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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 19 May on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Emergency Services) — 
That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 1270A–D (2022–23 
budget papers) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 12 May 2022. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [2.24 pm]: I stand today to make my contribution to the budget 
papers. I intend to focus primarily on one issue, which will cover a raft of areas within the role of the Legislative Council, 
and I will deal with that in a moment. First of all, I would like to make some general comments. When I made my 
last contribution to a budget debate, it was after the last state election. At that stage, I congratulated the state government 
on what was an emphatic win. We have just come out of another electoral cycle, at the federal level, and I congratulate 
the federal Labor government. It is a tough ask coming out of a pandemic, particularly after the former government 
had been in power for almost 10 years, and I genuinely wish the government well. It will, of course, signal 
a completely changed landscape for the relationship between the state government and the federal government, 
even though the current state government had what seemed to be a fairly cooperative relationship with the previous 
federal government. We will just see how things go with the current federal Labor government. I am sure it will be 
fine, and it will not blame the federal government for too much over the next three years! Having said that, we will 
all be very, very busy beasts in three years when we have two elections—prospectively—in the space of three months. 
I will pass on some general comments, observations and concerns, as someone who has been here for a number of 
years, with the role that we are playing in the Legislative Council at the moment. I entered this place in 2005 and 
the beast that we have now is completely different from the beast that we had when I started; it really is. If we go 
back and have a look at my maiden speech, at that stage I said that I had made a conscious decision to come into 
the Legislative Council. I salivated at the prospect of being a part of the cut and thrust, dialogue and intrigue, of 
the Legislative Council. I made a genuine decision to go to the Legislative Council. I found that we, in this place, 
perform the role of scrutiny and review much better than the rank amateurs of the other place, who tend to, more 
often than not, delve into the cesspool of abuse—on both sides—and lack of respect for the legislative process. In 
the upper house, in the Legislative Council, we do things a little differently. We always have to this point. 

In the last 12 months, unfortunately—I will say this quite sincerely—we have seen the demise of a lot of those 
institutions and conventions of the Parliament. I think that is a sad case; it really is. A lot of that has occurred because 
the government now has a clear, absolute majority. But with that absolute majority does not come this vestige that, 
all of a sudden, we abandon the conventions of the Legislative Council. When I was Leader of the Government, as 
I have said on numerous occasions, for four years, we had an absolute majority; that is, the Liberal and Nationals WA 
parties had an absolute majority. Never once did we abuse that privilege, but it is becoming more and more 
commonplace. Unfortunately, the beast that we are creating now is the legacy that this Parliament will be left with 
in years to come. I promise members that the tide will turn. It is difficult at the moment to appreciate that, but the 
tide will turn. We will then have a Legislative Council that is diminished in the role that it should play as a house 
of review. Take, for example, that we have not had one piece of legislation come through in the last 12 months 
whereby the government has accepted an amendment from the opposition. We have not had one piece of legislation 
or a bill that has gone to the Standing Committee on Legislation. We are meant to be the house of review. Believe 
it or not, on this side of the chamber, it does not matter whether it is Liberal, National, Labor or crossbench, we 
like to value-add to legislation. Believe it or not, a lot of amendments that are put forward from the opposition actually 
make life a lot easier for the government, because the government does not always get it right, regardless of the 
calibre of the political persuasion. 

We have had instances here whereby the Leader of the House has moved a motion to sit beyond 5.20 pm on 
a Thursday to get legislation through. It is her prerogative. It is the prerogative of the government. It has the numbers. 
However, if I had tried to do that in those four years when I was the Leader of the Government—sorry guys, but 
most of you were not here—members cannot imagine the indignation and vitriol that I would have copped from 
members of the Labor Party then on this side of the chamber. The convention is that we work within the standing 
orders and the rules. But not on your life—the government has the numbers. It is doing it because it can. That 
genuinely bothers me. I make it quite clear. This will be my last term. I am very grateful about the role of the 
Legislative Council, and I will say a lot more about that when I give my valedictory speech. I am so privileged and 
grateful to be a member of this place. I will also draw from comments that I made way back in 2005 about why 
I made the decision to go to the Legislative Council. I do not regret that for one moment. However, I genuinely hope 
we do not get to the point that the conventions that are being trashed at the moment are accepted as new conventions, 
because, if we do, there will be no point in having a Legislative Council; we might as well pack up and go home. 
The Legislative Council is meant to value-add by reviewing and refining legislation. At the moment, the government 
is giving a single finger salute to anyone on this side of the chamber. That bothers me. After having had five years 
in office, this government still has an inordinate infatuation with the previous government. Not a day goes by when 
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at least one minister does not talk about the previous government. I get it. That is what governments do. But you 
guys are into your second term. Get over it. You are in government. Grow up. Again, we cannot do much about it, 
because you guys are in government.  

I am also concerned about one thing that is becoming more prolific, and that is the lack of respect for directions 
from the President and other Presiding Officers. In saying that, I mean no disrespect to you, President, or to any of 
the other Presiding Officers. That is particularly the case with interjections. I will give members an example. When 
we had the changed seating arrangements, I sat at the back of the chamber, and we had the unfortunate situation 
where a number of us would have to speak from the lectern at the front of the chamber. Whenever Hon Neil Thomson 
would stand to speak, and before he had even walked to the lectern, there would be screeching interjections from 
members opposite, and also from those members of the government who have strayed onto this side. That came 
particularly from two parliamentary secretaries and a minister, who should know better, with all due respect. If 
a member says they are not taking interjections, that should be respected, but it is not. The repeated requests from 
the President and other Presiding Officers are being ignored. Members opposite act like a pack of screeching hyenas. 
They think they have a vulnerable prey and they can just attack. To Hon Neil Thomson’s credit, he ignored that. 
I admire that. He was not a “Nigel no friends” in that space. It happened time and again to respective opposition 
members. That is a shame. It is as though we are delving into the quagmire that exists in the other place. We in this 
place have always been better than that. However, apparently that is no longer the case. 

It does not help when the Premier of the state repeatedly calls opposition members in the other place idiots, morons 
and nincompoops. He does that almost every day. This is from the Premier of Western Australia. We hear constantly 
from members opposite that the standard we walk past is the standard we accept. If that is the standard that the 
Premier sets for his government, so be it—it is accepted that government members can call an opposition member 
a moron, an idiot or a nincompoop, or incompetent. For about 12 months, the Premier constantly called us terrorists 
and corrupt over the Corruption and Crime Commission issue, and we were vindicated on that. That bothers 
me. Anyway, members opposite are in power, and it is their government. I just do not like what they are doing to 
the Parliament.  
I also do not like the fact that the Premier of Western Australia texted the owner of the largest media organisation 
in Western Australia to let him know about a piece of legislation before not only his own party, but also the 
Parliament, knew about it. Go figure! When did we get to the point in our democratic society that the Premier can 
text a media mogul about a piece of legislation before it has come to the Parliament? The Premier has also applauded 
that same media identity for the wonderful front pages of the paper that he puts out. Imagine the vitriol that would 
have come from government members in the other place if Scott Morrison had done that to Rupert Murdoch! Again, 
that is the standard that we have. 
As I have said previously, I was disappointed that the Leader of the House originally objected to my appointment 
as Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. I thought that was pretty poor form. 
When the tide was with us, I did not have a problem with Hon Ken Travers being chair of that committee. I knew he 
was a man who respected the conventions of the chamber and that he would not abuse the processes of the estimates 
committee. He did a really good job with that committee, as did the current President in that role. I reckon the 
estimates committee is working really well. I have worked very effectively and cooperatively with Hon Jackie Jarvis, 
Hon Samantha Rowe, Hon Dr Brad Pettitt and Hon Nick Goiran. The committee is now conducting an inquiry into 
homelessness, which the government objected to ferociously. Hon Dan Caddy and Hon Steve Martin have been 
seconded to the committee for that inquiry. We are all working very cooperatively. That is how committees should 
work. That is why we have the committee structure in our Parliament. Believe it or not, our committees do good 
work. I was disappointed about that. I respect this Parliament far too much to become overtly political in my role as 
chair, and I will always perform that role professionally. 
I was quite pleased, and dare I say I found it quite refreshing, that the new South Australian Labor Premier and the 
new Labor Prime Minister have said the same thing about the standards of the Parliament—that is, they want to 
adopt a more conciliatory approach. I hope that does happen. As I have said over and over again, the problem in 
Western Australia is that the government does not see members on this side of the chamber as the opposition. It 
sees them as the enemy. When the government does that, it risks taking its eye off the ball, because it is focused 
more on destroying the opposition than on being a good government. That is why the government is engaging in its 
relentless regression into the past with regard to questions et cetera. I have always said, as a teacher, as a tennis coach 
and as a politician, that if we focus on and commit to the process, the outcome will take care of itself. If we become 
obsessed with our opponent, we take our eye off the ball. The government is not going to take any advice from me, 
and I do not suggest that it would want to, but I wish it would start to treat the Parliament with a bit more respect.  
I understand that Parliament is combative and tribal and all the rest of it, and I give as much as I get, but, at the 
same time, there are occasions when we have to rise above that and consider what is best for the Parliament. I have 
done that on numerous occasions. I do not want to go down the dark slippery slope that some members opposite have 
gone down, particularly those in the other place, who get downright personal. I will give members a few examples 
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to show that what I am saying is not just words. When I first took over as a minister, I found in my ministerial office 
in Dumas House a manila folder that contained a dirt sheet on some Labor people. That had obviously been left 
by a former minister. I looked at it, and it was very colourful, but I was not remotely interested in it. We can live life 
as a series of events or a series of opportunities. I had just become a minister, which was a great opportunity for 
me, and I wanted to the best minister I could be, so I shredded that folder and did not give it a second thought. 
I remember another occasion when Hon Pierre Yang was under enormous vitriolic attack from one Clive Palmer, 
who had published a pile of advertisements directed at him. I could imagine that he was under a bit of personal 
pressure at that stage, so I went up to him to give him some encouragement and told him to ignore the nonsense and 
just focus on being the best he could be. When we are under personal pressure, the worst thing that can happen is that 
we then get a hounding from members opposite. I am not a saint as a result of that. It is just a thing that sometimes 
we do in this place. 
On another occasion, in two instances over the last five years, I have received some very damning personal dirt sheets, 
one on a current sitting minister and another on a former sitting member. They were disgusting, quite frankly, the 
one about the minister in particular. We get sent these things and I do not know why they keep sending them to me 
because I got some more just recently. I got this stuff and I thought: do you want me to go to the media with it? I am not 
going to do that. I did what I thought I should have done and I spoke to the minister and the former member. I said, 
“You’ve got to watch your back. You’ve got some people in your own tribe who don’t like you.” I went through a couple 
of the issues that were raised and I said they could rest assured I would be shredding them and they would not hear any 
more about it. I would not go into the issues. It is garbage. In a political environment, these things happen—I get that—
but when people get down and dirty, I think they need to perhaps go and smell the roses, and do something else. 
I also received a number of messages a few months ago when our side copped it on some text messages. There seems 
to be different standards in the media about text messages from the Premier and text messages from members on 
this side. That is irrelevant. Whoever sent them to me: do your own dirty work and go to the media. I am not remotely 
interested in the government’s tribal issues or the nicknames members have for each other, some of which are very 
colourful. I am not remotely interested and I am not going to do anything with it. That is long gone. Do not be worried 
about that, guys. Members can rest assured that somewhere along the line, that same stuff I was sent is going to be 
distributed elsewhere. You can bet your bottom dollar. Have fun with that. 
Having said all that, it was just a few observations. It sounded pretty negative but it is not meant to be. It is meant 
to perhaps be just a little enlightening for members opposite that we are not the enemy. Believe it or not, we are 
out there doing a damn good job in our communities, trying to represent our constituents, trying to work on our 
portfolio areas. Ever so unbelievable as it might sound, when we do offer suggestions on legislation, government 
members might just like to have a look at them rather than just putting up the hand and saying, “No, we’re not going 
to do it.” Or if there is a suggestion on a huge piece of legislation, which has massive ramifications, it might not 
hurt to wait for just a month or six weeks to send it off to the Standing Committee on Legislation to have a look and 
see whether it can be refined. It might not hurt. As I said, the standard of the Legislative Council, particularly now 
compared with 12 months ago, has definitely diminished and that really bothers me. I will leave that. 

I am really relishing the opportunities that I have in my shadow portfolio areas, particularly police. I will continue 
to raise a number of issues in that portfolio over the next three years. If I get any time today after the issue I will go 
through, I will raise a few of them today. Suffice to say that I am in awe of the professionalism of the Western Australia 
Police Force and I congratulate Deputy Commissioner Col Blanch on being appointed commissioner today. I think 
he will be an excellent commissioner and he now presides over a very good force. I have a very good working 
relationship with the union and, as I have said to it, I am not here to make life difficult for the government. I am 
here to offer suggested improvements. The union has been very good—very forthcoming. We have some real issues 
in corrective services, particularly at Banksia Hill Detention Centre, as the last Auditor General’s report identified. 
If 357 young children want to take their lives in one year, there is an issue. Do not just assume that because I am 
a member of the Liberal Party or I am the opposition spokesperson for corrective services that what I am saying is 
garbage; it is not. The government has an issue there and there are issues in a lot of our jails. I asked some questions 
that I will, ideally, get back before the estimates session. I will scrutinise in the estimates and annual reports processes 
both police and corrective services to identify how endemic those issues are. 
The one big issue I have arose about four months ago, but I was actually aware of issues within this department 
about eight months ago. That was because I was being inundated with complaints from members of the Department 
of Communities—and I mean inundated. The government has an issue. We know what it is like. Confidential 
information must be retained within the department, but when a multitude of public servants are complaining, there 
is a cultural issue within a department. To show that I am not just saying this now, about seven months ago I put 
on the notice paper an issue with the machinery-of-government changes, particularly regarding the Department of 
Communities. The issue with the Department of Communities was that it was always too cumbersome and I really 
hope the government takes a good, hard look at the machinery-of-government changes. The Department of Communities 
has responsibility for some of the most marginalised people in our community all now dumped into one department: 
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child protection, disability services, family and domestic violence, housing and homelessness and a lot of the 
Aboriginal spaces. The former Minister for Aboriginal Affairs was one of the five ministers in the Department of 
Communities. It made for a nice headline when the government first made the machinery-of-government changes 
to say it was going to consolidate and save all this money et cetera, but the department is dealing with people’s 
lives. The Department of Communities deals with some of the most marginalised people in the community and 
they are hurting in that department, seriously hurting. Government members have some major issues there. It arose 
most prominently at the beginning of this year when two reports were released by the Department of Communities. 
One was from PricewaterhouseCoopers, a report it had given the department 12 months previously. It was put online 
in February 2022 but the department received it 12 months before and did not make any comment on it. It was just 
hidden within the department. The reason it is so prominent and relevant is that it deals with an issue of systemic 
racism within the Department of Communities. In effect, this was one of two reports that the department finally made 
public in February this year reflecting everything I had been hearing for the previous eight months—everything. 
In fact, it was pretty much exactly the same. I am going to read this so it is not the gospel according to Pete. Let us 
have a look at the Department of Communities (WA): Establishment of a new division for Aboriginal outcomes report 
from PricewaterhouseCoopers. This is its report. I could go through the whole lot and I highly recommend members 
do. It is a few hundred pages but it is well worth a read. I quote — 

Key Findings & Recommendations 

The current state 
The Department is at a crisis point in relation to providing services, programs and initiatives to improve 
outcomes for Aboriginal people in WA. This is evident in the disproportionate outcomes that Aboriginal 
people in WA experience in the context of the Department’s portfolio of services as highlighted by the 
following statistics: 

• 56% of children in care in WA are Aboriginal. 

• 29% of people experiencing homelessness in WA are Aboriginal. 

• 37% of people living in social housing in WA are Aboriginal.  

The Department plays a critical role and has a responsibility to work in partnership with Aboriginal 
people and communities to close the gap when it comes to outcomes for Aboriginal people in WA. 
The current state of the Department also provides an additional layer of complexity that impact its ability 
to address the needs of Aboriginal people and communities in WA. The following examples highlight the 
current state of the Department: 

• The Department is still emerging from a significant organisational restructure. 
• There is a level of bias and racism, both systemic and overt, within the Department, a view gathered 

through the Westerman Report and recent stakeholder interviews, that is affecting Aboriginal 
staff who feel disengaged, unsupported and unheard. 

• In the absence of an understanding and application of Cultural Competence principles and 
learnings, the Department often adopts a Western-centric approach to service design and delivery 
that, in many instances, does not meet or address the needs of Aboriginal people and communities. 

• The Department is observed to be slow in adopting and enacting change and is often not responsive 
enough to drive the level of transformation that is required to improve Aboriginal outcomes. 

The report goes on — 
A compelling case for change 
The Department is at a critical point in relation to how it is addressing the needs of Aboriginal people 
in WA. Outcomes for Aboriginal people in WA may remain the same, or worsen, should the Department 
continue to do things in the same way and, as such, there is an urgent need for transformational change. 
The current approach is not addressing the needs of or improving outcomes for Aboriginal people and 
communities in WA at an acceptable rate of change. This is highlighted by the sustained level of 
disadvantage that is having an intergenerational impact on Aboriginal people, families and communities. 
A transformational approach is necessary to positively impact outcomes for Aboriginal people and 
communities in WA. 
A number of on-going and incremental risks have been identified should the Department delay, or not 
implement, the transformational required: 

• reputational risks 
• budget blowouts 
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• challenges in retaining (at a level commensurate with the broader workforce) and recruiting 
Aboriginal staff 

• increased opportunity costs should a transformational change be delayed 
• an inability to meet the high expectations of the Aboriginal community for imminent change to 

address their concerns 
• unacceptable social-economic outcomes for Aboriginal people and communities in WA. 

Additionally, a failure to enact change will jeopardise the Department’s ability to achieve the WA 
Government’s commitments to the key priorities, outcomes and targets in the National Agreement for 
Closing the Gap. 

That is all from the PricewaterhouseCoopers report, which hardly provides a glowing endorsement of the structures 
in place in the Department of Communities. As I said, the fact that the department did not release that report for 
12 months—it did so kicking and screaming, Mr Acting President, and I will explain why in a moment—is testament 
to the fact that the problems the department has are endemic. 
There was also the Westerman report that was commissioned by the Department of Communities several years 
ago and provided to the department in October 2019. It was more than two years before it was finally released and 
put on the website in February this year. Another report provided to look at what had been stated as endemic racism 
within the department sat there for two years. The department just ignored it; it did not do anything about it. 
I strongly recommend that members look at these reports to see that in fact it is not just a member of the opposition 
that is standing here trying to land a few cheap blows on the government; there are some serious issues of racism 
in the Department of Communities. 
I have already read from the PwC report, so let us look at the Westerman report, which reads in part — 

… Workforce Development (Cultural Competency in Practice) 
The results of this cultural audit and focus group discussions during the development of the CCP-CP 
demonstrated wide scale and endemic racism within the organisation and that this led to: 

a. Worker burnout; 
b. A clear and strong perception that there exists a lack of ‘respect’ generally for the skills of 

Indigenous workers; 
c. A strong perception that there is a lack of respect for the clinical qualifications of Aboriginal 

workers to the extent that workers had left the Department; and 
d. The overall perception that Indigenous staff were of ‘less value’ than non-Indigenous staff. 

This was a very consistent and strong theme amongst all Aboriginal participants and it was clearly articulated 
via the focus groups (refer to Attachment 1 for focus group raw data) that this was both entrenched and 
endemic throughout most regions, but appeared to be most pronounced at Management levels limiting 
the promotion of Aboriginal people into these roles and in high risk regions in which Aboriginal workers 
cultural skills were not being utilized as an essential mechanism for prevention, culturally appropriate 
assessment and intervention. Given this feedback and the objective validation of this via the CCP-CP results, 
it is clear that there is an URGENT need for the Department to develop increased cultural competence 
across the organisation in the following ways: 

The report goes through a raft of ways the department could increase cultural competence. It then states — 
Based upon the service delivery requirements of the Department in having 54% of Aboriginal children in 
care across the State the number of Aboriginal staff in general does not match these client statistics. In 
combination with the low levels of cultural competence and lack of Indigenous specific training provided 
to staff it is essential that the Department consider all aspects of cultural competence including staff skills 
development; staff recruitment and most importantly, the strategic career path development for Aboriginal 
staff across all areas of the organisation. Based upon the cultural competence results, there is a clear cultural 
issue within the organisation whereby it appears Aboriginal staff are not valued, that not enough is being 
done to ensure Aboriginal staff are represented across all areas of the organisation, and most importantly 
that all staff who undertook the CCP-CP feel culturally unsafe in their work environments. The most telling 
outcome was that 0% of the 295 staff sampled viewed that the organisation ensured a ‘culturally safe’ 
work environment. As this data represents an across State snapshot it is frankly a damning response from 
staff who consistently view the organisation as deficit in their training, development and support. It is 
essential that the Department prioritise the below recommendations. 

The report continues. The first of a number of recommendations on cultural competency in practice reads — 
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Recommendation 13: The Department must urgently establish a clear policy to support the ongoing 
development, measuring and monitoring of child protection cultural competencies as a core aspect of their 
organisation and workforce development requirements. This is supported in that only one staff member 
from a sample of 295 undertaking the CCP-CP met the cultural competence benchmark, with all other 
staff (294) meeting the benchmark of cultural incompetence. This damning result demonstrated this very 
clear and urgent need for a focused, sustained and measured response to the improvement of cultural 
competencies across the Department. 

I could read the whole report out, but I would be here until Christmas because both reports are hundreds of pages 
long. They are well worth a look, and I have had to constrain my comments. Having said that, the problem that we 
have here is that these issues exist. The short amount that I have read from those two reports reflects the dozens of 
comments I have received from members employed within that department, and, as I said, I was not remotely 
surprised when they were finally made public. 
I will take members back to a comment the current Premier made in opposition. I have mentioned this over and 
over, particularly as Leader of the Opposition when I moved numerous motions on transparency. The now Premier 
stated on 18 June 2016 — 

“The public interest must come first, transparency must come first, openness must come first. 
The fact that these two reports that reveal systemic racism in the Department of Communities were not released 
publicly—one for over two years—is testament to the fact that that was nonsense from the Premier. In fact, when he 
appeared in the Supreme Court in New South Wales in the recent Palmer case, he clarified his point when he stated —  

“Gold standard transparency does not apply to every single thing you do,” Mr McGowan said in the witness 
box on Wednesday. 

He has actually now stated that it is a qualified transparency; it applies only when he wants it to be transparent. 
When we have a terrible thing like endemic racism in the department, no, we do not have to be transparent then; not 
on your life! I have a perfect example of that. Let us have a look. The situation in the Department of Communities 
first came out in an article in The West Australian of 19 January 2022 titled “A Racist System”. It states — 

Leaked internal documents reveal the State Government department responsible for protecting WA’s most 
vulnerable children is plagued with racism and at “crisis point” in relation to improving outcomes for Aboriginal 
communities. The West has obtained secret Department of Communities documents which reveal how the 
organisation has been warned it is mistreating its own Aboriginal staff and letting down Aboriginal communities.  
One 2019 report—written by highly respected psychologist Dr Tracy Westerman—found an overall 
perception that Indigenous staff were of “less value” than non-Indigenous staff. 

It goes on. Those reports were actually leaked to the media in January, and that is why they were released by the 
department in February. Had they not been leaked, they would still be sitting there, collecting dust on some 
bureaucrat’s desk. The whole issue of racism in the department would have continued to be ignored. The article also 
relates how Tracy Westerman had said how disappointed she was that the report had not been released. I do not 
have time to go through the article, but it talks about how she felt that the problem was cultural competence and 
how she lashed the department for binning her recommended Indigenous care fixes. She also explains how frustrated 
she was that the report was neither released nor acted upon. It all then became public when a female Aboriginal officer 
at the Department of Communities had her home raided because she was suspected of leaking the report.  
I refer to another article in The West Australian from a month later, 26 February 2022. It states — 

The Department of Communities had 11 police officers raid the home of an Aboriginal employee while 
their young child was present in an effort to uncover who leaked documents which exposed racism within 
the organisation.  
The West Australian has confirmed that police last week raided the home of the Communities worker 
in an attempt to find out how this paper obtained internal documents that exposed the mistreatment of 
Aboriginal staff in the department. 
The raid has been slammed as a terrifying example of a government “absolutely obsessed with secrecy”. 

That goes back to my point: what happened to the gold standard of transparency offered by the Premier? The CEO 
of the Department of Communities then sent out an email warning staff not to provide any information or make 
any comments to any media outlets—so fearful was the department of departmental issues coming out even further. 
The minister then went on a tirade against Tracy Westerman and said that all she wanted was to have all her programs 
endorsed, and that could not be further from the truth. There were some very intemperate comments from the minister. 
Again, she ignored the issue and played the man—or in this instance, the woman.  
That came back to bite the minister. Another article, from 18 March, states — 
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Under-fire Community Services Minister Simone McGurk is being sued for defamation by former 
WA Australian of the Year Tracy Westerman.  
The case is to do with comments Ms McGurk made at a press conference in January following a story 
by The West Australian which revealed a report written by psychologist Dr Westerman had warned of 
“wide scale” and “endemic” racism within the Department of Communities.  
Ms McGurk … was asked about why all of the report’s 49 recommendations had not been implemented, 
when she claimed that several of the recommendations “basically asked us to employ Tracy Westerman” 
and “employ her trademarked programs” which the Government had decided not to do. 

That went well for the minister, because she had to retract that comment and issue an apology, which she did. I refer 
to a media statement by the minister on 5 May 2022. It states — 

On 19 January 2022, I made remarks at a press conference to assembled news reporters in response to 
questions about cultural audit reports conducted on the Department of Communities in 2019 and 2021.  
Those reports were internal reports but had been the subject of an article in the media that day.  
One report was a cultural audit undertaken by Dr Tracy Westerman AM through her company Indigenous 
Psychological Services Pty Ltd.  
Some of my responses to questions may have been understood to have been derogatory of Dr Westerman.  
I did not intend to target Dr Westerman or her professional reputation in any derogatory way and apologise 
for any distress or offence my responses may have caused her.  
I would like to acknowledge the extensive work Dr Westerman has undertaken for the benefit of Aboriginal 
children and families. 

Perhaps if the minister had not just gone out there and brazenly criticised Tracy Westerman, as opposed to looking at 
the real issue, she would not have been forced into that embarrassing apology. It then came out that it had cost taxpayers 
$16 500 for the legal bill for an issue that, quite frankly, should never have arisen. What happened then? One would 
think that as this female Aboriginal officer with the Department of Communities had had her home raided by 11 officers 
because she had allegedly leaked information, there would have to have been some clarity behind it; there would have 
to be some reason as to why the department would get the police to go and raid this woman’s home, but no.  
On 11 March 2022, the Western Australia Police Force concluded its investigation into the complaint of criminal 
conduct regarding that Department of Communities staff member. That investigation followed a complaint by the 
department, which resulted in the execution of a search warrant at the staff member’s home. It was then reported 
that the police investigation had been concluded, and that the matter had been referred back to the Department 
of Communities. That was a really good way for the department to enhance its work culture—a department that 
evidently has systemic racism. It went off and got the police to raid the home of one of its officers; that is what it did. 
While all this was going on, Minister McGurk and the Premier were out there lambasting this Aboriginal woman 
because apparently she had leaked thousands of documents. Both of them mentioned thousands of documents, 
constantly and relentlessly, both in the Parliament and publicly. I refer to another article from 23 March 2022, 
titled “Aboriginal mum raid outrage”, which states — 

A warrant that was used to execute a raid on a Department of Communities staffer named just seven 
documents, despite claims from Mark McGowan and the Department that “thousands” of confidential 
documents were involved.  
WA Police on Friday announced they had dropped an investigation into a Communities staffer who had her 
home raided last month in an attempt to discover who had leaked internal documents to The West Australian. 

I got involved because I wanted to know why the police were involved in this thing. Why were the police involved 
in raiding the home of a female Aboriginal officer from the Department of Communities? Purportedly, she had 
leaked some information. As I said, rather than shooting the messenger, surely anyone worth their salt at the executive 
level of government would say, “We’ve got to have a look here. We’ve got a problem. We’ve got two reports which 
show that we have a cultural issue within our department. I’ll tell you how we’ll resolve it, we’ll go off and get the 
police to raid the home of that woman. That’s what we’ll do.” That is what this Labor government did. 
I did exactly what I should do as a member of the opposition: I asked dozens and dozens of questions. When I first 
started this process, some of the information was forthcoming, but when it got a bit sticky, the hand went up again 
and we went back to the default position: tell them absolutely nothing. I will go through those questions now. This 
makes Monty Python look like a rank amateur in professionalism. I am fully entitled to ask questions as a member 
of the Legislative Council when there is an issue within my portfolio. It got so farcical that by the end the government 
was not even attempting to answer questions. I will go through a few of these things, because it is disgraceful and 
the problem still exists. I say to the department that if it thinks this problem does not exist, it needs to go in and do 
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an anonymous survey, because people do not trust the executive level at that department. It needs to do an anonymous 
survey and ask whether officers within the Department of Communities have confidence in the current management 
style. They do not. That is the fact of what happened. As members would be aware, I asked at least 30 questions over 
the last three months. The first one I asked was back on 15 March 2022. I asked — 

I refer to the raid on the home of an Aboriginal employee of the Department of Communities by the 
Western Australia Police Force. 
(1) What was the nature of the complaint made to WAPOL that instigated the raid? 

Everyone assumed at that stage that it was just one woman—that just one person had been involved. No-one had said 
anything about anyone else. It was a four-part question, but the most relevant part was the response to part (1), which 
I had just asked. The response was — 

(1) On 17 February 2022, Department of Communities provided WA Police with evidence of 
thousands of confidential and sensitive documents being sent by an employee externally. This 
included 5 463 emails, 2 614 documents, 150 presentations and 329 spreadsheets, which included 
confidential briefing materials, personal information about children in care and foster information. 

I would assume from that response, from the responses that both the minister and Premier were making in the 
Legislative Assembly, and from the comments that the minister and Premier were making publicly, that one Aboriginal 
female officer was responsible. Anyone would get that from that question and all the comments they had made, 
and there are numerous examples of both the minister and the Premier saying that in Parliament. 
Also on 15 March, I asked the Minister for Community Services — 

I refer to the raid on the home of an Aboriginal employee of the Department of Communities by the 
Western Australia Police Force. 
(1) Why was a complaint made to WAPOL by the Department of Communities regarding the 

Aboriginal worker? 
Everything to this point had indicated that it was just one worker. My instincts were immediately pricked when 
I saw the response. It stated — 

Internal investigations identified serious misconduct, including possible criminal conduct, by public officers. 
I thought—hang on!—the minister and the Premier have only ever talked about one. One! For the first time ever 
in any media report or in any question that had been asked, it was plural. I thought I would have a look at that because 
if it was more than one—we are talking about thousands of documents—I would find out why we had just focused 
on one, or whether it was just one officer who had been referred to police. I asked on 16 March 2022, in reference 
to that last question — 

(1) As part (1) referred to “public officers”—plural—in relation to identified serious misconduct, 
how many officers are under investigation? 

It was a legitimate question. The answer was — 
(1) Thirteen public officers of potential interest were identified in the internal investigation. 

I asked how many were referred to the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Western Australia Police Force 
for investigation. The answer was — 

(2) Eight public officers of potential interest were referred to the Corruption and Crime Commission 
and the Western Australia Police Force. 

The answer was 13 and eight. Why did the Premier and the minister not refer to the 13 and eight officers? They 
did not mind hanging this female Aboriginal officer out to dry and getting her home raided, yet 13 officers were 
referred to the police and eight were referred to the CCC. I then asked on 17 March 2022 — 

(1) Has the Western Australia Police Force notified the Department of Communities whether it 
intends to prosecute any of the 13 public officers … 

… 
(3) Has the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Western Australia Police Force notified the 

Department of Communities whether it intends to prosecute any of the eight public officers …? 
They responded with yes. How many? It was nil. Did the CCC respond? Yes. How many? It was nil! 
They referred 13 officers to the police and eight to the CCC, but neither the police nor the CCC investigated any 
of them. What about this poor female Aboriginal officer who had her home raided and had the Premier and the 
minister lambasting her day after day? Does no-one think there is a cultural issue in the Department of Communities? 
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I kept on. It just gets better. It was a gift that kept giving. After a break, I asked on 22 March 2022 — 
(1) What is the current employment status of each of the 13 public officers who were identified as 

of potential interest in the internal investigation? 
(2) What is the current employment status of each of the eight public officers, if different from those 

identified in (1), who were referred to the Corruption and Crime Commission? 
The answer was — 

(1)–(2) All remain employed by the Department of Communities. 
I then asked whether any of the officers were being investigated for leaking information, and the answer was 
that 13 were being investigated. It was not just one who was being investigated; all of them were being investigated. 
I tell you what: it must be a happy place down there at the Department of Communities, knowing that every time 
employees pick up the phone or send an email, there is every likelihood they will be shunted off to the police or  
the CCC. That is a great way to overcome the problems of systemic racism, I can tell you! 
I then asked on 23 March 2022 — 

I refer to the complaint made by the Department of Communities to the Western Australia Police Force 
on 21 January 2022 in relation to unauthorised access to a large number of documents. 
(1) Was the complaint only in relation to the female Aboriginal woman whose home was raided by 

WAPOL on Friday, 18 February 2022? 
I wanted to find out whether she was the only one who was being investigated. Do members know what the answer 
was? It was no. I asked — 

(2) If not, how many public officers employed by the Department of Communities were included in 
the complaint? 

The answer was eight! What was with all the chest-beating from the minister and the Premier, who were willing 
to hang this female Aboriginal officer out to dry, when there were eight officers who were purportedly under 
investigation, none of whom the CCC nor the police were going to investigate. They have done it, and there is 
nothing involved. This is when the hand started to go up and it was getting a bit hot. I was asking too many questions. 
I then asked on 5 April 2022 — 

(1) How many documents were alleged to have been accessed by the 13 public officers in the 
internal investigation? 

(2) Apart from allegedly accessing documents, what other forms of serious misconduct were 
allegedly committed by the 13 public officers in the internal investigation? 

The answer was — 
The Department of Communities advises that a response to this question cannot be provided within the 
time frame. 

I mean, give me a break. The department knew how many documents it had. I had to wait, of course. We had a break—
that was 5 April—and I did not get a response back for five weeks. What was the response? It was laughable. The 
response after all that time was — 

(a)–(b) The internal investigation in ongoing and in the interests of fairness to all parties and the integrity 
of the process it is not appropriate to disclose further details. 

Not appropriate? The Premier and the minister did not mind lambasting this female Aboriginal officer, getting the 
police to raid her home and saying she had access to five and a half thousand documents. What about her? Why 
was it appropriate to lambaste her day after day, publicly and in the Parliament? 
I also asked the Minister for Police. Word had got around, but I was a bit disappointed in the Minister for Police 
because he is usually one of the ministers who is forthcoming with information. I asked him the same question on 
the same day, 5 April — 

(1) What is the total number of documents allegedly leaked by the female Aboriginal woman whose 
home was raided by police on Friday, 18 February 2022? 

(2) What is the total number of documents allegedly leaked by the eight public servants employed 
by the Department of Communities who were reported to Western Australia police? 
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Obviously, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet had got involved here and told them not to tell me anything. 
I got an identical response back from the Minister for Police. The answers to these questions are all collated. I know 
how it operates. The answer was — 

The Western Australia Police Force advise that a response to this question cannot be provided within the 
time frame. The honourable member may wish to place the question on notice. 

Yes, of course, I was going to put the question on notice, Minister Papalia. Five weeks later I got a response back. 
He was at least forthcoming. He told me the number of emails and the number of documents, and they coincided with 
the original numbers from the Premier and the minister. I had asked for the total number of documents allegedly 
leaked and the total number of documents allegedly leaked by the eight public officers. There are six documents, not 
5 400 as asserted by the Premier. 
In response to one of the questions, they had talked about “possible criminal conduct” of the female Aboriginal 
officer, so I asked on 6 April 2022 — 

(1) What “possible criminal conduct” was allegedly committed by the female Aboriginal woman 
whose home was raided by the Western Australia Police Force? 

(2) Was any possible criminal conduct committed by the eight public officers referred to WAPOL 
by the Department of Communities’ investigations and professional standards directorate on 
21 January 2022? 

The answer was — 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The Department of Communities advises 
that a response to this question cannot be provided within the time frame. The honourable member may 
wish to place the question on notice. 

It is back to the old hand again. If they are going to refer them, how would they not know? I got the response back 
on 10 May — 

The answers to the questions the member has referred to identify the reasons given as to why a complaint 
was referred and details regarding the timing and other incidental matters. It is not appropriate to respond 
to the questions as to whether any specific criminal conduct was allegedly committed by persons referred 
to in the members questions. 

The biggest issue is that it took them five weeks to come up with that response. They knew what they were going 
to say to me; they were just putting me off over the break. It is never going to go away. 
We came back to Parliament and I asked — 

Why is it “not appropriate to respond to the questions as to whether any specific criminal conduct 
was allegedly committed by persons referred to in the members questions” when the minister and Premier 
have stated publicly and in the Parliament that the female Aboriginal officer employed within the 
Department of Communities whose home was raided by police was being investigated for possible 
criminal activity? 

The response was — 
Matters relating to allegations of criminal conduct and related investigations are appropriately directed to 
the WA Police Force. 

But this is the response the minister had given me—honestly! The next day I asked — 

I refer the minister to her response to question on notice 680 answered on 10 May 2022.  

(1) Given that “the internal investigation is ongoing and in the interests of fairness to all parties and 
the integrity of the process it is not appropriate to disclose further details”, why did the minister 
and the Premier state publicly and in the Parliament the number of documents allegedly accessed 
by the Aboriginal female officer employed within the Department of Communities whose home 
was raided by police, and yet will not provide the same information about the other officers 
under investigation? 

They said that there was possible criminal conduct by that female Aboriginal officer, but that it would be inappropriate 
to say whether the other officers were being investigated for criminal conduct. Do members see my point? They 
do not mind hanging her out to dry, but they will not say anything about the others. The answer was — 

This matter remains under investigation, therefore, it would be inappropriate to disclose further information 
that may compromise the integrity of the process. 
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There is no process. The police have closed the case; they are saying that there is no case. That was in mid-May. 
This is my frustration. I am sorry that I am getting a bit hot and bothered here, but this really does stink. This thing 
stinks to high heaven. The Premier of Western Australia and the Minister for Community Services lambasted a female 
Aboriginal officer from the Department of Communities, virtually accusing her of leaking this information. Over 
and over again, when we try through the parliamentary process to get to the bottom of it, we find out that 13 officers 
are purportedly under investigation, but we are not allowed to say what they did. The police say that there is no 
case. The Corruption and Crime Commission says there is no case. They are all still employed, but the investigation 
is ongoing. Imagine how one would feel in that department. The investigation is ongoing, but according to the police 
and the CCC there is no case to answer. Imagine how that female Aboriginal woman feels. She has been hung out 
to dry. She must know that everyone in the department knows who it is—she must. Imagine how she feels. For 
one moment, the Premier and the minister should put themselves in her shoes. That department has massive internal 
issues. There is systemic racism in that department. Do not take my word for it; take the word of the two reports 
that have already been made public. But for goodness sake, stop shooting the messenger and come to the inevitable 
conclusion that the compilation of five departments into one is not working and go back to square one and develop 
a department that deals with some of the most marginalised people in our community. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.24 pm]: The documents we are considering at the moment make 
up the state budget for the upcoming financial year. Members of this place have an important role to play in scrutinising 
that budget and making sure that we ask the government the questions that need to be asked. The contribution 
that has just been made by Hon Peter Collier about the issues that continue to emerge from the Department of 
Communities is compelling. It may not be evident to the ordinary observer of parliamentary proceedings, but next 
week the Legislative Council has an extremely important role to perform in the estimates week. That week gives 
the opportunity for any one of the members here, government or otherwise, to ask the department heads, ministers 
and parliamentary secretaries what is going on with their budgets and their departments. Hon Peter Collier has 
raised repeatedly this issue of the Department of Communities—month after month after month. It will be intolerable 
next week if the ministers and parliamentary secretaries, whoever is responsible for answering questions under the 
Department of Communities and Western Australia Police Force, are not ready to answer those questions. Agency 
heads, ministers and parliamentary secretaries should not pretend that they know nothing about this matter. They 
should not pretend that they need more time to prepare. They have had months and months and months. They 
should come next week fully prepared to answer questions on this matter. It will be only high farce next week if 
we get the typical responses that we have seen year in, year out from the McGowan Labor government that everything 
needs to be taken on notice. It should organise itself in readiness for next week and make sure it has the relevant 
officers here and that the ministers and the hardworking parliamentary secretaries have the information at their 
disposal. The government knows how to do it. Next week is an opportunity for the government to demonstrate 
a level of competence, not a level of incompetence. Next week will be a big test for it. 

The state budget that the Premier released in his self-anointed role of Treasurer reveals and confirms several disturbing 
trends. Firstly, the McGowan government is making life more expensive for Western Australians. Secondly, the 
McGowan government not only insists on retaining emergency powers, but refuses to be transparent about any 
purported justification for doing so. Thirdly, the McGowan ministry is mired in self-inflicted and entirely avoidable 
expensive legal debacles, all of which distract those ministers from the real priorities, such as the hospital crisis, 
the child protection crisis and priority law reform. 

What a disappointment it was for Western Australians to hear the Premier in his self-anointed role of Treasurer 
announce the enormous surplus in one breath, only for us to realise the next moment when we scrutinised the budget 
papers that government charges, electricity bills and licence fees are all rocketing up. If members take a moment to 
scrutinise the budget papers, they will see that electricity prices and water charges are up 2.5 per cent; the emergency 
services levy is up five per cent; vehicle licence fees are up 3.8 per cent; and driver’s licence fees are up 6.4 per cent. 
What could possibly justify driver’s licence fees in Western Australia increasing 6.4 per cent? If any member has 
a constituent family with an L-plater endeavouring to get their driver’s licence, they will understand how exasperated 
those families are with trying to get a driver’s licence. However, here we are, not making it easier for them; we 
are going to put the fee up 6.4 per cent. Motor injury insurance is up 2.4 per cent and public transport fares are up 
two per cent. It beggars belief that the Premier when announcing the budget would try to shield himself from any 
responsibility and scrutiny by glossing over it by handing out an electricity credit of $400 a household, once again.  
On one hand, we see him pretending to give money back to Western Australians, but when we scrutinise the budget, we 
realise that he is indeed making life much more expensive for Western Australians and taking no responsibility 
whatsoever. He needs to give an account. He is the Premier of Western Australia and he is the person who decided that 
not one other Labor member in either house could take on the Treasury portfolio—he needed to do that as well as be the 
Premier. He needs to be accountable for it. I am not blaming the members here; they have to put up with this individual, 
who decides to take on all of these responsibilities himself because he cannot trust anybody else apparently; nobody else 
meets his standards. The opposition will make no apology for continuing to ask the questions that need to be asked.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 14 June 2022] 

 p2621d-2639a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Sue Ellery 

 [12] 

Meanwhile, the budget also reveals and confirms that this government insists—it is like an obsession with this 
government at the moment—on retaining the emergency powers. That is its choice if it wants to continue to do 
that. Those are the powers that Premier Mark McGowan, the member for Rockingham, said were draconian when 
they first came in. Those were his words, not ours. At least he was honest at the time. He was probably nervous about 
the fact that he was having to take on the emergency powers. At one level, I assume that at the time, he realised 
what was at stake—it was not something that is ordinarily done. Now we have a situation in which they have been 
retained endlessly. What makes the whole situation worse is that the government, while it chooses to take that 
approach, refuses to be transparent about the purported justification for doing so. I want to draw to members’ attention 
information that has emerged out of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. That particular 
committee, as members will be aware, held a series of hearings earlier this year to deal with the annual reports of 
various departments. On 23 March this year, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations had 
a hearing with the Department of Health. As members will be aware, it is customary at those particular hearings 
for members to ask questions, but it is also not uncommon from time to time for governments and witnesses to 
request that certain matters be taken on notice. I acknowledge that it is customary, but what I am saying with respect 
to next week is be prepared. It is one thing for the opposition to ask a question without notice that no-one is aware 
of. If a new theme emerges, the government may say, “We need some time to think about that.” But when a member 
like Hon Peter Collier raises something month after month, do not turn up unprepared.  
In this particular instance on 23 March 2022, a question was taken on notice by the government. The question was — 

On how many occasions did the Chief Health Officer provide advice to the State Emergency Coordinator 
regarding extensions of the Emergency Management Act state of emergency? (2020–21 FY) and (July 2021 
to date) 

Specifically, the committee was seeking information with respect to the financial year 2020–21, and also the financial 
year from July 2021 to date. The response came back at some later date, as it is customary, and the response was — 

The CHO provided advice to the State Emergency Coordination regarding extensions of the Emergency 
Management Act state of emergency on:  

• 26 occasions in the 2020–21 FY … 
I pause there to note that that is, perhaps, not surprising because it has been on the public record that these state of 
emergency declarations keep getting made every 14 days. So for the entirety of the financial year it follows that 
there were 26 occasions on which those declarations were being made based upon advice provided by the Chief 
Health Officer. It goes on to say that the Chief Health Officer provided advice to the State Emergency Coordinator 
on 21 occasions from July 2021 to date. No doubt, the number of occasions has increased since the delivery of this 
answer. What we know as a result of that question and answer is that it was routinely the case, and has been 
routinely the case, that every fortnight, a state of emergency declaration is made. Western Australia, according to 
the government, is in a state of emergency. It declares that every 14 days, and why does it do that? Apparently, it 
is based upon advice from the Chief Health Officer.  
The question then asked by the committee was — 

With respect to all the occasions where the Chief Health Officer provide advice to the State Emergency 
Coordinator regarding extensions of the Emergency Management Act state of emergency, will that advice 
be tabled? 
Response: Any request for advice pertaining to a particular extension will be considered on a case by case 
basis, however there is no current intention to table each instance of advice. 

That is a reprehensible answer by government, particularly when we consider that its Premier, leader, and Treasurer, 
promised a gold standard of transparency. This is a Premier who said that these powers were draconian when he 
reluctantly took them on two years ago but now he says that it is appropriate to continue to leave Western Australia 
in a state of emergency because his government has received advice from the Chief Health Officer. The government 
wants to hide the advice. The McGowan government continues to be the most secretive government since WA Inc—
some would say the most secretive government ever. That is no wonder, when one considers the following quote — 

… however there is no current intention to table each instance of advice … 
Why not? What is the government hiding? If the government says that it is appropriate to continue to have these 
emergency powers—which, according to the Premier’s language, could be substituted as draconian powers——it 
needs to be accountable for it. Show us the advice. Show the people of Western Australia the advice that they are 
relying on that says, “Here we are, on 14 June 2022, in a state of emergency.” I would like to ask the Minister for 
Emergency Services some questions about this, because we do not have that many parliamentary sitting weeks at 
the moment. It is almost a rarity for Parliament to be sitting under the McGowan Labor government.  
On 14 June at 10.21 am, I received an email from executive government services saying — 
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Hi everyone 
Just to advise you all, the Hon. Stephen Dawson, MLC will be away from Parliament all week and therefore 
there will not be any answers to new questions without notice relating to his portfolios for this week.  

Apparently, according to the government, we are in a state of emergency. The government keeps making these 
14-day declarations because of advice from the Chief Health Officer, but it will not provide the advice. Who are we 
to ask questions to? The only person we can ask in the Legislative Council is the Minister for Emergency Services, 
but we have been told that he will be away from Parliament all week. There is nothing strange or unconventional—
for those people who are observing the proceedings—about a minister or a member of Parliament being absent, and 
I make no comment about the reasons he is absent. I do not know why Hon Stephen Dawson is absent from Parliament 
other than he is away on urgent parliamentary business. My point is this: someone needs to do his job if he is not 
here. If he is not here for the entire week, somebody else should be able to respond to these questions. We are in a state 
of emergency. It amazes me that not that long ago, former Prime Minister Scott Morrison was blasted in the media — 
Hon Kate Doust: Isn’t that a lovely word—former.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I must say that despite the unusually childish remark by Hon Kate Doust, she is right. He 
is the former Prime Minister, and I realise that she delights in the fact that he is the former Prime Minister. I am saying 
this: the media and everyone else were happy to give him a hard time about the fact that he was supposedly in Hawaii 
when there were some very significant bushfires, but he was not the person declaring a state of emergency at the 
time and yet everyone said that he needed to come back. Fair enough, but the same standard should apply to the 
McGowan Labor government.  
Is it the job of the Minister for Emergency Services to deal with the state of emergency? I would have thought so, but 
apparently we cannot ask him any questions this week because he is away on urgent parliamentary business. That is fine. 
He is obviously doing something very important—more important than being here. It is his right not to be here this week 
because he is doing something urgent, but somebody in the McGowan government needs to answer for this. We cannot 
have this debacle by which the government continues to say every fortnight that we are in a state of emergency and it is 
relying on the advice of the Chief Health Officer, which it continues to keep secret. It will not even reveal it to the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. Now, the one person who is accountable is away on urgent 
parliamentary business, and nobody else can answer questions. I find it absolutely remarkable that the McGowan 
government is so incompetent that there is no-one who can answer any questions without notice relating to his portfolios 
this week. Why? How can that be the case? It is a state of emergency. The Minister for Emergency Services should be 
here. If he has urgent parliamentary business, somebody else should be acting in his place. 
I find this all the more remarkable because of something I read some seven days ago. In fact, it is the weekly anniversary 
of this particular media statement by Hon Stephen Dawson entitled “Mission to United States to promote WA”. That 
media release says, “Stephen Dawson is on the ground in the United States of America”. That was, I take it, true 
and correct as of seven days ago. I do not know, and it really does not matter, whether Hon Stephen Dawson is 
still in America supposedly promoting WA. I might just digress for a moment there and wonder. It is an interesting 
concept that the Minister for Emergency Services would have responsibility for promoting Western Australia. Just 
ponder that for a moment, honourable members. If somebody can provide a rationale for that, I will be interested to 
hear it at a later stage. But be that as it may, the Minister for Emergency Services, according to this media release, at 
least last week on 7 June, was on the ground in the United States of America. But we are in a state of emergency here, 
so who is doing the job? Who is looking after the state of emergency while he is on the ground in the United States 
of America? There is no response from the government, apparently. 

Point of Order 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The honourable member’s time has been preserved. I have literally just checked because 
I wanted to be able to provide an answer for him. There is an acting minister. It is Minister Buti. I am checking 
whether answers can be provided. 
Hon Peter Collier: That was not given to us. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I said I have just checked. I heard what he said. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Charitably, I will say to the Leader of the House that, first of all, I thank her for checking 
that out because this is a serious issue. I know she checked because she acknowledges that it is a serious issue. If 
there is an acting minister, that is good to hear. 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will get to that in a moment, honourable member; do not worry. The government is not 
getting off the hook that easily. 
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I thank the Leader of the House for drawing to members’ attention that there is an acting minister. In other words, 
the Minister for Emergency Services is currently indisposed. I assume that that is because he might still be on the 
ground in America promoting WA. Perhaps we can have a debate about that on another occasion, but he obviously 
has some urgent responsibilities in the United States of America that prevent him from being in Parliament, and 
that happens from time to time. It is up for the general public to determine whether that is appropriate or not. It is 
not my place to deal with that right now. The point is that, apparently, Hon Tony Buti is standing in the place of 
the Hon Stephen Dawson. He is the acting emergency services minister. Why then are members told that no answers 
will be provided to new questions without notice relating to his portfolios for this week? Why would that be the 
case? Are we being told by the McGowan government that an acting minister will not respond to any questions? 
As Hon Peter Collier has just drawn to my attention, meanwhile, the acting minister will apparently be unavailable 
tomorrow, so who is going to answer the questions then? 
From time to time there are questions asked by opposition members that are not urgent and do not necessarily need 
to be answered that day. We can understand that certain issues emerge and sometimes we might have to wait another 
day. I was already told earlier today by the hardworking parliamentary secretary for the Attorney General that 
one of my questions was not going to be ready for today, and therefore it would be prudent for me not to ask it today, 
and I thank him for that professional courtesy. Sometimes these things occur, and the opposition is understanding 
of that. But it is utterly intolerable when we are supposedly in a state of emergency, with extraordinary emergency 
powers being exercised by government—draconian powers, according to the Premier, in his own words—that 
nobody will be accountable for that tomorrow because the acting Minister for Emergency Services will also be 
absent and unavailable to answer any questions, assuming we will even be able to ask any questions at all! This is 
entirely unacceptable. 
Meanwhile, as bad as all that is, as we continue to reflect on the budget produced by the self-anointed Treasurer, 
I note that the government continues to hide the cost to taxpayers of the myriad self-inflicted, entirely avoidable 
legal debacles involving its ministers, and I start with Hon Roger Cook. This member, this minister, was sacked as 
Minister for Health and now has the job, I understand, of promoting WA. That is also an interesting side note. The 
honourable member was so incompetent in the health portfolio that the Premier sacked him. He said, “You are 
certainly not getting the Treasury portfolio, member for Kwinana. I’m sacking you from health and I’ll send 
you into the tourism portfolio.” Hon Roger Cook thinks that the job of the Minister for Tourism is to promote WA 
while we are in a state of emergency—a state of emergency in which, when he was the Minister for Health, his 
Chief Health Officer was producing advice that the government continues to keep secret. This same member is 
embroiled in, or at the heart of, an unfair dismissal case. This is an interesting case involving this minister in 
his capacity as the member for Kwinana, because his former electorate officer has brought an unfair dismissal 
case. It particularly exercised my attention because not only is it in the industrial relations portfolio, but also 
the Attorney General of Western Australia, quite extraordinarily, decided to intervene in those proceedings. The 
proceedings were of such importance that they required the intervention of the Attorney General. I asked the 
following question of the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General on 5 April this year — 

(1) How many hours have been recorded by the State Solicitor’s Office and the Solicitor General in 
relation to the Attorney General’s intervention in PSAB31/2020? 

(2) What other associated expenditure has been incurred? 
(3) Is the intervention ongoing? 
(4) Have any other hours or associated expenditure been recorded or spent by those officers in 

relation to that unfair dismissal claim? 
(5) If yes to (4), what are the identified hours or sums spent separate to the Attorney General’s 

intervention or, in the alternative, the combined total number of recorded hours and expenditure? 
A response came back. Hon Kyle McGinn was standing in for the parliamentary secretary representing the 
Attorney General and he said, according to the Hansard of 5 April this year — 

The following answer has been provided by the Attorney General. 
(1)–(5) This matter remains subject to ongoing litigation. 

In other words, it was a bit like the responses that Hon Peter Collier has been getting. The government always just 
puts up the hand and says that it is not going to give us any information. In my particular portfolios the government 
routinely likes to rely on the fact that something is apparently under ongoing litigation. In other words, it is a not 
very well disguised reference to the sub judice principle, which does not apply with respect to the amount of costs 
or the number of hours that the State Solicitor’s Office has been involved. The Western Australian taxpayer pays 
for the State Solicitor’s Office. I note that the State Solicitor’s Office will be appearing next week, on Monday, before 
the estimates committee. It is the first department to do so. I expect the State Solicitor’s Office and the Department 
of Justice to come prepared next week. It will be the first hearing and it will be the first test. They should not come 
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next week pretending that they know nothing about the myriad legal cases they are involved in! They must know 
about the cases that they are involved in! 
We were simply asking how much time has been spent by these government lawyers in this remarkable case 
involving the former electorate officer of the member for Kwinana in the unfair dismissal case, but the government 
will not provide that information because it remains subject to ongoing litigation. That was, of course, the entirely 
unacceptable answer given on 5 April 2022—no disrespect intended to Hon Kyle McGinn, who was simply reading 
the response provided to him by the Attorney General. I was very grateful that the Leader of the Opposition, 
Hon Mia Davies, took it up directly with the Attorney General in Estimates Committee B on 26 May this year. I note 
that Hansard from the other place records that Hon Mia Davies asked — 

Under the same total cost of services, there were reports of—I think we have asked questions about this 
in Parliament—the Attorney General’s intervention in the unfair dismissal case brought by the member 
for Kwinana’s former electorate officer. 

How does the Attorney General respond to that? According to Hansard, he asked — 
Sorry? The member for Kwinana … 

It then takes Hon Mia Davies to remind the Attorney General of Western Australia that that is Mr Cook! How 
remarkable that Hansard would reflect that the Attorney General would pretend that he does not know who the 
member for Kwinana is and that he would pretend that he knows very little about this intervention in an unfair 
dismissal case. He knows full well about it! It is not ordinary. It is not typical for the Attorney General to intervene 
in cases. From time to time, there is absolutely a case for that to occur, but it does not happen very often, and the 
Attorney General would certainly know all about it. 
The problem is that when Hon Mia Davies continues to cross-examine the Attorney General about this matter, it only 
ends up resulting in this response. According to Hansard, on that same day, 26 May 2022, the Attorney General 
said — 

This matter has not been finalised. There is still a hearing listed and it would be inappropriate to publicly 
disclose this matter at this stage before the matter is finalised because negotiations are taking place. 

How extraordinary! This is the standard of the McGowan government. It says that this is gold-standard transparency. 
It says that because this is a matter that is going to a hearing, it cannot possibly publicly disclose how many hours, 
so far, the State Solicitor’s Office has spent on this matter. It is a remarkable case. We have a former electorate 
officer of the member for Kwinana arguing an unfair dismissal case against this giant, which is the government, with 
its deep, deep pockets—unlimited pockets, really—because the taxpayers of Western Australia are just there, 
according to the McGowan government, to be relied upon to continue to fund the defence of these cases. It is quite 
remarkable. As the opposition to the government, we simply ask: how many hours have the government lawyers 
spent defending this unfair dismissal case? But the government will not tell us because the case is still ongoing. 
How would telling us how many hours have been spent on this case by the State Solicitor’s Office possibly jeopardise 
anything to do with this matter? It simply would not. It is just the latest attempt to obstruct the provision of full 
information to the Parliament of Western Australia. Therefore, members opposite will have to excuse opposition 
members when we treat with no regard the Premier’s promise of gold-standard transparency. It simply does not 
happen. If ever there were fake news, it was the suggestion that the McGowan government is holding itself to a gold 
standard of transparency. It would have to be right up there, near the top, of the biggest fake news in the last five 
years. We have not seen it! We continue to provide example after example of not seeing it. 
It is quite astonishing that we now have a sacked health minister who is going to jet around the world to promote 
Western Australia and tell everyone to come here while we are in a state of emergency. He is busy doing that because 
he could not possibly attend and give evidence at this unfair dismissal case. We have already had the Attorney General 
intervene in it to make sure that he will not need to give any evidence. Therefore, the former health minister is out 
there, supposedly promoting Western Australia while we are in a state of emergency, and it is no wonder then that 
matters pertaining to the various portfolios are not properly prioritised, and he is not the only minister! I thank 
Hon Peter Collier for taking us through, in a very detailed way, the ongoing crisis in the Department of Communities. 
We have a Minister for Child Protection who is in complete denial about this. It is no wonder that the department is 
in crisis. It is no wonder that we have a child protection crisis because we have a minister who has been distracted by 
her own defamation proceedings. At least—credit where credit is due—in contrast to how the Attorney General and 
the Premier deal with these matters, Hon Simone McGurk was up-front about how much it cost. I think Hon Peter 
Collier told us that it was $16 500. At least the minister was up-front about that. That is a level of transparency 
that the minister, Hon Simone McGurk, is actually accountable for. She is saying that she opened her mouth, 
inappropriately, and as a result of that she had to apologise, and it cost the people of Western Australia $16 500. I am 
sure that that is an entirely uncomfortable situation for the minister, but credit where credit is due. At least she owned 
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up to it and has been accountable for it, but we do not have that with respect to Minister Cook or Minister Quigley, 
let alone the Premier. These individuals seem to think that they can continue to hide from these things. 
The Attorney General should be setting the standard here, but he is not. Last month, I asked the Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Attorney General about some of the costs that have been incurred by taxpayers as a result of the series of 
unfortunate events involving the Attorney General. On 12 May this year, I specifically asked — 

I refer to the answer to my question without notice on 10 May 2022, which stated that the costs to the 
state of the State Solicitor’s possible conflict have not been quantified. 
(1) What was the cause of the conflict? 
(2) When was the Attorney General first informed of it? 
(3) Who informed him? 
(4) Did the Attorney General thereafter seek advice from another solicitor? 
(5) If yes to (4), what was the cost of that advice? 

The response came back — 
(1)–(5) The questions refer to matters that are currently before the court and it would not be appropriate 

to comment. 
This is the tired line of a secretive government. When in doubt, it simply says that it is not appropriate to comment. 
Why would that be the case? It was appropriate for the Attorney General to reveal in his evidence in court on 
8 April—it is publicly reported—that the State Solicitor at the time, Mr Egan, was unable to provide advice on 
the defamation case due to a possible conflict. The Attorney General said that in open court. The taxpayers of 
Western Australia are entitled to know how much that purported conflict cost; what was the cause of the conflict; 
who first informed the Attorney General of it, and when was he informed; and did he seek advice from another 
solicitor as a result? Imagine if the Attorney General had responded to the question and said, “Yes, I was informed 
by the State Solicitor that there was a potential conflict; so, yes, I had to seek alternative advice.” How would that 
jeopardise anything to do with the current proceedings? It simply would not. It is just more obstruction by the 
McGowan Labor government and this Attorney General.  
I want to demonstrate how farcical these responses are. Ministers are ultimately responsible for signing off on answers 
to questions, but obviously somebody in the back room must be copying and pasting the answers. On 11 May, 
I asked — 

I refer to the Attorney General’s evidence in court on 8 April 2022 that he may not have read a document 
because the font was too tiny. 

The evidence provided by the Attorney General of Western Australia in open court was that he might not have 
read it because the font was too tiny. Therefore, I simply asked — 

(1) On how many occasions has the Attorney General not read documents in the past year due to 
the size of the font used?  

(2) For what other reasons has the Attorney General not read documents put in front of him in the 
past year? 

The response was — 
(1)–(2) The Federal Court is yet to rule in this litigation and it would not be appropriate to answer … while 

these proceedings are continuing. 
Again, somebody has just cut and pasted the obstructive answer. The Federal Court proceedings and any ruling 
have absolutely nothing to do with how many times the Attorney General has failed to read a document because, 
according to him, the font was too tiny. The Federal Court litigation has nothing to do with that. The only link 
is that the Federal Court is where it was revealed that apparently the Attorney General has a practice of not 
reading everything, because sometimes the font is too tiny. However, when we ask questions about it, the government 
says it cannot possibly answer those questions, because it would not be appropriate. That is the government’s 
constant line. 
Members will have heard me refer previously to the fact that a minister who elects not to provide information to 
Parliament has a duty to issue a section 82 notice. This government does not do that; its practice is not to issue 
them. The government has been reminded of section 82 notices on multiple occasions, but it does not worry 
about them. According to this government, it adheres to gold-standard transparency. What an absolute joke! The 
problem, as I say, is that the Attorney General should be setting the example, yet he is one of the worst culprits. The 
Attorney General and his office continue to provide nonsensical answers that simply say that it is not appropriate 
to respond. From time to time there will be occasions when that is true, but that cannot be the response on every 
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single occasion. The government needs to coherently justify that explanation, and that does not happen. We need 
to keep in mind that the Attorney General’s responsibility as the first law officer of this state is to ensure the proper 
functioning of our state’s justice system. It is deeply concerning that the Attorney General admitted, after he had 
been called as a witness in a trial in February this year, that he had given wrong, incorrect or mistaken answers during 
his cross-examination. Basically, there were so many holes in the Attorney General’s story that he had to go back to 
Sydney, at the cost of the taxpayers of Western Australia, to redo his evidence. It is hardly surprising that the lawyers 
on the other side asserted that the Attorney General’s evidence should be regarded as unreliable, given that he 
attempted to present two different versions to the court. That was an embarrassing situation for the Attorney General 
of Western Australia. It was also an entirely avoidable situation.  
On 26 May, during the estimates debate in the other place, Hon Mia Davies, ably assisted by the member for Roe, 
Mr Peter Rundle, tried to seek answers from the Attorney General. However, the Attorney General would not 
provide a response. He simply said that it was inappropriate for him to provide any information about costs while 
the matter was ongoing. If I understand the rationale of the Attorney General as articulated in the Hansard of that 
day, he seemed to suggest that because the matter was ongoing, it might jeopardise negotiations if the government 
were to reveal precisely what its legal costs are. That makes no sense with respect to the case involving the former 
electorate officer of the member for Kwinana. The Attorney General and the Premier would know, or at the very 
least ought to know, that that is a no-cost jurisdiction; therefore, they would not be jeopardising any negotiations. 
That assumes that genuine or authentic negotiations are taking place between the government and that sacked former 
electorate officer. Let us give the government the benefit of the doubt and assume that it is genuinely at the negotiating 
table with that former electorate officer and trying to settle that matter. I doubt it, but let us assume that is the case. 
If the government were to reveal how much time the State Solicitor’s Office had spent on that case in that no-cost 
jurisdiction, it simply would not jeopardise those negotiations.  
The Attorney General would say, assuming that is still his argument, that that applies also to the stoush between the 
billionaire Clive Palmer and the Premier, because revealing the costs of that case to the taxpayers of Western Australia 
would jeopardise the negotiations. I get no sense whatsoever that the Premier or the billionaire Mr Palmer have any 
intention to negotiate, least of all now that the trial has already happened and we are waiting for a judgement. Therefore, 
there would be no problem whatsoever with the government releasing that information. As was made evident by 
Hon Mia Davies and Mr Rundle in the other place during estimates, even if that were true, the Attorney General 
should disclose the cost of having to fly back to Sydney to give his evidence a second time. How would revealing 
that cost jeopardise those court proceedings in any way? It would not jeopardise anything. However, it might be 
embarrassing for the government that its Attorney General and first law officer had given wrong evidence in court, 
and that the taxpayers had to fund a second express jet to get him to Sydney again. That might be embarrassing, 
and it might not be desirable. It also was not desirable for Hon Simone McGurk, but at least she was transparent 
about the outcome. Where are the Attorney General and the Premier in all this? They are missing in action.  
What happens to the reputation of our justice system when the first law officer of this state, the Attorney General, 
is regarded as unreliable? What happens when the Attorney General refuses to investigate claims of bullying and 
evidence tampering? I have raised that matter with the government on multiple occasions. I have indicated to the 
government previously that there is no chance that I will let that go. We cannot have one judicial officer accuse 
another officer of bullying, and the other one, in response, accuse them of evidence tampering. The Attorney General 
of Western Australia knows full well about that. It is absolutely clear to me that he knew full well about that long 
before I raised it. It simply is not true that the first time the Attorney General knew about the bullying and evidence 
tampering allegations is when I raised that in this place. The Attorney General knew about that well before my speech 
in this place. Nevertheless, even if that were true, the Attorney General certainly knows about it now, because I have 
made multiple speeches and asked multiple questions about it, yet he has taken no action. 
It would be fair for an ordinary observer to conclude that the Attorney General seems to think that there is no problem 
with one judicial officer accusing another of evidence tampering, because if he felt strongly about it, he would say 
something about it and he would investigate the matter. Maybe it is the case that there was no evidence tampering, 
but let us clear up this matter once and for all for the sake of the judicial system so we can continue to give it the 
proper standing and regard that we need it to have. It is no light matter to accuse a judicial officer of tampering 
with evidence, yet the Attorney General has done nothing about it. He would prefer I stayed silent on it, but that 
will not happen until such time as he investigates this matter. He needs to investigate the allegations of bullying. 
He refuses to do it. Why? Perhaps it is because he is completely distracted by giving wrong evidence in court, having 
to jet back over to Sydney and redo his evidence. Perhaps he is distracted because he prefers to prioritise intervention 
on behalf of his friend, his mate, the member for Kwinana—apparently he forgot who he is recently. He prefers to 
prioritise those things. That is entirely unacceptable in circumstances in which other priority law reforms need to 
be progressed. 
I was pleased to see that today, after repeated advocacy from me, the Attorney General has finally announced there 
will be some reform of the Bail Act. I take it that while we have been busy in our house, the Attorney General has 
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given notice of those reforms in the other place. We will consider those reforms in the fullness of time when the 
legislation gets to our house, but let us keep in mind that the Attorney General announced that he would introduce 
Bail Act reform as a matter of priority in December 2020. Prior to the election, in December 2020, he conveniently 
said that he would deal with Bail Act reform as a matter of priority, but it is only now, on 14 June 2022, that we 
finally see those reforms. That said, as I said, I welcome the fact that we are finally seeing some action in this space. 
The tragedy that was the death of Annaliesse Ugle deserves to be treated as a priority and the Attorney General 
simply has not, but I am glad to see that it is now being progressed.  
The Attorney General could not prioritise bail reform after the tragic death of Annaliesse Ugle because he was too 
busy dealing with changes to the Electoral Act and our electoral laws, which the Premier said were not on the 
agenda prior to the election. Prior to the election, the Premier said tampering or fiddling with the electoral laws 
was not on the agenda but after the election it was the top priority. The legislation has actually passed and the law 
for how people in Western Australia are elected to the Legislative Council has changed. At the same time, the 
Attorney General said — 

If re-elected in next year’s election, the McGowan Government said it would introduce these reforms as 
a matter of priority. 

On the one hand, the government said something was not on its agenda but it expedited it. On the other hand, the 
government said it would deal with important bail reform as a matter of priority but nothing happened. That is 
highly offensive to the family of that young person. I am glad to see that today we are finally seeing action and it 
gives me some comfort that repeated advocacy from opposition can make a difference. As much as today, finally, 
for the first time, we saw bail reform come forward, we have still not seen anything on elder abuse reform. It will 
not be long until it is 2 000 days since the Attorney General promised to expedite changes to the Guardianship and 
Administration Act. Again, they are not my words; they are the Attorney General’s words. He said that he would 
expedite those reforms nearly 2 000 days ago but they are nowhere to be seen. It has been such a long period of time, 
more than five years. We are inching towards it being five and a half years since the Attorney General said that he 
would expedite those changes. It is an issue that has been considered by a select committee of Parliament and 
asked about and referred to countless times in parliamentary questions and speeches, yet we have seen no action. 
That is because we have an Attorney General who is distracted and who has proven himself to be unreliable. He 
is giving wrong information to the court. He is intervening to assist his mates, like the member for Kwinana not 
having to give evidence. The government’s priorities are all wrong and that is why the opposition makes no apology 
for continuing to raise these issues time and again. 
The last matter I want to raise relates to the State Coroner. Keep in mind, Acting President, that the coroner of 
Western Australia is paid by the taxpayers of this state. Members will not yet have had the opportunity to read 
the report tabled earlier today by Hon Peter Collier—that is, the eighty-sixth report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations titled Consideration of the 2020–21 annual reports. The title of the report 
might not sound that attractive to ordinary members but I encourage them to at some point take a very close look 
at pages 10 and 11, under the heading “Provision of information”. In particular, I want to draw members’ attention 
to finding 1 — 

The State Coroner’s decision not to provide evidence directly to the Committee delayed the Committee’s 
examination of the Government’s provision and delivery of coronial services. 

A standing committee of Parliament has been delayed because of the actions of the coroner of Western Australia. 
I encourage members to take a look at the correspondence that was exchanged between the committee and the 
coroner’s office. It is truly remarkable that the coroner of Western Australia considers herself to be utterly immune 
to any accountability. What did the Attorney General do about this? He is silent. He does nothing. We have a huge 
backlog of cases in the Coroner’s Court and it is appropriate for the opposition to ask the government and the 
coroner about that backlog. The coroner might say, “It’s not a matter for me; that’s the government’s problem.” Then 
the coroner should come and appear before the parliamentary committee and tell us that. The Attorney General 
might say, “We’ve given the State Coroner heaps of resources. She’s simply not using them well enough.” Then the 
government would need to provide a witness who could provide that evidence. What is unacceptable is for both 
the government and the State Coroner to simply have no regard to parliamentary scrutiny. 
I draw to members’ attention that the committee made a number of recommendations. The second recommendation 
reads — 

The Attorney General advise each head of the respective courts of the Guidelines for communications 
and relationships between the judicial branch and the legislative and executive adopted by the Council of 
Chief Justices of Australia and New Zealand on 23 April 2014. 

Somebody has to account for what is going on in the Coroner’s Court. It is no different from the hospital crisis 
that we have at the moment, which the Premier of Western Australia is trying to deflect. He takes no responsibility 
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whatsoever for the fact that St John ambulances are piled up out the front of hospitals. They cannot get the patients 
out because the hospitals will not accept them and will not admit them. It is a crisis that is causing great stress to 
Western Australians. The Premier takes no responsibility for it whatsoever but I am sure all honourable members 
would agree that it is entirely appropriate for the Parliament to be asking questions next week in estimates during 
the health session on ambulances, bed blocking and the hospital crisis. Why is it any different when it comes to 
the coroner’s office? Why is it okay to leave grieving families with no answers from the coroner’s office? Someone 
needs to be accountable for that. It is truly remarkable that the State Coroner would respond to a parliamentary 
committee in the way that she has. I draw to members’ attention appendix 3, specifically page 20. On 10 March 2022, 
the State Coroner said, I quote — 

I have reflected upon my acceptance of the Committee’s invitation and determined to respectfully 
withdraw that acceptance, in order to preserve my judicial independence.  

The State Coroner refused to attend before the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. Is the 
Attorney General or the government going to do anything about that? Might it be an opportunity for some cool, calm 
conversations behind closed doors to restore the relationship so that our system is truly working as it ought to and so 
that each of the arms are able to keep each other to account? The State Coroner cannot expect the Western Australian 
taxpayer to continue to fund her salary if she takes no responsibility whatsoever. I can well understand that the 
State Coroner might not think it is appropriate to take questions on ongoing inquiries or active inquests. I have no 
problem with that whatsoever, but in terms of the running of the office, the backlogs and the resourcing and so forth—
my word!—somebody needs to be accountable for that. It is no good that the executive and the judiciary keep trying 
to point fingers at each other.  
I draw to members’ attention the letter that was sent by Hon Peter Collier, the chair of the committee, on 24 March 2022 
back to the State Coroner. In effect, the letter encouraged the State Coroner to reconsider her decision and come 
before the committee. He telegraphed to her some of the questions that the committee intended to ask. Members 
will see a range of topics on pages 22 to 26: general operations, staffing, administrative findings, inquests, Department 
of Health progress reports for health-related coronial recommendations, the inquest into the 13 deaths of children 
and young persons in the Kimberley region, magistrate coroners, the 2012 WA Law Reform Commission review 
of coronal practice—project 100, police who are coroner’s investigators, the coroner’s “death prevention role”, 
babies born alive, 2021 statutory review of the Coroners Act 1996, coronial counselling service functions, key 
efficiency indicators, and complaints and the complaints process. I have lost count of how many topics there are 
but the committee telegraphed 36 questions to the State Coroner, yet the State Coroner wrote back on 31 March 
and said she still respectfully declined to attend or provide a written answer. There is no accountability whatsoever. 
This is what occurs when we have an unreliable Attorney General—a person who gives wrong evidence in court 
and has to jet back over to Sydney at the cost of the taxpayer of Western Australia. Meanwhile, he continues not 
to tell us how much all of it costs and hides behind the defence that it would not be appropriate to provide that 
information. It is just like the Premier, who also continues to hide behind this. It is absolutely outrageous. Next 
week, I expect the government and its agency heads to be prepared for questions on all of these matters. Members 
can always be guaranteed that the opposition will not hesitate to ask these questions. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Colin de Grussa. 
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