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LOCAL GOVERNMENT ELECTIONS — GIFT DISCLOSURE — HON DARREN WEST 
MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT’S COMMENTS — 

LEADER OF THE HOUSE — SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 

Statement 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [10.10 pm]: I rise to continue some remarks from my member’s 
statement on Thursday, unsurprisingly to the Leader of the House I am sure. To recap: on Tuesday I asked question 
without notice 721. Part of the question was about what appeared to be apparent breaches of the local government 
regulations in Western Australia. As part of this question, I asked — 

How many complaints have been received by the Department of Communities about potential breaches 
of these regulations at the most recent local government elections? 

The answer was one complaint. This was on Tuesday. On Thursday, I asked question without notice 770 to the 
Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government. My question was — 

I refer to question without notice 751 answered on 1 November 2017. 

(1) What actions has the minister or the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural 
Industries taken to investigate the multiple donations made by Hon Darren West in breach of 
Local Government (Elections) Regulations 1997? 

(2) How does the minister reconcile the government’s position that the Lord Mayor of Perth should 
no longer hold her elected office when Hon Darren West has committed similar offences of 
non-disclosure? 

(3) Does the minister support this unprecedented and overt influence in local government elections 
by a parliamentary secretary of the McGowan government? 

As is usually the case, I did not get an answer to any of those questions. Instead, the Leader of the House stated — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1)–(3) The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries has received one complaint. 
As the department is currently reviewing the complaint, it would not be appropriate to comment 
further on this matter. 

It is interesting that earlier in the week the government was quite happy to make commentary, but as the week 
wore on, and even in question time today, the standard line was that the matter was under investigation so it would 
not be appropriate to make comment. That is despite the fact that I asked whether it was appropriate for a sworn 
member of the executive of the government to continue in that role whilst an active investigation was in place by 
the public service. 

For all the failings of the Minister for Regional Development, the minister stood during formal business this 
afternoon and made what I thought was a sincere apology and correction to the house on two counts about 
statements she had made during non-government business on Thursday, which I raised during members’ 
statements on Thursday night. She rose and corrected the record on those two counts and I thank her for doing so. 
I was eager to hear whether the Leader of the House was going to address some of the concerns that I raised in 
response to the answer to question without notice 770 that she had provided to this house on Thursday. Hansard 
has been quite generous in its uncorrected draft because it has put “Correction of Answer” at the top of the 
uncorrected Hansard of today. Nothing about Hon Sue Ellery’s statement about that question without notice 
mentions any such correction. The statement made to the house after question time today about my question on 
Thursday sought to point out the reasons the answer provided by the Leader of the House was not correct. 
I appreciate those facts, but that is not a correction. The answer to the question provided, which was one complaint, 
is factually incorrect. I am not sure whether it is two, three or 10 complaints, but I know that it is not one complaint. 
The clarification that the house received today after question time tried to establish the facts around why the house 
was provided with that answer. It would appear that one of the reasons the information provided was not factually 
correct is that a public servant in that very large department was sick on Thursday and Friday of last week and was 
not checking the emails. The emails for the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries is 
obviously a generic incoming email address for the department. It is a catch-all that receives all the department’s 
email correspondence. Because a public servant was on sick leave on Thursday and Friday, the correct procedures 
of the department did not kick in. According to the 2017–18 budget papers, that department has 1 037 full-time 
equivalent employees. That was all part of the machinery-of-government reforms—get bigger and get more 
efficient. The only comparison I could make is with the department of Hon Martin Aldridge, MLC, which I can 
reliably inform the house has two FTEs. Members will not find that in the budget papers, but it is a very efficient 
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department. Despite the immense amount of traffic it receives on a daily basis, we manage to be able to receive, 
track and prioritise urgent correspondence that comes in. In this department of 1 037 FTEs, which I am sure deals 
with some very serious matters relating to the public service in Western Australia, because one public servant—
heaven forbid—takes sick leave, no-one checks the email system for the Department of Local Government, Sport 
and Cultural Industries. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You don’t believe that? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I do believe it. It is the Leader of the House’s statement to the house. 

I am saying that it is rather preposterous that a department of 1 037 people can no longer check a generic incoming 
email to the department because one single public servant is sick. That is ridiculous. The Leader of the House 
went on — 

I am advised that the department is updating the management of its generic email addresses and will be 
improving the information available on its website to ensure that members of the public are aware of the 
department’s complaints email address. 

I wonder how many people check the complaints that come into that email address. What happens if the public 
servant is sick? Somebody will not be able to receive the complaint email and then Parliament might be given the 
wrong information. The minister might do the right thing and turn up and say, “I apologise to the house. The 
information that I gave to the house was incorrect. It was based on information that was provided to me that was 
incorrect. These are the reasons it was incorrect and I wish to correct the record.” That would have been the right 
thing for the Leader of the House to do when she turned up today. I thought she would have taken a leaf out of the 
Minister for Regional Development’s book. It is not her fault and I do not blame the Leader of the House, but she 
has to take responsibility for the statement that she made after question time today, which blamed a poor public 
servant who probably took sick leave because they were most upset about the $1 000 salary cap that the government 
has put on them. That is not to mention all the redeployment that is happening. The parliamentary secretary should 
talk to the WA Country Health Service about the uncertainty that is currently within its ranks. They are not a very 
happy bunch. The Leader of the House came to this house and did not even make an apology. She blamed a single 
public servant in a department of more than 1 000 public servants. She did not even say sorry. She said, “I wish to 
clarify that the answer that I was provided was based on the information at the time and it was because somebody 
was sick and they did not realise that they had received an email.” That is just a joke! If this is the outcome of the 
machinery-of-government reforms, I think we are heading down another path of the Office of Shared Services, 
which was another raging success by Labor when it was in government! As I said, Hansard is being very generous 
to say that this is a correction of an answer. There was no correction. The Leader of the House made some clarifying 
remarks. The Leader of the House should have stood and said, “The answer I provided was one complaint. In fact, 
the answer is two complaints.” 
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