leader of the House, to be ordered to do something. That 
is unusual. It is unusual for this chamber to order the Leader of the House to provide information within a period of 
time. It is a very serious measure. The fact is that the Leader of the House is away on urgent parliamentary business. 
I cannot imagine what type of parliamentary business could be so urgent as to prevent the Leader of the House from 
being in the house to deal with, and listen to, a motion through which it is proposed that the Legislative Council 
of the Parliament of Western Australia order her to table documents. That is unsatisfactory. 

The Leader of the Opposition in his motion has asked for the Leader of the House to table a range of documents 
pertaining to the period from 13 October to 20 October this year. The Leader of the House says that to provide that 
information is asking too much and that the scope is too wide. Interestingly, one of the arguments put forward by 
Hon Sue Ellery was the rather rude assertion that somehow members of this place do not read and that there is 
therefore no point in providing the documents. With all due respect to the Leader of the House, I wish that she and 
her cabinet colleagues had actually read the bills that passed through cabinet over the last three and a half years so 
that we would not have had to regularly spend an inordinate amount of time amending bills that, plainly, would 
have required a lot less work from us had more than one cabinet minister read them. Please excuse me for being 
somewhat offended by being lectured by the Leader of the House about what should and should not be read. I would 
dare say that over the last four years I have probably done a heck of a lot more reading than the Leader of the 
House has done in the entirety of her parliamentary career. However, she is away on urgent parliamentary business 
and so does not have the opportunity to respond to my assertion. 

Nevertheless, I will say this: the opposition heard what the government said and would like to offer an amendment 
to the motion. It was not our intention to have tabled in this house every email and document passed between 
every employee in the Department of Health. I think Hon Sue Ellery understands that full well. If she had read 
the motion, she would understand what is intended. There is, clearly, a desire for us to be very prescriptive about 
what needs to be tabled. That is not unreasonable, because it would be an order of the Legislative Council, so it is 
appropriate for the person who is being asked to table the documents to have absolute precision about what the 
Legislative Council is asking for. It is, therefore, my intention in a moment to move a series of minor amendments 
to the motion before us. 

In due course I will sign a document for circulation amongst members, but for ease of explanation, I simply indicate 
to members that the motion, as amended, will still cover the period from 13 October to 20 October. This is very 
important because there was a stunning revelation on 14 October 2020 in a public hearing of the Education and Health 
Standing Committee, to which the Leader of the Opposition has already referred. It is important for us to capture 
that time frame. It is intended through the amendments to the motion for any information pertaining to this matter 
that has been received by certain people to be tabled in this place, in accordance with the government’s own stated 
commitment to gold-standard transparency. In other words, we would like to see tabled any information that 
Mr McGowan, the Premier of Western Australia, received during that time relating to advice or information on 
COVID-19 pandemic restrictions, and all the communications the Premier received between 13 October 2020 and 
20 October 2020 on that matter. In other words, if one of his staff sent him a text message and it said, “Holy cow, 
did you just hear what Robertson said at the public hearing?”, that information will have to be tabled. 

If the Premier did not speak to anyone for those seven days and did not receive any information on COVID-19 
pandemic restrictions, the government does not need to table anything. That, obviously, would be implausible, 
given the amount of media attention over that time because of the government’s mixed messages, particularly on 
14 October 2020. If Mr McGowan, the Premier, received any information in respect of that, it needs to be tabled. 

Equally, if the Minister for Health, Hon Roger Cook, the member for Kwinana, received any information, it needs 
to be tabled. If the Chief Health Officer received any information during that time, it needs to be tabled. If the 
Premier spoke to his chief of staff and the chief of staff sent a text message to the Chief Health Officer and said, 
“What are you thinking?”, that needs to be tabled. 
The other two classes of people who will have no doubt received communications relating to advice and information 
on COVID-19 pandemic restrictions in that period will be staff at the office of the Premier, staff at the office of 
the Minister for Health, and staff at the office of the Chief Health Officer. In other words, what we are not asking 
for at this time, subject to the amendment that I will move in a moment, is the information and communications 
received by staff at the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and by staff at the Department of Health. If those 
people, who no doubt would have received information over that period, had communications about COVID-19 
pandemic restrictions, we are not concerned. We want to know what information the Premier received during that 
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time. What information did the Chief Health Officer receive during that time? What information did the Minister 
for Health receive during that time? What information did their staff receive during that time? It is abundantly 
clear to the reasonable reader—those people who are interested in reading—and it is abundantly clear to those of 
us who have an enthusiasm for reading, Leader of the House, wherever you are — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member! I think you have been in this chamber long enough to know that you should 
not make reflections on where members may be at any point in time. You know that members are frequently called 
away to do urgent business in their offices and I am sure that the Leader of the House is listening intently to your 
every word. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Madam Acting President. You make an excellent point and I stand by your quite 
right correction. 

I make the point that these individuals will have received information during that period and that those of us who 
are interested in reading will look forward to the Leader of the House tabling that information in due course. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Without any further ado, in respect of the motion that is currently before the house, I move — 

To delete the second “between” and substitute — 

received by 

To delete “or Department of the Premier and Cabinet”. 

To delete “or Department of Health”. 

To delete “Medical” and substitute — 

Health 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Members, the amendment moved by Hon Nick Goiran on the 
motion moved by Hon Peter Collier has in the third line of the second paragraph to delete “between” and insert in its 
place “received by”; then, at paragraph (2) to delete “or Department of the Premier and Cabinet”; at paragraph (4) to 
delete “or Department of Health”; and, at paragraph (6) to delete “Medical” and insert “Health”. That is the amendment. 
The member indicated that it was a series of amendments. For the purposes of the debate, I propose to move the 
amendment as a grouped amendment so that we can talk to the amendment as a whole, otherwise the debate will get 
very difficult. But at the time that the question is put, each individual segment of that amendment will need to be put 
separately. I hope that is clear enough for members. Members will now be speaking to the amendment. The question 
is that the words to be deleted be deleted. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.44 pm]: I welcome the removal of the 
ridiculousness of the original proposition, but the government will still oppose the amendment. I want to make this 
point: the member is still implying that when the Chief Health Officer said that there was no secret advice and the 
government had accepted all his advice, he was lying. The member is still implying that the Chief Health Officer, 
who is an independent officer, not an ordinary public servant, was lying. We will not accept that.  

The member is still asking the Office of the Chief Health Officer and any staff members in his office to spend the 
next seven days chasing through all the communications instead of dealing with preparations for the transition to 
the controlled border and instead of dealing with the 164 directions and authorisations and all those other elements 
that they need to put in place. The member is still asking the Chief Health Officer to devote his resources to doing 
that within the next seven days. That is an unreasonable request. The member is still implying that the Chief Health 
Officer is not telling the truth. We will not support the amendments. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.45 pm]: I stand to support this 
amendment. I take high offence at those comments from the Leader of the House. For her to imply that this 
somehow passes judgement on the Chief Health Officer is a reflection on her. Straightaway she goes to the basic, 
political, crass argument. I make quite clear that this is all about transparency and I will have more to say when 
I wrap up my comments on this motion. The fact that we have a situation here in which government members are 
yet again putting their hands up, getting all bent out of shape and trying to level personal abuse at me and members 
opposite because we have the temerity to question openness and transparency is a reflection of the Leader of the 
House, not of anyone on this side of the chamber. 

In terms of the amendment moved by Hon Nick Goiran, we have listened to the criticisms of the Leader of the 
House saying that it requests far too much information, but this is an eminently sensible request. We had a small 
window of seven days during which we received mixed messages and clear contradictions from the government. 
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The Leader of the House says that it is unreasonable to have that amount of information. We have listened to it—
fair cop. We have seriously reduced the expectations of the government, but this is an issue that needs transparency. 
If ever there was an issue to deal with in the four years of this Parliament, it is this one. This issue needs transparency. 
We are not asking too much and I will say more about this when I deliver my concluding comments. 

I want to make one thing perfectly clear: the opposition has complete confidence in the Chief Health Officer. This 
issue has nothing to do with the Chief Health Officer. We are not casting aspersions on the Chief Health Officer. 
We are saying that the messages that we received from the Premier, the Minister for Health and the Chief Health 
Officer over a period of three days were completely contradictory. All we want—nothing more, nothing less—is 
that information tabled. We have seriously restricted our request for that information. I would have thought that 
the government would support our request because that restriction addressed the basis of the Leader of the House’s 
argument that too much information was requested. There is absolutely no reason not to. We seriously restricted the 
amount of information that is now required, but the government still opposes it. We have to ask: “What have you 
got to hide?” This is not about the Chief Health Officer; this is about the government. That is what this is all about, 
so we will certainly be supporting the amendment.  
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.49 pm]: I rise to indicate the Nationals WA’s support for the 
amendment moved by Hon Nick Goiran. When contemplating this motion prior to today, I did not think an amendment 
to this motion would be required. I am still of the view that the government has misread the motion drafted by 
Hon Peter Collier. The way I read this motion is that some of the six categories of person are individuals and with 
his motion Hon Peter Collier is seeking communications between those six categories. Hon Peter Collier was not 
seeking to capture a nurse at the Merredin Health Service communicating with the cleaner at the Mukinbudin Nursing 
Post about the government’s policy on the COVID-19 pandemic. That was not the intention. However, if the nurse 
at the Mukinbudin Nursing Post was providing advice to the Chief Health Officer, that would have been captured 
by the motion drafted by Hon Peter Collier, the Leader of the Opposition. Hon Sue Ellery’s principal argument 
was that the motion in its current form could simply not be complied with because it would require thousands and 
thousands of public servants to go through text messages, emails and the like. I think this amendment will now 
address the perhaps ill-placed concerns of the government and narrow the scope to clarify that matter. I think it is 
supportable and I hope that in addressing its own concern, the government will support the amendment, notwithstanding 
that it will oppose the motion regardless of whether it is amended. With those few words, I reiterate that the 
National Party will support this amendment. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: There being no indication of any further speakers on this, I will now put the 
amendment to the motion as a series of amendments. 

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (16) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Michael Mischin Hon Charles Smith 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Aaron Stonehouse 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Colin Holt Hon Robin Scott Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Rick Mazza Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 

 

Noes (15) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Diane Evers Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Darren West 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Adele Farina Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Laurie Graham Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Dr Sally Talbot  

            
Pairs 

Hon Donna Faragher Hon Alanna Clohesy 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas Hon Matthew Swinbourn 

Amendment thus passed. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, we are continuing consideration of the series of amendments moved by 
Hon Nick Goiran. The second part of the amendment is to delete “or Department of the Premier and Cabinet” in 
paragraph (2). 
Amendment put and passed. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: We now move to the third part of the amendment, which is to delete “or Department 
of Health” in paragraph (4). 
Amendment put and passed. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: We now move to the last part of the amendment, which is to delete “Medical” and 
substitute “Health” at paragraph (6). 
Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.57 pm]: What an extraordinary afternoon we have had so far 
with this debate! Hon Nick Goiran is always here to help the government and tries to address the concerns of the 
Leader of the House, but the government rejects that notion. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! This is a time-limited debate, please give the speaker the courtesy 
of being heard in silence. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you, Madam Acting President. 
It has been interesting listening to the debate so far. Notice of this motion was given by Hon Peter Collier on 
22 October, some two weeks ago. I would have thought that in that time, the government would have perhaps pitched 
up this afternoon and tabled something. I think we got a letter and a statement from the WA Chief Health Officer, 
which I think was like a media response. It is interesting that one of the two items tabled by the Leader of the House 
was this letter dated 28 October. I want to make this observation: although the Leader of the Opposition gave notice 
of this motion two weeks ago, it took that motion for that letter to be tabled in the Legislative Council. Members 
may or may not be aware that that letter was tabled in the Legislative Assembly yesterday. It is interesting how it 
was obviously appropriate for the Legislative Assembly to be acquainted with this correspondence of 28 October 
to Hon Mark McGowan from the Chief Health Officer, Dr Andy Robertson, yesterday. However, it was only in 
response to the Leader of the Opposition’s motion that the Legislative Council is worthy of having access to such 
information, notwithstanding that the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health is in this chamber. We have 
three parliamentary secretaries in this chamber. The hardworking Hon Alanna Clohesy is the only one who represents 
a minister in the other place and from time to time does not work in the Legislative Council in that representative 
capacity. I am not sure why the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health could not have equally given the 
Legislative Council the opportunity of tabling yesterday the letter dated 28 October in line with that being tabled 
in the Legislative Assembly. 

The government has already been given two weeks’ notice of this matter. As members would be aware, the motion 
provides another seven days. It will be a little over three weeks in total that the government will have to provide 
the information. The house has listened to the concerns of the Leader of the House, Hon Sue Ellery, in narrowing 
the scope of this motion, which strangely was opposed by the government. I am not sure that is something we will 
ever work out. Hon Peter Collier could probably have gone further and expanded the scope to a period greater than 
seven days. I think he has been quite reserved in focusing this motion to just the period from 13 October to 20 October. 

I am sure that preparing and drafting this motion, and then giving notice of the motion on 22 October, is something 
Hon Peter Collier did not do lightly. Ordering a member of the house to do certain things is not something we do 
regularly. It is rather irregular. In my seven and a half years in this place I can recall only one other occasion when 
a member of this place was ordered to produce by motion of the chamber. I think it has been given considerable 
consideration and I think it has arisen from many weeks and months of seeking information from the government. 
I know all members who are not government members have sought information around the COVID-19 response 
and the answers have been significantly lacking. 

I have spoken in other debates. This motion flows from a motion moved by Hon Peter Collier in June or July—
I cannot recall the exact month—in which the Leader of the House was requested to provide information and 
that information was provided following that motion. I am not sure that all the information was provided to this 
chamber from that request. I asked a series of questions following that about what information had or had not been 
provided. It became clear from the very early stages that those 140-odd pages were tabled. I note that most were web 
pages from the federal government. Most were the advice of the Australian Health Protection Principal Committee. 
When it provides advice to government, it publishes that advice, unlike the arrangements in Western Australia 
that rely on a member in the other place, or the Leader of the Opposition in this place, moving a motion for the 
tabling of a document or answering a question for information to be provided. I am not aware—I am happy to 
stand corrected—of a website called Chief Health Officer of Western Australia.wa.gov.au so I can access all the 
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advice that the Chief Health Officer and perhaps others have provided to government on the COVID-19 response 
and decisions. 

Along with two other members, Hon Alison Xamon and Zak Kirkup, I have received briefings from time to time—
I probably would not say regularly—from the Chief Health Officer and representatives of the Minister for Health. 
Those briefings have been valuable. I appreciate the time that has been afforded to the three of us as spokespersons 
for health for our respective parties. It is a good opportunity for us to hear directly from the Chief Health Officer and 
to ask questions of the Chief Health Officer, which is a privilege that I suspect most other members of Parliament 
have not been afforded. 

There is information. A group recently sought some visibility on what the state calls “outbreak response plans”. These 
plans have been developed by government to deal with planning and preparedness for an outbreak in certain sections 
of our community. A number of plans have been developed, and I will list them: the WA integrated outbreak response 
and containment plan; the remote Aboriginal communities outbreak response plan; the residential aged-care facilities 
outbreak response plan; the prisons outbreak response plan; the hospitals outbreak response plan; the school and 
childcare services outbreak response plan; the mining and offshore facilities outbreak response plan; the commercial 
vessels outbreak response plan; the congregate living outbreak response plan; and the industrial facilities, including 
abattoirs, response plan. I am interested to know whether any members have had an opportunity to consider any 
or all of those outbreak response plans. I would be surprised if any have, because those response plans are top secrets 
of the state. They are highly classified documents, notwithstanding that the list of key stakeholders that have been 
engaged would number thousands, if not tens of thousands or hundreds of thousands, of people across those sectors. 
Those are top state secrets to which we still do not have access. 
Hon Alison Xamon: We asked for them. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: As Hon Alison Xamon said, we even asked whether the very small group of three trusted 
members of the Liberal Party, the Greens and Nationals WA could see a sample of one of the plans so that we could 
understand the scope, the depth, the planning and the preparedness that has gone into considering how the government 
might respond to an outbreak, but no—these plans are far too secret for anyone to see, other than government. That 
concerns me because time and again when I have sought information through parliamentary questions asked in this 
place—I have reams and reams of them here, largely in relation to the health response, but sometimes in relation 
to the police response—I am not allowed, and the Parliament is not allowed, to access this information because it is 
cabinet-in-confidence. If members are not aware, what has been happening, rather unusually, is that when a state of 
emergency was declared by the Minister for Emergency Services, a group or entity called the State Disaster Council 
was activated. The State Disaster Council has a very important role under our emergency management arrangements. 
Part of its responsibility is to receive situational briefings and other briefings on the disaster it is managing under 
the Emergency Management Act. This government, rather sneakily, has convened the State Disaster Council 
concurrently with the Security and Emergency Committee of Cabinet. It has effectively merged an entity that exists 
under the Emergency Management Act—the State Disaster Council—with a subcommittee of cabinet, and therefore 
anything it sees, does, speaks about, hears or considers is cabinet-in-confidence. 
I have asked for the minutes of the meeting. Keep in mind that the statutory members of the State Disaster Council 
are the Premier, who chairs it, the Minister for Emergency Services and the State Emergency Coordinator. The other 
members who have been appointed to the State Disaster Council are the Deputy Premier; the Ministers for Education 
and Training, Police and Ports; the Attorney General; the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests; the 
Minister for Transport; the Minister for Innovation and ICT; the director general of the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet as an executive officer; and, on subsequent dates, the Public Sector Commissioner, the Minister for 
Local Government and the Treasurer. It has become rather unwieldy over time and encompasses almost all of cabinet. 
We heard from the Leader of the House today, who talked about how regularly this group meets. I think she said 
that sometimes it was daily and sometimes it was more frequently than that. She also said that this group would 
come together and make decisions immediately following a meeting of national cabinet. I do not think I would stand 
here today to support a motion of this calibre if the government were providing information transparently to the 
Parliament, but, more importantly, to the community of Western Australia. 
I think there are some other speakers on this motion, so I will try not to take all the time that is allocated to me, 
but there is something that I want to talk about, which I talked about in the motion prior to this that was moved by 
Hon Peter Collier, and that is the formation of a special inquiry. I raised that and tabled paper 3933 in this chamber 
on 10 June 2020 during my contribution to Hon Peter Collier’s earlier motion relating to this. I tabled correspondence 
between the Premier and Hon Mia Davies, Leader of the Nationals WA. The Premier was responding to the Nationals’ 
call for the initiation of a special inquiry under the Public Sector Management Act. At that time, in May this year, 
Hon Mia Davies was calling for a special inquiry to be constituted following the cessation of a state of emergency 
declaration. I think that since those early stages of the response, we have come to learn that we are likely to be in 
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a state of emergency for many months or perhaps even years ahead. In fact, we will be debating a COVID-19 urgent 
bill perhaps some time this afternoon that seeks to extend the powers of the state in its COVID-19 response. 
I will finish on this point. This motion and the sentiments expressed have nothing to do with the integrity and 
independence of the Chief Health Officer. I hold Dr Andrew Robertson in high regard. I trust him and I trust his 
advice. I have no reason not to. What I do not trust is the information that is being filtered, kept and distributed 
when it suits the government. That is where my mistrust lies. 
In one of my earliest engagements with the Chief Health Officer, he said something that has stood with me to this 
day. It is something that I recount regularly. He said that the sooner we learn to live with this virus, the better. I am 
certain that I have not misquoted the Chief Health Officer and I am sure that other members who were at that briefing 
would be able to confirm that they were the earliest words of the Chief Health Officer on how the state should 
respond and consider its response to the pandemic. This motion has my full support and the support of my party. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [3.13 pm]: I, too, rise to speak to this motion. I have a few things 
to say. From the outset, I would like to reiterate the comments that were just made by Hon Martin Aldridge. My 
recollection of the Chief Health Officer’s early comments as the pandemic rolled out is that he thought we needed 
to learn to live with coronavirus sooner rather than later. I just want to confirm for the parliamentary record that 
that is also my recollection of that discussion. 
I want to say from the outset that, particularly in the early days of the pandemic, I do not doubt that the government 
was acting in good faith in taking public health advice when trying to grapple with what we were facing. I reflect 
on how eager the Minister for Health’s office was to ensure that I was kept well informed. It made it very clear that 
I could ask any questions I liked. In fact, early on, the office was offering briefings—when I was not even looking 
to have briefings on the public health advice—on the thinking behind the actions the government was taking, and 
asking whether I had any questions or concerns and whether I needed anything resolved. That was my experience 
first-up. I recall having a phone link-up with my Greens health counterparts in other states in which I talked about 
the nature of those discussions and how transparent they were, and they indicated to me their envy that I was able 
to get that level of information. They indicated at that point that they would be going back to their respective health 
ministers to compare the level of information they were receiving with what I was receiving. I also note that around 
that same time, as has been mentioned, various special inquiries or oversight committees were established in other 
state Parliaments in order to keep an eye on what was happening with the public health advice and the various 
government responses to that. In South Australia, my colleague and counterpart Hon Tammy Franks chairs that 
inquiry on behalf of her state Parliament. I reflect on that now and wonder whether in fact we missed an opportunity. 
I think there was a lot of good faith occurring very early on. As a result, I for one did not feel the need to push for 
such an inquiry. Others in other states felt that that level of transparency was not happening, so they did push ahead. 
As a result, I now find myself in a situation whereby I note that my Greens colleagues in other states have a level of 
scrutiny of and oversight over what is happening in their state responses that I do not feel is being reflected here. 

I also want to reflect on the way in which the briefings that we have been receiving have changed over the last several 
months. Like previous speakers, I have full faith in Dr Andy Robertson. I think that he is a very straightforward guy 
and he is very competent at his job. But I am aware that when I speak to him, it is always on the phone, he always 
has a whole bunch of ministerial people around him and I am not able to see him face to face or even via a Zoom 
or Teams meeting or anything else, so I miss a lot of that direct body language. I am not even able to directly observe 
whether he is being instructed not to respond in a certain way; I do not know. I suggest that a transparent way to speak 
to people is to be able to see them when speaking to them. But I have noticed that as I have started to raise issues 
in those meetings—issues that have been brought to my attention directly by a range of stakeholders, whether it 
be seafarers, the Australian Medical Association, individual doctors or even members of the public who are being 
treated absolutely appallingly as a result of the multiple failings of the G2G system or the appalling quarantine 
arrangements—I feel as though I am not getting the same level of straightforward information that I was getting and 
that I felt was readily available early on in the pandemic. I am alarmed by that, because the one thing I am asking 
of this government is that it follows the public health advice to the letter. The Greens are highly supportive of that 
approach. We have never criticised the government when it has followed that public health advice—ever. We will 
continue to support those measures and the government making hard decisions when they are heavily grounded in 
that professional public health advice. The concern, though, is that, particularly over the last few months, we have 
seen an apparent digression from that advice in the actions we are seeing in government. We do not know the 
degree to which that may or may not be occurring, because we are starting to see that loss of transparency. 

Just as a starting point, I would really like to see our Chief Health Officer, Dr Andrew Robertson, regularly front 
the media unfettered in order to take and answer questions directly. We saw that with Professor Brett Sutton from 
Victoria, who was regularly seen on television screens. Professor Sutton was able to answer questions directly and 
it seemed apparent to me that there was no political interference in the way that he answered the questions coming 
from the media. At the very least, I would like to see that, because I have seen the Commissioner of Police front the 
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media directly and answer a whole range of questions. I would like to see the same for the Chief Health Officer. It is 
concerning if that is somehow not being encouraged by government, and I do not know whether it is the case or not. 
Why would I suggest that that is not being encouraged? It is because of the answers that we saw from Dr Robertson 
to the parliamentary inquiry and the flurry of activity that emerged in the 24 hours directly afterwards. This was 
the only opportunity that I had seen for Dr Robertson to be asked direct questions and not have anyone around him 
to fetter or filter his responses. At that parliamentary inquiry, where Dr Robertson was sworn in, he came up with 
advice that we discovered was contrary to what we had been told by the Premier was the advice. For good reason, 
that raised a lot of concerns by an awful lot of people, and it raises the question of the degree of transparency 
around the decisions on how to best deal with the pandemic. 

Two weeks is a long time in politics. We have seen an awful lot change in the last couple of weeks since this motion 
was first put on the table, not least that on one day The West Australian published an opinion poll that apparently said 
that 75 per cent of people no longer supported the hard border, and the next day we saw a change to the government’s 
position. I do not know whether there is a connection between the two. I would like to see the public health advice to 
make up my own mind, or at the very least have the Chief Health Officer front the media cameras without anybody 
interfering with him in order to hear what he has to say, because he is the expert and he is the one I want to hear from. 

It is a fact that the pandemic is here and we will be living with it for quite a while. It is a fact that we have to have 
confidence that our health system and the community will be well equipped to deal with this pandemic. If the virus 
comes back into Western Australia, which I believe is inevitable, I, for one, will not be part of the pile-on that says, 
“Told you so; you shouldn’t have done this.” The public health advice has said that we should open the borders, 
apparently, and the public health advice that I have heard myself is that we need to learn how to best live with this 
virus. We have seen that states that have done this successfully have good contact tracing and health systems that are 
well equipped to deal with sick people as they come through. I hope we will be equally prepared. I remain concerned 
that we have become complacent as a community. I am guilty of that. People still come up to shake my hand and, 
like a goose, I still take the hand. I should not. I am also guilty of going out in public and hugging my friends when 
I see them. Clearly, we will have to look at winding back and getting used to a number of things as we open up as 
a community and allow families to be reunited and workers to be employed.  
My last bit of advice to this government is do not play politics with this; please do not do that. It is too important. 
People’s liberties have been severely curtailed, probably for good reason. Families have been split apart, and that has 
caused great trauma. People have not been able to attend funerals. There has been enormous economic loss, so, at the 
very least, make sure that everyone is confident that the public advice is being strictly adhered to and that decisions 
made are in accordance with the public advice and not ever being made for any political reason, because if the 
government is doing that, then, frankly, it is diabolical. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.26 pm] — in reply: I thank all 
members for contributing to this debate. It is a rather emotive debate, and that was anticipated given the wording 
of the motion. There were some very good, valuable contributions, and I really appreciate that, particularly from 
Hon Nick Goiran, Hon Martin Aldridge, Hon Alison Xamon and Hon Aaron Stonehouse, who raised some valid 
points. I thank them very much. This period of uncertainty in Western Australia is a vehicle for that, because we 
are the voice of the public. 

I will confine my response fundamentally to the comments from the government, the Leader of the House, who 
unfortunately is on urgent parliamentary business. She raised a couple of things. First of all, the minister’s immediate 
position was yet again the default position of the hand. Apparently I was shrill and hysterical—all these sorts of 
defence mechanisms that she usually stands up with as opposed to dealing with the issue. That is in the minister’s 
DNA. She stands up relentlessly and always goes back to that default position. One thing I found offensive was 
her statement that somehow the motion implied that I thought the Chief Health Officer was lying. That could not 
be further from the truth. I absolutely have great respect for the Chief Health Officer, Dr Andrew Robertson, 
and also for the Commissioner of Police, Chris Dawson. That has absolutely nothing to do with it. I want to say 
on the record that I have great respect for those two gentlemen and the work that they have done, which has been 
extraordinary. The minister also said that I was looking for a smoking gun—that this was a fishing exercise. Welcome 
to government! Sorry, minister, but that is what we do in opposition. It is our role to look for and identify issues. 
We have tried relentlessly to ask questions about this issue and put in freedom of information applications, and 
once again they have been met with the hand. The simple fact of the matter is that in the week in question, from 
13 October to 20 October, there were serious mixed messages that came from the Premier, the Chief Health Officer 
and the Minister for Health. That is fact. Another fact is that at the end of that week, the Premier talked about mass 
deaths. That happened to be at the same time as a poll that came out that questioned the support for tough borders, 
as Hon Alison Xamon has just said. They are facts. It has nothing to do with hysteria on this side of the chamber, 
or about looking for smoking guns and chasing irrelevant information. It is totally and absolutely legitimate on our 
part to raise these matters, particularly given what happened that week, because two weeks after the Premier made 
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his “mass death” hysteria statement, the government said it would open the borders. If there was ever a time that we 
needed information—because, of course, knowledge is power—it was then. We were told over and over and over 
and over again, “We will not be opening the border for 28 days.” The Premier came out and talked about mass deaths, 
put the fear of God particularly into elderly people, and then said he would open the border. Go figure! It continues, 
as far as the Leader of the House is concerned. 

As I said at the start, I did not do this lightly. I did this specifically because of the hand—that is, “Look at the hand.” 
Every single time we tried to get information, particularly in that week, we were met with derision, condemnation 
and sarcasm from the Premier and the Leader of the House. We even restricted the scope of our questions because 
we were told that we were asking for too much information, and the government voted against it. Again, go figure! 
Perhaps the government would have supported it had we not supported that motion and it would have provided all 
the information—perhaps, just perhaps. 

The government can direct all its venom onto me. The simple fact of the matter is that we have a bicameral system 
of government, we have an opposition, we have a crossbench, we have the Nationals WA and we have the Greens. 
We have a legitimate right, particularly in this pandemic when there is an enormous amount of uncertainty, to ask 
all these questions. We have been asking all these questions. We have not been getting information. The reason 
I moved the motion with this wording is specifically and exclusively because of the efforts of the government. The 
government forced me to move the motion with this wording. I thank members very much for their support. 

Division 
Question put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the house divided. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Before I announce the result of the division, it occurs to me that I need to remind 
members that as we are getting back to normal processes, members need to space themselves out a little so that the 
tellers can easily see who is voting. Perhaps, in future, if there is a large number of members on one side, members 
should move through a bit more. 

The division, the Deputy President casting his vote with the ayes, resulted as follows — 
Ayes (19) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Peter Collier Hon Michael Mischin Hon Aaron Stonehouse 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robin Scott Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Colin Holt Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Rick Mazza Hon Charles Smith  

 

Noes (11) 

Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Laurie Graham Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Darren West 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Adele Farina Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Dr Sally Talbot  

            
Pairs 

Hon Donna Faragher Hon Alanna Clohesy 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas Hon Matthew Swinbourn 

Question thus passed. 
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