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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Thirty-sixth Report —  
“2011/12 Annual Report Hearings — Comments Regarding the Police Commissioner’s Evidence” 

Resumed from 7 November. 

Motion 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I am looking around to see whether either the Chair or Deputy Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations are in the chamber, but they are not; obviously they are on urgent parliamentary 
business. Again, this report is a fairly important report, as are many reports that come into this chamber. It relates 
to events that occurred as a result of an inquiry into the annual reports of agencies, held by the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. The committee hearing that senior police officers attended 
received a fair degree of publicity because a number of significant issues arose about the financial operations of 
WA Police and its capacity to meet its task with the funding with which it has been provided. 

At that hearing I asked a series of questions about the efficiency dividend and a subsequent government 
announcement that the police budget was to be cut and the full-time equivalent numbers capped. I asked the 
Commissioner of Police whether the Minister for Police had asked the commissioner to make a submission 
seeking an exemption from those efficiency cuts. I asked that question because about a week before the hearing, 
I attended a police community forum at Quinns Rocks in the electorate of Mindarie at which the Minister for 
Police was asked a number of questions from members of the community who were expressing grave concerns 
because just that day the government announced that there would be cuts to the police budget. One person asked 
the minister why the government was spending money on the Elizabeth “thingy”, as they described it, while 
cutting the police budget. After a number of those types of questions, the minister said she would use the 
concerns that had been expressed at that community forum to seek an exemption from the cuts that were being 
applied to the police budget. A reporter from Channel Nine, Josh Jerga, interviewed the minister after the 
meeting and the report presented as if the minister was saying there was no point putting forward a request for an 
exemption. Obviously, that completely contradicted her earlier statement to the people in that room. 

When the opportunity arose at the hearing, I asked the Commissioner of Police whether he had been instructed, 
or asked, to prepare a submission to that effect. If we took the Premier’s position and the commissioner had 
refused to answer the question, a number of issues would have arisen. The first issue would be whether it was a 
policy matter. I was not asking about the detail of the exemptions; I was asking whether the police had prepared 
it. That is a matter of fact, not policy. The second issue is that it would have continued to have left the 
uncertainty in place that arose from the minister’s statement a week earlier. I think the commissioner did the 
right thing and gave the answer that in many ways helped protect the minister of the Crown as a result of the 
events about a week earlier. It was then surprising to me—clearly, by the fact that this report has been tabled by 
a unanimous decision of the committee—that the minister and the Premier used language like “the 
Commissioner of Police needs a clip around the ears” as a result of the commissioner attending the hearing and 
giving evidence. That raises a number of issues and in my view goes very close to seeking to intimidate a 
witness before a parliamentary committee. Obviously, if it had crossed that boundary, it would be a matter of 
privilege for this house to consider. Clearly, the committee on this occasion did not believe that was the case, 
otherwise we would have done our duty and put forward a proposal. However, we agreed that we would make a 
statement, which we found out later was not the correct way to go about it, through the deputy chair, Hon Philip 
Gardiner. Hon Philip Gardiner gave the statement because he had chaired the hearing that day and the committee 
subsequently tabled the report that we are taking note of this afternoon. 

It is fair to say that the full committee is concerned when ministers, and the Premier in particular, make 
references to and suggestions about clipping someone around the ears. I do not have any concerns about the 
Commissioner of Police not continuing to behave in the way he has, as he is duty bound by his office. I am not 
sure whether he would feel threatened by getting a clip around the ears by the Premier either in real terms or 
metaphorical terms, because I am confident that we have a Commissioner of Police who is made of stronger stuff 
than that. However, it has the potential—I am sure this was part of the government’s motivation, although we 
will probably never know—for the government to send a signal to other officers who probably do not have the 
same strength or position of strength in the community to withstand that sort of pressure to deny information to a 
parliamentary committee that is charged with looking after and examining the estimates and financial operations 
of this state.  
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Whilst the executive has a fairly significant role to play in the Westminster system, it is still up to this Parliament 
and this chamber to approve the budget. This chamber examines the expenditure of that money to ensure that we 
are getting good value for the way in which that money is being spent, and that it is being spent in a proper way. 
That can only occur if we are able to ask questions and be given full and frank responses from those public 
sector officers who are able to answer those questions. We often see attempts to try to deny the committee 
information. When a couple of ministers, in particular, provide responses to the committee, their responses are 
clearly nothing more than attempts to frustrate the processes of the Parliament. If we are serious about being a 
house of review, we need to make our position very clear, regardless of what political party we belong to, that 
public servants should be able to come before the committee and answer questions fully and frankly. I 
acknowledge completely that policy matters are for ministers to respond to. It is my strong view that the 
questions that were being put to the commissioner and the other questions that have been put around these issues 
and the budget management of this state government are not about policy; they are about the detail and 
implementation of that policy. That is something that those people are in a position to answer, and they have an 
obligation to answer to the Parliament. At the end of the day, we will all be held to account if the state’s finances 
go belly up and we were not rigorously seeking to examine, prosecute, ascertain and use our committee’s 
processes to do that. 
I urge members to read this report. Whilst we are only taking note of it, I hope the sentiments in it will be 
supported by all members in this chamber and the message will go back loudly and clearly, particularly to 
ministers in the other place, that this house is different and we expect higher standards. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: This is a very interesting report. We have a report to Parliament from a committee of 
this house based fundamentally on the use of the phrase “clip around the ears”. That is the sum total of this 
report. The Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations admitted in the report that the Premier 
made it very clear that his comments did not relate to the evidence that the Commissioner of Police gave to the 
committee but, indeed, his comments related to the public comments of the commissioner outside the committee 
room. It has acknowledged that that is an appropriate process. Hon Ken Travers is saying to me and the house 
that during a process of budget deliberations, public servants should be able to go before committees, answer 
questions and then go out into the public and prosecute their case publicly before the decisions of the 
government are made. If Hon Ken Travers thinks that is a good thing, I suspect that he would not tolerate that if 
he was a minister. The process of determining budgets is very complicated and it is necessary for government 
agencies to work with their ministers through the budget process to make budgetary decisions. When they are 
made, those budgets are made public and they are subject to scrutiny. The process of arriving at that point is such 
that it is not acceptable in my view, and, indeed, in the view of the Premier and my colleagues, that public 
servants should be using the media to promote their concerns about their budgetary position — 
Hon Ken Travers: Are you suggesting that that’s what the commissioner was doing? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am saying that the commissioner gave evidence to the committee, and there is no 
issue about that. Indeed, the Premier’s comments related to the comments made by the commissioner to the 
media subsequent to his hearing before the committee. That is the point that the member needs to understand. 
Hon Ken Travers: So what were the comments that the Premier took offence at outside of the committee 
hearing? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: Did the member not listen to what I said? If he spent less time talking and more time 
listening, he would learn something. 
Hon Ken Travers: I am asking you to clarify your comments. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: I have already said this about three times but for the fourth time, for the sake of the 
member, I will tell him again. The commissioner gave evidence to a committee. The committee said it was 
fulsome evidence, better than anybody else had given—wonderful stuff. He accused every other public servant 
of not giving good evidence, which I find offensive, and so do they. 
Hon Adele Farina: I don’t think he did. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: How would the member know, because she was not even there? I attended a number 
of those hearings myself and the public servants gave fulsome information and advice to the committee. 
Hon Ken Travers: I actually said some ministers in the other place don’t give it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is the member’s view. The commissioner gave evidence to the committee and 
the committee said he gave fulsome evidence. He then went outside and repeated his concerns about his 
budgetary situation publicly via the media. That is the matter that was referred to by the Premier and by the 
minister, who said it is not appropriate for him to go out and publicly promote his cause to the media. The 
evidence was given in public and that could obviously be reported but the comments he made outside the 
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committee hearing provoked a comment from the Premier. The use of the phrase “clip around the ears” has 
provoked this committee into reporting to Parliament. It has given no recommendation; it is just a straight-out 
political exercise designed to cause trouble. 

This committee is an interesting committee. When the last government was in power, the Labor Party and the 
Greens (WA)—the Greens was a separate party, a non-government party—had a majority on that committee. 
The Labor Party was in government and it still had a majority on the committee. 
Hon Ken Travers: You know Hon Giz Watson operates completely independently. Don’t slur Hon Giz Watson. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: Hon Giz Watson is part of the Labor–Green coalition. Has the member not noticed 
that? Perhaps we could just call it an alliance. That is probably a more appropriate term. Ninety-nine times out of 
100 the Greens side with the Labor Party, so it is the same mob for all intents and purposes. When it comes to 
the committee, it is essentially the same mob working together. 

This time around in the government, because the National Party and the Liberal Party are in alliance, it is 
effectively the government, so the committee has to have a domination of opposition members. Again, the Labor 
Party and the Greens coalition has the numbers on the committee. I got dudded on this years ago for agreeing to 
have a majority of the opposition on the committee when the Labor Party and the Greens actually dominated the 
committee because the Greens were seen to be an opposition party. That is how ridiculous the whole thing has 
become. Maybe we should divorce ourselves from the National Party. It can be a separate party and maybe it can 
then see us as having the majority on this committee. It is not the intention that this committee would forever be 
controlled by the Labor Party and the Greens, whether they are in government or opposition. The intention was 
honourable in the first place; that is, the opposition would have the majority on this committee, which is what 
happens now. It does not happen when the Labor Party is the government. It is a strange committee. For some 
reason, which quite escapes me, it has decided that it is so important that because the Premier has said, “I’ll clip 
you around the ear”, a throwaway line about the police commissioner taking advantage of the media to promote 
his cause for his budget, it feels constrained to send us a report about those comments. I find it interesting that 
the report states — 

The Committee notes the recent comments made by the Premier about the media doorstop by the 
Commissioner of Police after the Committee hearings, together with those of the Minister for Police last 
week, and notes that the Premier’s statement that the Police Commissioner should “work through the 
minister” on budgets is understandable in this context. 

In other words, the committee is vaguely attempting to say that that is fair and reasonable, and it is. I say to Hon 
Ken Travers that when he is a minister, if it ever happens—God help Western Australia if it does—he will be the 
first to say to his public servants who might criticise him publicly that they are not to do that. If they want to do 
that, they will be on their way out, and so they should. Public servants have an obligation and a duty, first of all, 
to answer questions before parliamentary committees. Their job is not to criticise the government publicly before 
the media. The committee knows that and I know that and that is how it has to be, whether it likes it or not on 
this occasion. But Hon Ken Travers has chosen these comments that the Premier made—a throwaway line in the 
media, demonstrating that the Commissioner of Police has been told, “This is not the way you behave.” He used 
the words “clip around the ears” as a throwaway line. It is not a serious issue that would require Parliament to 
have a report sent to it for consideration in this particular chamber. 

There is no question that members of the public service who are asked to go before parliamentary committees 
are required to answer the questions. There is no doubt about that whatsoever. I have no problem with that, and 
that is how it should be. Ninety-nine times out of 100, public servants do that to the best of their ability. As I 
said, I have sat in committees, and I have been with my public servants, and they have always answered all the 
questions, certainly to my satisfaction and that of the committee. But they are not entitled to go out of the 
committee and start launching a campaign for a change to their budgetary situation publicly before the media. 
Their job is to sit down with the minister and work their way through their budget issues and have the decision 
made by the processes of government about their budget, and that then is determined by government and agreed 
to by Parliament. If every public servant wanted to go out and publicly argue for their particular cause, we would 
have chaos in government, and that is not acceptable. 

To suggest the comment made by the Premier—“clip around the ears”—is somehow going to frighten the hell 
out of all the public servants and they will never open their mouths again before a parliamentary committee is 
just so much rubbish. It is absolutely trite rubbish. If Hon Ken Travers can find one public servant who is 
offended or feels in any way threatened by that comment, I would like to know who they are, because I can 
guarantee Hon Ken Travers that they acknowledge that they have a responsibility under the Westminster system 
to be responsible to their minister, and their job is not to argue their case publicly. Hon Ken Travers knows that 
and I know that; and Hon Ken Travers would be the first, as would Hon Kate Doust, to sack a public servant — 
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Hon Kate Doust: I would never sack a public servant! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: — who transgressed that particular proposition. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I have a great deal of respect for the Leader of the House and have listened 
carefully to what he has said. But to think that this is just a political exercise is certainly different from the 
perspective with which I have addressed this issue. The Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations is a very important committee of the Parliament. This committee is one of those parts of the 
institution of Parliament that is there to participate in holding the executive to account. Anything that comes out 
of a committee that holds the executive to account can be called political. But I think we have to go a bit deeper 
to see what the committee is trying to do. Because we have members on that committee who are from a range of 
different political parties, that accusation can be made very easily. It is a bit like royalties for regions. That is a 
great program, but because the money is being spent in a whole lot of regional areas associated with a whole lot 
of different electorates, we can always say it is pork-barrelling to that particular electorate, no matter what the 
need and the merit of the need is. 

So what I see in this statement—I was the one who made it in the Parliament—and the recommendation of the 
President that we put this into a report, is that what needs to be said has been said, and little more needs to be 
said about it. But I want to add just a couple of small things. The first is that I think that the relationship between 
parliamentarians and the executive, and those who are working as officers in the Parliament, is one that needs to 
be treated with mutual respect. That is one of the concerns that this committee noted, and that is one of the 
reasons that the statement was made. The second is that when people appear before the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations, and, for that matter, any other committee, they are obliged, in the softer 
sense, and they are required, in the most extreme sense, to speak honestly and openly, unless the question is 
about an issue that comes under cabinet confidentiality or is about a policy issue. That is where the 
government—the executive of government, that is—has the right to say that cannot be said. But when something 
is said and is criticised in a way that I think is beneath the level of the public service with which we are dealing, I 
think it has other connotations. If they are political, that is one perspective to be seen by the holder of the view. If 
it is to try to draw out what is important about the state, then I for one—I am sure all of us here—would have the 
view that the state is our first priority, and the state is the purpose for which we are here. When we come into this 
place at the beginning of the four-year parliamentary period, we make an oath to the state. We do not make an 
oath to our party, and we do not make an oath to our constituency. We make an oath to the state. If we have a 
committee that is examining the estimates and financial operations of Western Australia, I think the members of 
the committee have every right to ask the questions, no matter from which party they come, and to draw out 
what impact the decisions of government might have on the finances of the state. 

So I am very happy with the way in which this statement is drafted. I know from my exposure in this place that 
people do have a fear for their careers when they are working for the government. I have seen that with 
parliamentarians and I have also seen it in the public service. But I do not mind that fear when it is related to 
performance and merit. That is normally what happens—not always—in the corporate environment. What I am 
concerned about is a government in which there are different pressures, and in which there is a fear of the 
“bullying” which can occur and which can affect people’s careers if they are brave enough to speak their minds 
in the interests of merit, not in the interests of damaging other people for the sake of it. 
So I do think that the message in this report is clear. I am pretty sure it is understood. I do not think there is any 
need to take it much further. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I had not planned on reading this very good report, but I think the Leader of the House 
invited me when he made the assertion that I would sack a public servant if I were ever a minister. I want to put 
on the record — 
Hon Norman Moore interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I would not do that. It is not in my nature. It may be the way the Leader of the House 
conducts himself, or other ministers conduct themselves, but that is not how I would do it. I had a look through 
this very good report, and I also want to make the comment that the Leader of the House’s target was Hon Ken 
Travers, as though Hon Ken Travers had constructed this report all by himself and had delivered it into this 
chamber without any involvement by other people. What we need to remember is that this is a report of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. It is a report that was obviously signed off and 
agreed to by — 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
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Hon ED DERMER: Mr Chair, I was very concerned to hear an interjection that suggested that a member of the 
house had inside knowledge of the procedural matters internal to a committee. That certainly is a breach of 
privilege. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon ED DERMER: It was not the leader who made the interjection. Mr Chair, it is very inappropriate for a 
member to suggest that they have inside knowledge of the internal proceedings of a committee. It is a very 
serious point of order that I raise — 
Several members interjected. 
Hon ED DERMER: — and I would hope that further disorderly behaviour from the same member does not 
continue with his interjecting on my comments now, particularly on this serious matter of a point of order. 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
Hon ED DERMER: Hon Nick Goiran may wish to take that into account. It is certainly a breach of privilege for 
a member to be aware of the internal deliberations of a standing committee. If Hon Nick Goiran was suggesting 
by way of interjection that he had inside knowledge of the internal proceedings of a standing committee, I think 
at the very least he should clarify himself, and clarify himself with great care, because that would be a breach of 
privilege. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr Chair, on the same ridiculous point of order, can I just say this: I made a 
comment that was along the lines that “Hon Ken Travers bullies the committee; everybody tells me that”. I 
happen to have gone to that committee many times, and so I make judgements about the behaviour of Hon Ken 
Travers and the committee when I attend public hearings. 

Hon ED DERMER: Mr Chair, the Leader of the House — 

The CHAIR: Hon Ed Dermer! 

Hon ED DERMER: The Leader of the House — 

The CHAIR: Hon Ed Dermer! 

Hon ED DERMER: Mr Chair, the Leader of the House — 

The CHAIR: Take a seat, Hon Ed Dermer. I was simply trying to give you the call, and I reserve the right as 
Chair of Committees in this particular position to call you at the appropriate time, because Hon Kate Doust also 
sought the call. I did not give the call. So please understand that I am just seeking to make a particular point in 
relation to the orderly behaviour, if you like, of the house. So I give you the call. 

Hon ED DERMER: Thank you, Mr Chair. I am just disappointed that a man of the experience of the 
honourable Leader of the House would try to belittle consideration of this important point of order that I have 
raised by describing it by the adjective “ridiculous”. I would have thought he would have more dignity, as the 
Leader of the House, than to use such a trivial adjective. It is a very serious point of order that I have raised. 

The CHAIR: Hon Ed Dermer, I do respect your point of view and the necessity to make that particular point. 
But we are certainly well and truly beyond six o’clock. So I will leave it at that and give you the call to continue 
your remarks on that particular point of order at the ringing of the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 6.01 to 7.30 pm 
Hon ED DERMER: As unlikely as it is to imagine Hon Giz Watson being bullied while chairing her committee, 
this is an important matter that needs to be resolved. I suggest that the best way to resolve this point of order is to 
ask Hon Nick Goiran when he made the interjection to suggest that Hon Ken Travers was bullying the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — 

Hon Nick Goiran: I never said that. Don’t misquote me please. I never said that. 

Hon ED DERMER: Is that all the member said? 

The CHAIR: Order, members! Hon Ed Dermer, can you resume your seat please? I will make the ruling right 
away because at this point the discussion is counterproductive to the good order of the house. I do not believe 
there is a point of order. I believe Hon Ed Dermer is right in seeking the call to make that particular point of 
order but, at the end of the day, the comment was passed in jest by a member sitting in his seat at that particular 
point in time. I rule that there is no point of order. Hon Ed Dermer, I have asked you to remain in your seat. I do 
not believe there is any useful purpose served by seeking debate across the floor in respect of the point of order 
that Hon Ed Dermer is trying to make. I do not believe that there is a point of order. 
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Hon ED DERMER: I think it is a very important matter, and the way forward, I suggest, is to invite Hon Nick 
Goiran to make it very clear what he meant to say. 

The CHAIR: Hon Ed Dermer, I have ruled that there is no point of order and I have no intention whatsoever of 
letting the chamber degenerate into a slanging match from one member to another. I give the call to Hon Kate 
Doust. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr Chair. I am pleased we have sorted all that out. It took a while. I now have 
to go back and think about what I was going to say before dinner. I think we were discussing the Leader of the 
House’s attack on Hon Ken Travers. It was a pretty fierce attack and I wonder whether the Leader of the House 
was just being cantankerous; it was certainly a clear demonstration of cantankerous. We must remember that this 
is a committee of five members from a range of parties across the spectrum of this chamber. This report was 
signed off by all of those members, not just one. There was no dissent evident in this report. They obviously all 
agreed and decided that this incident that happened after their committee hearing, and the comments made about 
the Commissioner of Police and how it occurred obviously upset the committee enough that its members decided 
they wanted to speak up and make some comment on that, which is probably appropriate. It may very well be an 
unusual report. It may not be something that members have seen on a regular basis but there is nothing that stops 
a committee from taking that kind of step. We are starting to see repeated episodes from this government, the 
Leader of the House and a range of ministers who, if they do not like a report that is tabled or the commentary 
from a committee, go on the attack and try to bully them. In fact, we saw that during another debate in this place 
last night in which a minister did not agree with the tenor of the report and became quite personal in his attack on 
individual members of that committee. When I came into this place over 11 years ago, I was told about the value 
and the importance of committee work and how we all work together to try to achieve the best outcome. The 
committee has worked very well. I know that committees such as Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and Statutes Review and the Standing Committee on Legislation had a number of bills and other work referred to 
them and they produced some pretty good reports. This particular committee that we are talking about tonight, 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, has certainly, over the past four years, delivered 
into this place some outstanding pieces of work and has performed exceedingly well as a united committee. 

Hon Ken Travers: It has had some excellent participating members too. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you very much. For members to constantly criticise individuals on that committee 
simply because they do not like a report that has been tabled is inappropriate. Over the past four years it has been 
quite disappointing to see in this place an erosion of the work done by some committees. When was the last time 
a bill was referred to the legislation committee? When was the last time the legislation committee delivered a 
report? We have also seen, through the standing orders amendments, which hopefully will one day be revisited, 
the extent of the valuable work that the uniform legislation committee did, particularly on occasion looking at 
policy where it was needed, which has also been amended and tightened up. It is getting harder and harder for 
certain committees to do their job appropriately. From time to time, even Hon Nick Goiran has also suffered 
friendly fire from this own team for the valuable work that his committee members do. These are people who are 
prepared to stand up and speak their mind because that is what we should be allowed to do. I am speaking my 
mind and I find sometimes that the tone of the Leader of the House can be quite offensive and he should not be 
targeting individuals. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

The CHAIR: Order, members! Hon Kate Doust has the call. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The point is that this committee has decided that this issue is important enough for it to be 
brought to the attention of every other member in the chamber, so it has put together a brief and factual report on 
what happened. It contains information about what was said on various radio interviews. It is of value to us to 
know about that and hopefully it will send a clear message about the way our committees operate and what we 
expect, particularly of public servants when they come in to give evidence. Having seen the Commissioner of 
Police give evidence in the past to the estimates committees in this chamber, he has always been quite frank and 
forthright, as members would expect and want from any public servant who is answering a question from a 
member of Parliament in a committee situation. For the Premier or any other minister to be critical of that 
individual is inappropriate, and it is also inappropriate that the Leader of the House would condemn the 
committee for its report and the way in which it has sent this message. We need to have a good look at how we 
manage our committees in this place, the type of work they do and how we treat the reports that are tabled here. 
They are valuable documents. An awful lot of work goes into them both from the committee members and the 
staff involved — 
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Hon Norman Moore: Have you read this report? It took about three seconds. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is right; it is a brief report. Let us face it; that is one of the requests from this 
chamber, that committees start to present shorter reports. Most committees have commenced doing that. For my 
own committee, the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — 

Hon Norman Moore: Which point was that? That is what I’m trying to work out. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Mr Deputy Chair, it is very hard to hear my voice over the Leader of the House raising 
his. 

Hon Norman Moore: I’m responding to your colleagues. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am not asking the Leader of the House to. 

This chamber has asked that committees provide brief reports. I think this is a very succinct and to-the-point 
report that articulates what happened and expresses the committee’s view very clearly. I do not think we can ask 
any more than that. If the Leader of the House does not like the report and if he does not like the contents, 
address the contents; do not attack the members. 
Hon Norman Moore: Who did I attack? 

Hon KATE DOUST: The Leader of the House attacked Hon Ken Travers and he made comments about 
Hon Giz Watson—he personalised things, and he should not. I would have thought that after being in this place 
for a lifetime, the Leader of the House might actually be a much better role model for the newer members of his 
party than he is. It is not appropriate that the Leader of the House takes these matters up in the way that he does, 
and I think he needs to think about that. We listened to that very fervent attack on members on this side because 
they had participated in the committee. It was an inappropriate attack. The committee is simply doing its job. It 
is making comment on how its members viewed an incident that occurred. We have already had Hon Philip 
Gardiner make other reference to the committee’s attitude to how that whole incident had been managed. 
Committee members should be able to come to this place, present their report and articulate what is in that report 
without fear or favour and without being afraid of being attacked by members or ministers on the other side. 
They should not be bullied by this government into not doing their job. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I am afraid I was out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business when earlier debate 
took place on this matter. The most important part of this report is the appendices, which contain the transcript of 
the radio interview that the Premier gave following the incident we are debating. There has been so much thrown 
around about what the Premier actually said on that day about the police commissioner deserving a clip around 
the ears. I want all members to very carefully go to the appendices of the report and read exactly what he said. 
He did not say that the police commissioner deserved a clip around the ears; he said he got a clip around the ears. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Who from? 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: From the minister, and quite rightly so. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Brian Ellis): Order! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Talk to the hand! 
I point out that both the police minister and the Premier confirmed in interviews following this thing that, yes, 
public servants, heads of departments and everybody else who appears in front of committees are required to 
answer our questions and tell the truth. How they conduct themselves once they leave the inquiry is perhaps a 
matter for their own judgement—whether they did the right thing or not is for others to judge, not for me to 
make comment on. Members need not believe every word that we ever read in The West Australian or other 
media outlets on these matters, they should look at the actual transcripts of things that are said and the meanings 
behind those words. They should stop trying to put words and meanings that are not there into other people’s 
mouths. I think that would make and serve for better outcomes from some of these committees. 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: I had not intended to speak on this matter, but having listened to the debate I thought I 
would add a few words. I read the report when it came into this house because it was very brief. I just read it 
when I was sitting here and I take the point that was made that we can go to the exact transcript. I think it is 
worth making a point in talking about the effect of words like “clip around the ears”. I appreciate that the 
Premier probably said that as a throwaway line or in jest; I do not suggest that any physical interaction would 
occur. Sometimes it is worth thinking about, as members of Parliament and particularly as the Premier, how 
those words are heard in the wider community. It is interesting to me how often in this place we talk about the 
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behaviour of people and what we expect of them—and respect—particularly younger people. I would have 
thought that younger people who might have heard the Premier’s words, even though we know the context in 
which they were said, may have had a different view about how those words were said. When we are talking 
about what the Premier said, notwithstanding he may have said it as a throwaway line, and, as I said recently 
when I was quoting a judge from the 1930s about how he interpreted the term “person” not to include a 
woman — 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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