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PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS — QUESTION WITHOUT NOTICE 329 — 
HON JIM CHOWN — PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Statement 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [9.45 pm]: I rise tonight to make 
some comments on the personal statement Hon Jim Chown made today. The genesis of that personal statement 
stems from some comments he made in his response to the budget speech last week. In that speech he made some 
comments about Hon Darren West and the Leader of the House. The Leader of the House was offended by those 
comments, and I understand and acknowledge that. As a result of the comments made by Hon Jim Chown, 
Hon Sue Ellery said in a statement last night, in part and according to the uncorrected Hansard — 

During the member’s speech on the estimates of revenue and expenditure motion, he made an accusation 
against me that I had misled the house. He made the same allegation three times during the course of his 
speech. The member’s allegation concerned an answer that I had given to question without notice 329, 
which was asked and answered on Wednesday, 9 May 2018. 

She went on to say, according to the uncorrected Hansard — 

I did not mislead the house and I would expect an apology from Hon Jim Chown for saying three times 
that I misled the house. 

After that statement by the Leader of the House, I spoke with Hon Jim Chown and I did not have to say anything; 
he acknowledged that what he said was inappropriate and he acknowledged that what he said was inaccurate, and 
he had the moral fortitude to stand up in this chamber this morning and unreservedly apologise, and I commend 
him for that. He did the right thing. He also put out the public statement that was requested by Hon Sue Ellery. He 
acknowledged that what he said was wrong and he apologised. He did exactly what he should do. When people 
say something inaccurate or misleading in this place, they should apologise. It will be interesting to see how the 
Leader of the House responds to his apology, whether or not it is necessary for her to respond. I have to be honest; 
I am getting to the point at which I feel that some double standards are forming by this government—standards 
that are expected on that side of the chamber but are not accepted on this side of the chamber. In fact, they are 
different. I will give two examples. One involves the Leader of the House when Hon Michael Mischin made some 
comments that the Leader of the House found offensive. She made her position quite clear and she spoke to me. 
I spoke to Hon Michael Mischin and he totally agreed. He stood in this chamber on that very day, 10 October, 
after personally apologising to the Leader of the House behind the Chair, and said — 

I sincerely apologise if any offence has been caused to the Leader of the House or any other member by 
that comment. I trust that the grotesque nature of the response could not be misunderstood as anything 
serious. It was nothing more than a rhetorical response to a rather rhetorical, I thought, introduction to the 
debate by the Leader of the House. I unreservedly apologise for any offence that may have been caused 
or any misunderstanding that has arisen in that regard. I will be more careful with my comments in future. 
I had not the slightest thought that it could be taken as anything other than the usual robust debate that 
takes place in this house. 

That is a completely unambiguous apology, the same as that given by Hon Jim Chown. He did the right thing. 
Three hours later the Leader of the House went on 6PR and lambasted Hon Michael Mischin. The fact that he had 
apologised to her personally in this house meant absolutely nothing. I do not know why he bothered to apologise, 
given he was criticised anyway. I commented on that on 10 October 2017. After I had raised with the Leader of 
the House that I thought her comments on 6PR were inappropriate and that the honourable member had apologised, 
therefore the Leader of the House should have accepted it, her final comment was — 

I guess that is a judgement call and my judgement is that what I said was entirely reasonable. 

That is fine; that is the standard. Someone can apologise but it means nothing. 

The other one, of course, is a long-held issue I have had with the Minister for Regional Development. To remind 
members, back on 15 June 2017 I asked the Minister for Regional Development a very simple question about the 
Aboriginal regional reform unit, which I was instrumental in establishing. I just wanted to know how many staff 
were in the unit. She then launched into a tirade. The question was not without notice; some notice had been given. 
She launched into a tirade and she said, in part — 

… after the disastrous attempts by the then Minister for Indigenous Affairs to close scores of Aboriginal 
communities without consultation with those communities. He was offered a bit of money by Mr Abbott, 
and, given the parlous state of the budget, he wanted to take that money upfront, no strings attached, and 
he subsequently announced that various communities would be closed down. However, fortunately, the 
National Party came in on its white horse with the Regional Services Reform Unit, which was operating 
out of the Department of Regional Development. 
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I found that highly offensive because it was wrong. It was inaccurate. I never on any occasion said anything about 
closing communities. The minister has never once retracted those comments or apologised—never once. That 
highly offended me. No matter how much she rolls her eyes and carries on, that highly offended me. I want 
members opposite to listen to this; that offended me. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, I am not listening to you! I will never listen to you again! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I do not respect you. As a result of that — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Minister! It is members’ statements. One member is on their feet and they 
have the call. I understand that members may be feeling a bit emotional about this debate, but continue with your 
remarks, please. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Madam President. As a direct result of that, on 28 June, the same minister 
acknowledged the fact it was the Premier who had said that, but she refused to retract her comments or offer an 
apology—she refused. On a number of occasions, I asked her to retract those comments. She said no; she refused 
to. She kept carrying on with tirades of abuse every time I brought up this matter. On 30 June, I asked her to 
withdraw the comments and gave her notice, but she came out again with another tirade. I thought: I cannot win. 
That is fine; these are the standards we have to accept from these guys. As a result, I came back on 15 August, 
after the winter break, and made another member’s statement. I said there were three potential issues. Number one 
was that she made a mistake and she should just acknowledge she made a mistake, retract it, and all would be 
forgiven. The second one was that she is just completely incompetent and got it completely wrong, and I am 
increasingly believing that is possible. The third one is that she knowingly made those comments and, knowing 
they were false, that is a matter of privilege. That remains a potential issue. It is a matter of privilege if she 
knowingly made those comments, knew what she was saying was wrong, repeated them, and continued to repeat 
them and refused to retract the issue. 

My position with respect to the house—I have respect for this place, believe it or not, guys—is that I take the 
Leader of the Government at her word when she said, “I did not mislead the house and I would expect an apology 
from Hon Jim Chown for saying three times that I misled the house.” Exactly the same thing occurred on the other 
side of the chamber and she has not expected the same standards from her own members as she does of members 
over here. This is the same Leader of the House who cancelled pairs. This is the same Leader of the House who 
tried to sacrifice the Presidency. This is a government that consistently gives us answers to questions that are 
absolutely appalling. The response given to Hon Nick Goiran today was absolutely embarrassing. Let me tell you 
guys that the demise of government starts here. It starts right here; it really does. If their standards are so low that 
they are willing to compromise them, it starts here and trickles down to what they are like in the community. If 
members do not believe me, they should look at what happened in Darling Range. People in Darling Range are 
already starting to question the government, as will people in the rest of Western Australia. While members 
opposite compromise their standards in this place, it shows what they will accept in the community. 

Can I say to the Leader of the House that I agree with what she said about Hon Jim Chown; he agrees with it and 
he did the honourable thing and apologised unreservedly, as did Hon Michael Mischin. I really encourage the 
Leader of the House to implore upon her own members the same standards that she expects of us.  
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