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CORONAVIRUS — RESTRICTIONS — DOCUMENTATION 

Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [9.41 pm]: I stand in utter 
frustration tonight, I have to say. We are coming to the end of this term of government. I would have thought that 
after I had moved literally eight or 10 motions to complain about the lack of transparency with this government, it 
would have learnt, but it has not. A perfect example of the contempt the government has for this chamber and this 
Parliament was shown today with the tabling of the information this house ordered the government to produce last 
Wednesday. What was delivered to this house was contemptible. Members need only go through the documents 
to agree with me. I did not move the motion last week lightly; I did it extremely reluctantly. I did it only after an 
enormous amount of time, effort, consideration and discussion with my colleagues, because we were fed up to the 
back teeth with getting the hand. We have had a very tough year globally. In Western Australia, we have survived 
it pretty well, and I thank the government. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: If you do not mind! 

I thank the government for that. However, quite frankly, putting up the borders is the easy part. Bringing them down 
will be the hard part. There have been issues. Whether members opposite like it or not, there was a week in October 
when there was mixed messaging from the government. Serious mixed messaging was coming from the Premier, 
the Minister for Health and the Chief Health Officer. Whether members opposite like it or not; it was there. It is 
our obligation, as the opposition, to work out why we had that mixed messaging. We asked a number of questions. 
We put in an FOI, which was sent back saying thanks but no thanks. The questions were met with the hand. I had no 
other avenue left that I could take. I used the processes of the Parliament to try to get that information, and members 
opposite basically gave me the single finger salute, so all I could do was take that extreme step to order the government 
to produce those documents. As I said in my contribution, if the government has nothing to hide, it should hand 
them over; it is not an issue. That was all I asked—nothing more, nothing less. It was not unreasonable. This house 
debated that motion last Wednesday and 19 members voted for it and 11 voted against it. Every single party in this 
chamber, other than the Australian Labor Party, voted for that motion. That is compelling. From a broad range of the 
political spectrum, every single party voted for that motion. I thought, “This is good. At last, as we are coming to the 
last 50 metres of this term of government, they just may have listened to the winds.” Those winds said, “Guys, cough 
up. Show a bit of transparency that you promised the people of Western Australia prior to the 2017 election.” 

What a disappointment! The response from the Leader of the House to that motion last week, quite frankly, again, 
was insulting. She stood and said that somehow I was calling the Chief Health Officer a liar—her words, not mine. 
There could be nothing further from the truth. All I was doing was seeking transparency around why we had mixed 
messages from three very senior members of the Western Australian community: the Premier, the Minister for Health 
and the Chief Health Officer. That is all we were asking for—nothing more, nothing less. If the government had been 
accommodating in providing some information, just a semblance of information, I would not have had to move 
that motion, but I moved that motion, which was quite clear that I wanted — 

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. 

That motion was very explicit and very clear about what we wanted. We wanted to find out what communications 
took place between those three offices and those three individuals over that week when we had mixed messages. 
I went through a raft of areas to show why there is validity behind that criticism that there was too much mixed 
messaging. If ever we needed some certainty in this state as we are moving out of the pandemic, it was then. 

The statement that the Leader of the House read to this chamber earlier today was, again, insulting. It stated, in part — 
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These documents include all the advice received by the Chief Health Officer and his staff within the dates 
stipulated, with the exception of cabinet-in-confidence documents, duplications and documents prepared 
for national cabinet. 

Yes, but what about the Premier and the health minister? The Leader of the House has targeted the Chief Health 
Officer, not me. What about the Premier and the health minister? This motion called for communications from 
them. Members who voted for that motion, it was completely ignored. The statement continues — 

… as I pointed out in my contribution last week, had this been a freedom of information request it would 
not even have been considered, due to the extremely broad scope. 

We understood that. During the debate, Hon Nick Goiran narrowed the scope of the motion and took out the 
departments, which took out 90 per cent of what was required. The government opposed narrowing the scope, if 
you do not mind. The statement continues — 

The second point I make is that in compiling this information, we read carefully the contributions made 
in the debate on the motion. Mindful of the fact that it would not be humanly possible to find and table 
everything, we looked specifically at what was canvassed in the debate. The primary focus was on the 
state borders and the advice given by the Chief Health Officer, and whether this advice was compromised 
by a “smoking gun” that was referred to. 

I did not refer to a smoking gun; it was the Leader of the House who said — 

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. 

She then said — 

The opposition is looking for a smoking gun that does not exist. 

Talk about an own goal. I did not talk about it; it came from the Leader of the House. We just wanted to know 
what happened. Goodness gracious—surely that is not too much to ask! The next page goes on about how utterly 
unreasonable it was. If someone has gone down the freedom of information path, they want to try to put an FOI 
application into this mob. As I said last week, it is like getting into the Vatican. There is no hope! What did we 
get? We got 74 pages. Let me tell members what we got in those 74 pages. On 13 October, we got two emails; 
14 October, six emails; 15 October, two emails; 16 October, four emails; October 19, one email. There were no 
emails on 17 or 18 October. On 20 October, there was one email. The whole gamut was 16 emails, and they were 
from only the Chief Health Officer; there was nothing from the Premier or the Minister for Health. Included in 
those 74 pages were 17 pages of talking points, 15 pages of briefing notes for estimates hearings, five pages of 
newspaper articles and six pages of radio transcript. Out of the 74 pages, 43 were completely innocuous and 
had nothing to do with it. None of the emails reveal anything at all. Do members know why? Because they are 
from the Chief Health Officer.  

As I said, my beef is not with the Chief Health Officer; it is with whether the government is being open and 
transparent as it promised. All of this is from the Chief Health Officer. What about the Premier and the Minister 
for Health? Where are their emails? Where is their information? It does not exist. All 19 members should take note 
of this. To the 19 members who voted to order this mob to hand over the information to make sure we had an open and 
transparent government, it said, “Don’t bother.” That is what it said to us. It said, “Don’t bother, you’re not going 
to get it. You can order us all you like but we’re not going to give it to you.” We are at the end of this Parliament 
and these guys continue to treat this Parliament with absolute contempt. 

As I said, I did not want to move this motion—I honestly did not—but this is most definitely not an open and transparent 
government. I would not have had to had it been an open and transparent government. It continues right up to the 
end of this term of government to be a government shrouded in secrecy. 
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