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McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — PERFORMANCE 
Statement 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.25 pm]: I rise to 
speak once again on the subject that has exercised the minds of those on the non-government benches in this place 
over the last two years—that is, this government’s accountability and its sneakiness. 
Before I go into any detail, and why I am prompted to speak on this particular occasion about a particular minister, 
I should say that I do not tar with the same brush all ministers of this McGowan–Wyatt Labor government. 
Hon Stephen Dawson—I hope that my imprimatur does not destroy his career and his reputation in caucus—acts 
as a gentleman and as a parliamentarian in this place. Witness, for example, the question I asked last week. He 
asked me to put it on notice. He said that he would endeavour to get me an answer before the period prescribed by 
the standing orders and, true to his word, he did. I congratulate him and I appreciate that. 
Yesterday, I asked the Leader of the House a simple question without notice. She wanted me to put it on notice. 
We will see how long it takes her to get around to looking at her diary and asking people in her office about 
whether she is going to open Doubleview Primary School in an official capacity. We will be able to contrast that 
with the efforts of a true parliamentarian. Hon Nick Goiran asked questions and made comments about a report 
into the surrogacy legislation. Hon Alanna Clohesy sat on the other side of the chamber saying, “It’s not secret. 
You’re just being mischievous.” She interrupted repeatedly some days ago when he was talking about that report. 
Guess what? After all of that, the report is being kept secret. 
The Premier was asked about a trip to New South Wales. It is taking ages to find out about that. What really happened, 
in my view, is that he was going to meet the comrades and ex–Labor Premiers and Prime Ministers for a fundraiser 
and then contrived to have a 30-minute meeting the next morning with a New South Wales government minister to 
discuss infrastructure, before flying back to WA at taxpayers’ expense. Seriously! Did he say, “How’s the 
infrastructure going over here?” “It’s going pretty well, thanks.” “All right, must be rushing; see you later.” And he 
gets back on the plane to head back over here. Another thing about the Premier is that we had two conflicting answers 
to questions about whether conflicts of interest have been declared in a matter before cabinet. On one, he said, 
“No, there was no conflict of interest declared.” On the other one, he said, “I can’t tell you, because it’s cabinet in 
confidence.” That is the level of accountability—or is that the level of sneakiness?—from this government. 
I want to turn my attention to the Attorney General. I asked the Attorney General, or what passes for a first legal 
officer in this state under a McGowan–Wyatt Labor government, about his Sentence Administration Amendment 
(Multiple Murderers) Act to try to tease out how he deals with these matters. Members will recall that on 
13 February, amongst a number of questions on this legislation, I asked — 

Has the Attorney General received submissions to extend the operation of this act to other murderers so 
as to provide their secondary victims the comfort offered to the few who benefit from this legislation; if 
so, how many, when and from whom; and what has been his response? 

The Attorney General’s response was “No.” In order words, he has not received any submissions. But then come 
the sneaky weasel words — 

The Attorney General has not received any formal submissions of this nature. 
He hoped that that would get by us. What is a “formal submission” exactly? I tried to find out on 19 February. I asked — 

In part (5) of the Attorney General’s answer to my question about whether he had received submissions 
to extend the operation of the Sentence Administration Amendment (Multiple Murderers) Act 2018 to 
other murderers, in which he claims he has not received any “formal submissions of this nature”, what 
does he mean by “formal submissions”? 

It took two questions but I thought that was clear. What was the answer? He lumped that in with another answer 
and he waffled accordingly. The answer reads — 

Although the Attorney General has not received any formal submissions — 
So he does not answer the question — 

or proposals seeking to expand the operation of the … Act … he receives a volume of correspondence from 
victims of crime, including secondary and related victims. The Attorney General’s office responds to each 
letter received from a victim of crime and addresses in its responses the matters raised. To go through the 
office’s correspondence system to determine whether the Sentence Administration Amendment 
(Multiple Murderers) Act 2018 has been raised would be an unreasonable diversion of resources. 

Any minister knows that there is a system called TRIM that operates in the ministerial offices. They can look up 
all sorts of stuff. Apparently, he has received such a flood of correspondence on this issue that he cannot devote 
the resources to finding out. The answer continues — 
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A search of the office’s correspondence system for “parole” since the bill was introduced into Parliament 
revealed that one person wrote to the Attorney General on 21 October 2018 seeking to convince him that 
“all murderers should stay in jail for the rest of their natural lives”. 

I will get to that one in a minute and see how dismissive he has been of something that he regards as not a formal 
submission. Then I had to ask again what he meant by a formal submission so we can understand in future when 
he uses weasel words what weight we are to put on an answer. I asked again what he meant by formal submissions. 
He delivered the answer that he gave today, which is — 

The Attorney General was differentiating between submissions — 
That was my question in the first place. I asked how many submissions he received but he chose to differentiate 
between submissions and “letters received from members of the public”. We are back to the good old Burkie days. 
Members would remember what happened under that government when ministers would read questions literally 
and answer them literally in order to avoid full and frank disclosure. We had another incident a few days ago when 
Hon Peter Collier asked a question about conflict of interest or perceived conflict of “industry”. Obviously, that 
was a typo. Instead of answering the question, the Premier came back and said gormlessly, “I don’t understand 
what a conflict of industry is.” They are the sort of weasel words and weasel thinking we have to deal with. That 
is a transparent McGowan–Wyatt government for you! 
Then we get to the content of the answers. One of the questions I asked the Attorney General today was about 
three specific cases. I asked which of the three cases did he begin to consider before, on or after 14 February—
a specific date. What was his answer?—“All of them.” I did not ask how many; I asked him which case he 
considered. Did he consider them before 14 February, after 14 February or on 14 February? Has he read and 
understood this or is it again another little weasel antic? Let us look further down his answers. I asked — 

What material has the Attorney General requested in order to be able to consider each of these cases, 
when did he request it and from whom? 

The answer stated — 
The most recent statutory reports, requested from the Prisoners Review Board on 5 December 2019. 

That is not 2018 or 2017 but 2019. It has not even happened yet. This is not the first time we have had this sort of 
incompetence, if that is what it is, or is it a deliberate attempt to waste people’s parliamentary time asking the same 
simple question on more than one occasion? Remember the Courts Jurisdiction Legislation Amendment Bill last 
year when I asked him questions about the number of magistrates who had commenced terms and he gave as a date 
of expiry a date that was before the date of appointment, and I had to get up and ask him to clarify that? A monkey 
could be trained to put his signature on something; he obviously does not read it. Frankly, a trained monkey would 
be a better use of public money. When is this government going to lift its game? We have not had one question 
time yet that I recall without someone getting up and saying that they want to correct an answer. Some of those 
answers have been in the offing for about six months or so and have to be corrected when finally someone gets 
around to the point. If that is not incompetence or deliberate mismanagement for some ulterior purpose, I would 
like an explanation of what it is. 
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