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THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) took the chair at 9.00 am, acknowledged country and read prayers. 

PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS — NOTICES OF MOTION 1 AND 3–12 
Removal of Notice — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) [9.03 am]: I advise members that private members’ business notices of 
motion 1 and 3–12, notices of which were given on 29 October 2019, will be removed from the next notice paper 
unless written notification is provided to the Clerk requiring that the notices be continued. 

INTERNATIONAL FIREFIGHTERS’ DAY 
Statement by Minister for Emergency Services 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn — Minister for Emergency Services) [9.03 am]: I would like to take this 
opportunity to inform the house about International Firefighters’ Day. Held on 4 May, the day recognises the 
contributions made by firefighters, including those who have made the ultimate sacrifice, while protecting and 
saving other people from harm. Here in Western Australia, it is typically marked by a memorial service at the 
Firefighters’ Memorial Grove in Kings Park. This year, as with many other monumental events, the traditional 
service could not go ahead and the commemorations moved online. 

This year’s commemorations were even more poignant as we recognised those firefighters, aerial firefighting crew 
members and contractors who tragically lost their lives during Australia’s Black Summer bushfires. The 2019–20 
bushfire season was one of the most challenging in Australia’s history. Fire crews faced scenes once thought 
unimaginable, selflessly stepping forward to help protect their communities. This included hundreds of 
Western Australians who, thankfully, made it home safely; but, tragically, some of their counterparts did not. 

We are eternally thankful for the efforts made by our firefighters to protect our communities, our homes and, most 
importantly, our lives. We are incredibly fortunate to have more than 22 000 volunteer and career firefighters who 
serve our state with the greatest skill and dedication. As we continue to deal with the challenging situation of 
COVID-19, I thank our firefighters for their ongoing dedication to keeping our communities safe. They remain on 
standby across the state, ready to respond to an emergency. I also want to take the opportunity to thank the families 
and friends of our firefighters for their support. 

This year on 4 May, Matagarup Bridge was lit up to recognise our firefighters and pay our respects to those who 
have fallen in the line of duty. I am sure that all members of this house will join me in acknowledging the dedication 
of our firefighters and I look forward to being able to honour them in person next year. 

The SPEAKER: Can I just explain to everyone, seeing as I have had to explain to the first two ministers, that they 
must come to the podium. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMY 
Statement by Treasurer 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [9.06 am]: Today, I was due to bring down the 2020–21 state 
budget, but, as members are aware, the onset of COVID-19 has necessitated delaying the state budget until 
8 October 2020. The global economy is now facing its biggest economic challenge since the Great Depression. 
The International Monetary Fund is forecasting a contraction in the global economy of three per cent in 2020. The 
economy of our largest trading partner, China, contracted by 6.8 per cent in the March quarter, the sharpest fall in 
nearly 30 years, while the unemployment rate in the US has risen to almost 15 per cent, its highest level since the 
Depression. The commonwealth government has forecast that the national economy will contract by more than 
10 per cent in the June quarter, the largest fall on record. Unemployment is expected to rise to around 10 per cent, 
and this could have reached 15 per cent were it not for the JobKeeper initiative. Australian Bureau of Statistics 
data has shown a 6.6 per cent fall in the number of jobs in Western Australia in five short weeks since COVID-19 
cases surpassed 100, below the 7.5 per cent fall in jobs nationally. Some sectors have been hit more than others, 
including accommodation and food, arts and recreation, and discretionary retail, to name a few. The ABS will 
release its April labour force data this morning. 

Further economic data is gradually becoming available, which will give a clearer picture of the impact of COVID-19 
on our economy and allow forecasts to be updated. The high level of uncertainty of the impact of the virus, the 
timing of restrictions being eased, and the associated responses of households and businesses will make forecasting 
the impacts particularly difficult. However, the magnitude of this economic shock means that a corresponding 
deterioration in the state’s finances is inevitable. Although royalty revenue from our largest export, iron ore, has 
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remained resilient, this will not be the case for other revenue streams. Significant downward revisions are anticipated 
to GST, payroll tax, transfer duty, North West Shelf grants and agency revenue collections. The McGowan 
government’s efforts to repair the budget in the last three years has meant, in the words of Moody’s credit rating 
agency, that the state is able to respond to the pandemic from a position of strength. 

To date, the McGowan government’s immediate response to the crisis has comprised $1.8 billion of support measures. 
The government is well advanced in its recovery planning. We have appointed a State Recovery Controller and 
have implemented a recovery planning framework. Our economic recovery planning is built around three stages—
reopen, restore and reform. Later this month I will table the latest quarterly update. However, it should be noted 
this will largely reflect the state’s financial position prior to COVID-19. I will continue to provide further economic 
updates as soon as practicable. 

CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
Statement by Minister for Small Business 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Small Business) [9.09 am]: I rise briefly to inform the house about 
the excellent work being done by the Small Business Development Corporation through its business assistance centre 
to support the state’s small business operators during these challenging and unprecedented times. It has been 
a difficult couple of months, but due to the diligence of all Western Australians who have adhered to the social 
distancing measures, the government has been able to develop a roadmap for the way out of this pandemic. This 
government has done its utmost to help out those small business operators who have put their lives and life’s earnings 
into their business, announcing over $1.8 billion in relief for businesses and households, introducing protections 
for small commercial tenants suffering financial stress or hardship due to the COVID-19 pandemic, including 
a moratorium on evictions and a freeze on rent increases, and we are currently finalising the associated regulations 
and mandatory code of conduct to provide the framework for leasing negotiations between tenants and landlords. 

Importantly, throughout the crisis, this government has been providing critical information and support to small 
business owners through the business assistance centre established within the SBDC. Through this service, 
small business operators have been provided with the latest information on COVID-19 and the financial support 
and other assistance measures that are available to them. I understand that the SBDC has witnessed an over 
340 per cent increase in website activity and received a record number of phone and online inquiries over the past 
six weeks. The SBDC has always been agile and quick to respond to industry needs. When social distancing was 
announced, it promptly updated its service delivery model to shift all workshops online. It also expanded its suite 
of topics to address the needs of business operators right now. I am advised that more than 1 600 people have 
participated in these online workshops. The SBDC continues to provide timely and expert advice to the state’s 
small business operators, who now more than ever need practical up-to-date information and guidance. I encourage 
small business operators to contact the SBDC’s business assistance centre on 133 140 or visit its website at 
smallbusiness.wa.gov.au to access the latest information on COVID-19 and the support that is available. 

I would finally like to thank the Small Business Commissioner and everyone who works at the SBDC for their 
tireless commitment to providing essential services to support our state’s 226 411 small business operators in these 
challenging times. 

FISHERIES — TROPICAL ROCK OYSTER 
Statement by Minister for Fisheries 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee — Minister for Fisheries) [9.11 am]: In September last year, the Department of 
Primary Industries and Regional Development received $570 000 as part of a Cooperative Research Centre for 
Developing Northern Australia three-year project to develop the tropical rock oyster industry in Western Australia 
and the Northern Territory. The department has made significant cash and in-kind contributions to the project 
totalling $740 000 over three years. The research aims to develop standard guidelines for the shellfish industry and 
potential investors on the most suitable tropical rock oyster species to grow in northern Australia, and the best 
techniques to farm them. 

I am delighted to inform the chamber that Western Australia has reached its first research milestone by breeding 
a new species of tropical rock oyster from the Kimberley. The black-lip rock oyster juveniles will continue to be 
grown in the hatchery until they are relocated to one of the northern research trial sites in September. The oyster 
is a fast grower and expected to perform well in northern tropical conditions, making it a good economic option for 
farmers to consider and potentially attracting investment to expand the industry. The breakthrough demonstrates 
the feasibility of tropical rock oyster seed production in Western Australia. The production of tropical oyster seed 
will create investment opportunities and jobs for regional Western Australia. For every 1 000 tonnes of oysters 
produced, an estimated 250 jobs will be created in regional Western Australia. The tropical rock oyster production 
will complement and provide diversification opportunities for the pearling sector. 

Through government investment in innovation, world-class aquaculture and hatchery techniques, Western Australia 
is becoming a leader in aquaculture research in Australia. 
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CORONAVIRUS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

Statement by Minister for Community Services 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Community Services) [9.13 am]: I rise today to acknowledge the 
work being done throughout our state by family and domestic violence specialist services during the COVID-19 
pandemic. This includes refuges, safe houses, counselling and advocacy services and programs working with 
perpetrators. There is no question that the restrictions and measures in place to help us to manage the spread of the 
pandemic are a toolbox for perpetrators. This means that because they are staying at home, perpetrators have even 
more opportunity to monitor and control the movements and activities of their partners, children and family 
members. It is an uncomfortable tension that workers and teams in family and domestic violence specialist services 
are dealing with every day. Home is not a safe place for everyone in our community. 

Family and domestic violence services are adapting their programs and services to meet these changed conditions. 
They are rising to the occasion. At the same time, they are anticipating a rise in victims seeking help once restrictions 
are lifted. I welcome the way that our state peaks, the Women’s Council for Domestic and Family Violence 
Services and Stopping Family Violence, have been working with their members and with government to monitor 
the impact and plan for what is likely to come. I welcome the services and organisations that are providing refuge, 
counselling and emotional support to victims. I am especially pleased that we have been able to work quickly with 
the commonwealth government through the national COAG Women’s Safety Council to secure $3.1 million in 
funding for WA services that support women, children and men impacted by family and domestic violence. 

A safer community is one where we are safe in our homes and in our relationships. It is essential that services and 
programs are supported at this time to keep doing their work to support families to be safe during COVID-19. 

CORONAVIRUS — SCHOOLS — BOARDING SCHOOLS 
Grievance 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [9.15 am]: My grievance today is that the Minister for Education and Training has 
shown a lack of leadership in informing the community in a timely fashion of changes and updates to guidelines 
and how schools and boarding facilities will operate in this changing environment. On Thursday, 26 March, the 
minister announced new guidelines for schools that concluded that it was not compulsory for students to attend school 
and that they would be taught either online or face-to-face. Students and parents of students who attend boarding 
facilities were left to ponder what would happen to them. It was not until I wrote to the minister on 24 April that 
we had a response; however, it contained little clarity or detail. 

On 1 May, the minister finally announced that some residential colleges would reopen depending on certain criteria. 
As we know, the Premier was very keen that year 11 and 12 students go back to school. Of course, our agricultural 
college students were disadvantaged because they needed access to crucial learning environments. The impact of 
these changes and this lack of clarity had a great impact. My office and offices of other Nationals WA members 
of Parliament have been inundated with calls from parents wanting to know what the rules mean. Families have 
been left to work out how they will navigate the rules within the context of schools and residential regulations. 
Families have been split with a number of cases of one parent moving to Perth or to a town so that their children 
could still attend school but also see their parents. What has been missing in the minister’s approach is an anticipation 
of the reaction to these various designations. Parents had to sign off on these restrictions knowing that they would 
not be able to see their children for nine weeks. For those who chose to return their children to boarding school, 
they did so knowing that their face-to-face studies in year 12 would be much easier than having to contend with the 
vagaries of unreliable internet connections. 

The news that most boarding students could return to school after the easing of COVID-19 restrictions was welcome, 
but the conditions have parents considering keeping their children at home. Students who have chosen to return to 
boarding facilities to continue their education are beholden to sign an agreement prior to returning. This agreement 
resembles a lockdown in their place of residence. Among the many constraints, students are not permitted to leave 
the college during the term to go home, to visit family or friends, to go to the corner store, or to have a mid-term 
respite during the June long weekend. In the event that a boarding student does not follow the instructions on 
restrictions, they may be denied boarding and, hence, access to their educational pathway. That was a drastic step. 
This has mental health consequences that we must be conscious of. It is the minister’s duty of care to protect these 
vulnerable students. There is an example of this at the WA College of Agriculture Denmark, where there is the 
potential for residential students to be locked down. The day students and students from Albany travel shoulder to 
shoulder on the bus, mix with those boarders throughout the day and then go home to their family, friends and the 
like, but the boarding students are restricted to the college. I wrote to the minister on 4 May to clearly put forward 
the concerns of families with children returning to boarding schools, ag colleges and residential colleges, and my 
concerns about the condition that states that the students who return to boarding schools will not be permitted to 
leave the college during term to go home to visit family or friends. I was very clear in my letter that I wanted the 
minister’s urgent consideration of that. To her credit, the minister wrote back to me on the same day, thanking me 
for my advocacy, but I still did not receive the clarification that I required. However, I did mention in my letter 
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that I felt it was important that a review of boarding conditions be done in accordance with the review being done 
at the end of week 3. To the minister’s credit, she did write back to me and confirmed that the government would 
review the situation at the end of week 3, which of course is the end of this week. 

Hon Donna Faragher has asked questions about boarding facilities this week. I was surprised that the minister replied 
with anecdotes about other states and the competition for which state has the best numbers. I think the minister 
needs to take this issue more seriously. We need someone who is more forward-thinking, has innovative ideas and, 
absolutely, a desire to communicate with all key stakeholders, including those from other political parties. Because, 
at the end of the day, we are the eyes and ears in the regions; it is our electorate officers and research officers who 
are taking the queries in our electorate offices. We have been left to respond to the parents of boarding students who 
are in a state of confusion. We are on the front line and have to interpret some of these rules and regulations that 
have been put in place.  

I ask the Minister for Tourism, as a parent, to put himself in the place of the parents of our boarding students who 
are being asked to sign away their children for nine weeks with no contact. I appreciate the minister’s response. 
I ask the Minister for Tourism to think about his children and his role as a parent. To me, it is all about communication. 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Tourism) [9.23 am]: I have a response to the grievance prepared 
by the Minister for Education and Training that I will read shortly, but in advance of doing that, I have to say that 
I am very disappointed in the member. At a time when Australians are rightly proud and universally commending 
the political system and our leadership around the country for the response to this incredible challenge that is 
unprecedented in our lifetime, and when unity and political collaboration across party lines has been commended 
by everyone in the public domain, the Nationals WA have engaged in petty politics and criticism that is embarrassing, 
personal and ridiculous. 

I will read the minister’s response. I know the member has been contacted by a number of parents about this issue, 
and I suspect other members in the house have as well. The first thing to note is that the advice all along from the 
Australian Health Protection Principal Committee has been different about residential facilities and schools. From 
the beginning, the AHPPC has provided advice that residential facilities present a higher risk than schools, so the 
provisions and measures put in place to address residential colleges were always going to be different from those 
for schools. 

Secondly, the approach that we have taken about how we deal with the public health changes that we have introduced 
in Western Australia is to do it in a staged way. We took the AHPPC advice, as always, as the framework and 
adapted a set of measures specific to Western Australia. Western Australia and New South Wales have led the way 
in having residential facilities open. It is important to note that Catholic and independent schools make their own 
decisions, in line with the AHPPC guidelines, regarding the transition of students back into their residential colleges, 
and the state’s approach is specific to government facilities. On 1 May, the day on which the national cabinet met 
and the AHPPC released its advice, we announced a facility-by-facility approach to WA public school boarding 
facilities, taking into account the context of each facility, including size, capacity and current enrolments. In addition, 
the layout and design of the facilities had to be considered because that impacts on the ability to implement hygiene 
requirements. Students have been able to return to facilities since 5 May. Every public boarding facility was 
supported by the Department of Education to implement measures to meet the AHPPC guidelines before opening 
to students. This support included additional cleaners, cleaning supplies and staff to meet the AHPPC guidelines. 
We announced that all year 12 students could return to every public school boarding facility. Those facilities that 
are able to cater for more students while abiding by the AHPPC guidelines are able to welcome back more students. 

The AHPPC guidelines still state that boarding facilities are a high-risk environment, higher than the school 
environment, and that means that protective measures need to be greater than those for schools. The guidelines also 
recommend reducing out-of-facility visits—for example, home visits—to reduce the risk of virus introduction into 
the facility. Based on that AHPPC advice, Western Australian measures were announced for the transition of students 
back into boarding facilities, and they were provided to parents and facilities. Included as part of those measures 
was a requirement that students who return to boarding will not be permitted to leave the college during term to 
go home to family or visit friends. It is the case that at some stage students may cross regional boundaries, but as 
students in boarding facilities are deemed to be at higher risk because of their living arrangements, the rules for 
them need to be different. Notwithstanding this, the department has advised that residential college managers and 
agricultural college principals are to manage requests using their discretion, but should accommodate requests for 
short-term contact visits—for example, to attend an appointment or go for a walk to catch up. The operating 
guidelines provided to schools regarding the return of students to boarding facilities also outlined that students will 
have safe opportunities to leave the college grounds for activities such as exercise and shopping when appropriate. 

Parents still have a choice about whether they send their child back to a boarding facility. When we announced the 
return of students for term 2, we also announced a review of school arrangements in week 3 of term 2—this week—
with a view to making any changes, as required, in week 4. To clarify for the member, the review was announced 
on 17 April, prior to his letter of 4 May. Extensive consultation has occurred with stakeholder groups as part of that 
review. This included unions and professional associations, as well as parent, student and community representatives, 
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including the Isolated Children’s Parents’ Association and the Western Australian Council of State School 
Organisations. Given it is now Thursday of week 3, I think it is safe to say that the member can expect an 
announcement about the review very, very soon. From this government’s point of view, we want children back 
learning where they learn best—that is, in the classroom—as soon as possible and as safely as possible. We know 
that the measures put in place around residential boarding facilities in particular have caused some angst for 
parents, but this is about getting the settings right and doing things in a cautious, measured and staged way. 

The minister advises me that the feedback has been heard. Although it is essential that boarding facilities continue 
to comply with the AHPPC advice, if we can amend the restrictions in a way that continues to keep students and 
staff safe, we will do so. No doubt, the member will be pleased with the announcement when it is made. That is 
the minister’s statement. 

Member, I think the minister has done an outstanding job. It is an extraordinary situation in which she has had to 
confront and deal with an incredible potential threat and at the same time meet the essential demand to get students 
back into classrooms where they are best able to learn. I think she has done that in an incredible fashion. Her 
leadership has been outstanding. All along, everything that the minister has proposed for the education sector in 
Western Australia has been proven to be correct. It has been challenged consistently by all manner of critics and 
any number of people seeking to get themselves in the headlines and get a moment in the sun in the media, whether 
they are doctors, representatives or people in the community who have nothing to do with education. The minister 
has stood fast and everything she has recommended has proven to be exactly the right thing to do. I thought that 
the member’s criticism of her at the outset was appalling. 

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 
Grievance 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [9.30 am]: My grievance this morning is to the Minister for 
Housing. As the minister knows, Maylands is a vibrant community. It has a diverse population with many young 
families and singles adding to the long-term and senior residents across all the precincts of Maylands. Maylands 
has more low-income households than the average for Perth, with 31.7 per cent of individuals in my electorate earning 
an income of less than $500 a week. With 29 per cent of households in Maylands also being single-person households, 
we can see that the median weekly rental cost at $338 a week provides a very tight margin for renters. The challenge 
of finding secure, affordable and beautiful housing that enhances community living is not unique to Maylands, but 
what is unique is the opportunity created by the McGowan government’s Metronet program. Metronet is recreating 
the Bayswater train station, and soon the City of Bayswater will be home to the biggest transport hub outside of Perth. 
Baysie is on the existing Midland line and very soon will become the point at which the Forrestfield–Airport Link 
joins the Midland line to take passengers to Perth. It is also the point at which the Morley–Ellenbrook line will 
start its journey to Ellenbrook. All this will bring opportunities for housing density along the train line to reflect 
the heritage of Bayswater and the other suburbs along that train line, and offer exciting new opportunities for 
affordable living. 

There are three train stations on the line to Midland and soon there will be a fourth when the Morley station is built 
for the Morley–Ellenbrook trip. It would be ideal if the government could seize the opportunity created by the 
urban vision of Metronet to bring forward more financially accessible housing options within walking distance of 
the train station and other amenities. More people living and working around the urban centres in Maylands will 
create more activation and vibrancy and attract more small businesses like restaurants, cafes, gyms, grocers and 
all the services required by residents. I am asking the minister to explain the McGowan government’s program for 
supporting my community into the future, given these changes and given the many small businesses that we will 
need to help get going again post-COVID-19. Many people who want to move to Maylands are looking for homes 
that they can afford. This is a golden opportunity to do something really remarkable by providing financially 
accessible homes for people in my electorate. I know that applies to other parts of Perth as well, but clearly I am being 
selfish in asking the minister to please tell me about the government’s vision for my electorate. 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee — Minister for Housing) [9.33 am]: I thank the member for Maylands for her grievance 
and for her contribution not only in the house, but also outside this place. The member has contributed to the Maylands 
community for many years and has diverse interests across a range of policy areas. One that stands out to me, apart 
from the member’s obvious commitment to animal welfare, is to accessible accommodation in all its forms. 

The member raised a very good point about Maylands. If she will indulge me, I will be a little more general in my 
commentary around where Maylands sits in Perth’s urban fabric. The 10 to 12-kilometre ring from where we are 
standing today represents some of the oldest suburbs of Perth. In some cases, they are up to 70 years old. Suburbs 
like Maylands, Redcliffe, Balga and Willagee, in my own electorate, are 70-year-old-plus suburbs. That area creates 
a unique challenge and opportunity for Western Australia. Since I have had the housing portfolio, I have been acutely 
aware of my responsibilities to contribute to the urban development of Western Australia through not only social 
housing, but also financially accessible housing and other innovations. There is a demographic change going on—
it has been going on for some time—whereby the quarter-acre block with the four-by-one or three-by-one house 
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that was, and still is, a feature of the areas I have described, is now no longer suitable for the accommodation needs 
of the majority of people. In fact, members might be interested to know that some suburbs like Balga and Willagee 
were 100 per cent public housing when they were constructed. They were designed for key workers such as nurses 
and cops, and even military marriage quarters were located in those suburbs. We have come a long way. One of the 
things that is needed is a different sort of living. It is about not just the box that we design and construct; it is about 
the community we participate in and the front door we walk out of. I am acutely aware of that and very alive to 
what we do with our urban precincts in particular. 

We are very fortunate to have the opportunity of Metronet, as the member highlighted, particularly around Bayswater. 
As the Minister for Transport will tell members, Bayswater train station involves a very complex set of rail engineering. 
It will be the largest rail engineering effort outside the CBD station when those lines are brought together. But 
a rail line is just that—a rail line. It is not a contributor to equitable access across our city without a station. The 
Metronet precinct is part of that policy. The McGowan government has committed $394 million to the Metronet 
precinct project. Clearly, Bayswater station is a flagship station. The member will be pleased to know that as part 
of the Department of Communities’ Housing Authority land acquisition or landholdings, the department has secured 
two of the largest sites adjacent to Bayswater station and is actively working on a third site to see whether we can 
bundle that property in globo. When we do that and when we work on that sort of scale, we can accommodate far 
more diverse accommodation types, including social housing, financially accessible housing and built-to-rent and 
affordable rental properties. 

I will quickly dwell on the word “affordability”. It has been my opinion since I have held the portfolio, and I will 
continue to hold this opinion, that affordability is an absolute number relative to income, not relative to the market. 
Often, people talk about affordability being its relativity to the market, but that is not helpful to the people we are 
trying to support by providing access to the sorts of opportunities and amenities that are available in the electorate 
of Maylands. In large part, I see the sale price for affordability at the absolute number of between $330 000 and 
$360 000. That will make housing accessible to people in the second lowest quartile. Unfortunately, people in our 
modern society are structurally excluded from home ownership because they are in the lowest quartile of income. 
We need to work a lot harder to find options for them. Again, it requires us to work with the private sector to 
ensure that we can deliver an economically sustainable model. 

Last Monday, I was very pleased to go with the member for Maylands to a development on Guildford Road between 
Meltham and Maylands train station where we have built 16 units. That is a good example of what happens. We 
will put about 14 of those units to the market. Most of them will be accessible using Keystart with a two per cent 
deposit and will be for sale in the $300 000 bracket. A couple of the units will be retained for social housing so that 
we are continually returning a direct benefit to the market by way of a contribution to the social housing stock. A lot 
is going on and there is a lot more to do. The important thing is that there is a plan for it. The other point I highlight 
is the McGowan government’s commitment in December last year for the housing the homeless package, which 
is some $220 million. There will be more news about where that is going. That is also for social housing builds 
and refurbishment. Quite proudly, although it is not in the member’s electorate, but it is close to it, we will look at 
two Common Ground projects. That is a long-overdue innovation in Western Australia. That has been done in 
other jurisdictions to tend to the knotty problem of not only rough-sleeping but also homelessness in all its forms. 

The future of Maylands is bright because of the member’s leadership and advocacy, in large part, for the sorts of 
things she will not back off on, such as accommodation accessibility. We are acutely aware of the changing nature 
of the demographics in Maylands but that gives us the opportunity to talk about providing more density and an 
intensified amenity.  

MADDINGTON — URBAN RENEWAL 
Grievance 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Thornlie — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.40 am]: My grievance is to seek the support 
of the Minister for Transport and Planning for a key piece of work that will unlock a fabulous urban renewal and 
development opportunity in the Maddington area. It will help to create a Maddington town centre. I am very pleased 
to say that I share this vision for Maddington with the member for Forrestfield, my friend and colleague, and with 
the City of Gosnells. A succession of mayors have been talking to me about this project and seeing it as a great 
way of really capturing the value of an area that is, after all, only about 16 kilometres from the CBD. The area is also 
very well connected to other places of work such as the Cannington and Welshpool areas. It is very well connected 
with other transport linkages, such as Roe Highway, Tonkin Highway, the bike path, and especially the train line 
and Maddington train station, which is next to the operations centre used by the City of Gosnells. The City of Gosnells 
has plans to move that operations centre away from there, so straightaway we can free up some good land there 
for a good demonstration of transit-oriented development. 

The project will also lead the way with the development of the old Maddington oval. The sports clubs have gone 
to a place known as Harmony Fields. That Maddington oval area really could be a beautiful development with 
a mixture of denser to less dense housing options, good sporting facilities and nice recreational capacities. There are 
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lots of ideas and options. It has so much potential, but it has all been held back because of a pipe that runs under 
Albany Highway. Albany Highway is another major thoroughfare in the area, and there are lots of great businesses 
along there, but the pipe that connects Canning Dam with the whole reticulated network of water pipes around the 
Perth metropolitan area is too close to the surface to allow for the upgrading of the roads, especially Kelvin Road 
and Albany Highway. That intersection needs to be upgraded so that we can accommodate the amount of traffic 
that will be present once the urban renewal project goes ahead. We are having to line everything up. Fortunately, 
I have been able to get the Minister for Water’s support for the relocation of the pipeline so that it can be moved 
deeper. Now I just need to be sure that we have the support of Main Roads people to upgrade the various intersections 
around there so that we can have the necessary turning pockets to cope with the new traffic levels that will come about. 

I really cannot stress enough to the minister how exciting this would be for Maddington. At the moment, the 
residential part of Maddington is an area that has been forgotten about in many ways. I think, by creating this town 
centre and upgrading the train station, the area would come to realise its full potential. It would be very good for 
the existing businesses along Albany Highway, acknowledging that some of them have easements and what have 
you. There would be the need for the Hyundai dealership to give up a little bit of land, but I think it has already 
understood that. The Hyundai and Toyota dealerships realise that there would be a huge benefit in having an increased 
population in the area. Other businesses in the area include the Tang Palace Chinese restaurant and my good friends 
at Maddington Mowers and Saws. I just had my chainsaw serviced there recently and the wonderful people there, 
Chris and John, do a very impressive job. I am very, very proud of the businesses there that do fine work, and they 
would benefit from the increased traffic that this development would bring to the area. 

The project has been talked about for many years. In fact, I know that one of my predecessors, Hon Sheila McHale, 
talked about the Maddington town centre development. It has been contemplated for many years. It strikes me that 
it is only a Labor government that really sees the opportunities that exist in areas like Maddington and the potential 
to provide people with good quality housing. The lead in the development, the City of Gosnells, is very keen to 
establish a certain standard that it would set for other infill denser housing developments in the area. I think that 
could be very beneficial to us all as well. 

As I have said before, I am very pleased to share this vision with the member for Forrestfield. I acknowledge that 
much of the housing would be in his electorate. We would be creating homes for people in the Forrestfield electorate, 
but the benefits to the Thornlie electorate and the whole community are very evident for all to see. We know that 
other aspects of Maddington such as the Maddington Central shopping centre and the housing in the Corfu Way 
area will all benefit from the upgrade of the Maddington train station that would inevitably come about with the 
transit-oriented development that this whole project would bring. We just need to be sure that we can line up the 
necessary funding for the intersection upgrade so that the pipe can be moved. It sounds fairly simple and not 
particularly exciting to have to move a pipe; nevertheless, it is the key to unlocking what would be a very exciting 
development. Thank you for hearing this grievance. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): Thank you, member. Minister for Transport. Can I just say that I support 
the member for Thornlie’s grievance 100 per cent. It is one of the most important grievances that we have heard. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [9.47 am]: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I know 
that both you and the member for Thornlie have been passionate about this project. 

The members for Thornlie and Forrestfield will understand that as a youngster living in Roleystone, Maddington Metro 
was my weekly shopping destination. My sister, my mother and I would head down the hill in a Mitsubishi Colt and 
then head to Maddington Metro, where we would do our weekly shop. I know the area very, very well. Actually, after 
my father moved from Bauer Street probably about 60 years ago, he headed to Maddington, too, so I know the 
area very well. Like the members for Thornlie and Forrestfield, when I drive through that area, all I see is potential, 
potential, potential. The location is so close to the city. Its proximity to a major shopping centre and a rail line, 
and, of course, to key employment nodes in Cannington and Welshpool and key major highways like Roe and 
Tonkin Highways, lends itself to redevelopment. 

As members know, this issue has been raised for many years by both the members for Forrestfield and Thornlie 
and, of course, the City of Gosnells. When work started, we came to the realisation that the project was bigger 
than we had originally thought, with the potential roadworks and the relocation of the pipe. The Water Corporation 
through the Minister for Water and I have been looking at the scope and cost of the project, and the timing of it, 
too. From a planning point of view, these are the exact type of projects that we want to facilitate. This is not only 
an infrastructure project, but also a housing and planning project. 

As the member rightly outlined, the City of Gosnells has been working on a number of plans. There is the city 
centre redevelopment, which I think is really exciting, together with further redevelopment on Kelvin Road and 
the plans for the Maddington oval precinct.  

We see that there has been some redevelopment of housing on Kelvin Road. Within the entire precinct, landowners 
in particular have been waiting for some signs to help them further redevelop across the entire area on what are 
usually larger blocks with some older housing stock. Basically, people are very keen to redevelop. As the Minister 
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for Housing said, from our perspective Gosnells has done a lot of work with landowners. There has been a lot of 
debate about developer contributions—I have heard that from a number of parties—but we hope this sort of 
infrastructure will assist with that. 

As the member said, the water mains will need to be relocated and lowered. This will also involve acquisition of 
some land from adjacent property owners. It is a big project, but it is something that both the Water Corporation 
and Main Roads WA will work on. We also believe that upgrades of the roads will cost about $6 million, so all up 
it is probably an $11.5 million project. With regard to where it is at, Main Roads has done some design and will 
progress the final design over the next six to 12 months. As I understand it, the Water Corporation also has a role 
in finalising agreements with property owners’ relocation and working with Main Roads on the pipe relocation 
project and the intersection. We will see a finalisation of the budget over the next six months, and the budget line 
item will come out at the end of this year. There will also be continued planning and all the preparatory work that 
is required to get this job done. 

We have movement on this project; as I said, we would like to get it all done in the next three months. It is 
a complicated project, but I think over the next two years we will see significant movements and the commencement 
of works, including the pipe relocation, and a detailed design completed for the new road projects. We will see this 
project well underway over the next two to three years. Everyone has been waiting for certainty, and this certainty 
will facilitate significant redevelopment opportunities around that intersection. Another interesting thing about that 
part of the world is the vineyard that is still there; it is quite an interesting little place around that intersection. 

We will finalise the plans with the City of Gosnells and facilitate what will be an exciting centre adjacent to shops, 
schools, public transport and key employment nodes. This is something that I am very passionate about because 
these are the sorts of areas that are screaming out for investment to drive better planning and housing outcomes. 

TONKIN HIGHWAY EXTENSION 

Grievance 

MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [9.52 am]: I will start off by saying that I am disappointed that the Premier 
did not accept my grievance today on behalf of the people of Darling Range. The community would have been very 
keen to hear from the Premier and to understand his position and why it does not have his support on this extremely 
important project. My grievance is on behalf of the families of Darling Range, who have yet again missed out on 
an important infrastructure project. They are still waiting for this government to get on with the job of building the 
Tonkin Highway extension. 

The Shire of Serpentine–Jarrahdale is still one of the fastest growing local government areas in Western Australia, 
but the state government has not matched infrastructure investment to its population growth. As a result, local 
mums and dads have to go up against trucks on increasingly congested and dangerous roads every single day. We 
needed this project well before the COVID-19 outbreak, and we need it even more now, because so many people 
have lost their jobs and are in financial distress. This project will create jobs, support local small businesses, make 
our roads safer and reduce travel times. 

There was an opportunity to get this project done but, sadly, it was again overlooked by this government. On 
30 April 2020, the McGowan Labor government announced that 24 major projects would be fast-tracked to support 
jobs during the COVID-19 crisis. The Tonkin Highway extension was not on that list, despite being long overdue 
and ready to go. In fact, not one of those projects is in Perth’s south-eastern suburbs. The Tonkin Highway has, 
theoretically, enjoyed bipartisan support for several years; however, so far only the federal Liberal government has 
committed funding to it. As early as September 2015, Mr McGowan, as then Leader of the Opposition, was quoted 
in the local paper as saying that the Tonkin Highway extension needed to be a priority. That was five years ago. 
In November 2017, the former member for Darling Range, Mr Barry Urban, told the same newspaper that he had 
been working on the extension with the Minister for Transport, Hon Rita Saffioti, since March 2016—that was 
four years ago. 

In April 2018, the federal member for Canning, Andrew Hastie, secured $252.5 million for the extension through 
the federal budget—half of the total $505 million cost. As agreed between the Premier and the Prime Minister, the 
state government would fund the remaining half, but that never happened. In March 2019, Andrew Hastie came to 
the rescue again and secured a further $151.5 million towards the project, bringing the federal contribution up to 
80 per cent and leaving the state government with only 20 per cent of the cost of the project to fund. The minister 
may recall that I raised a grievance to her on this issue the following month, and asked the state government to 
commit the remaining funds and to prioritise the extension. Despite overwhelming public support for the project, 
the McGowan Labor government still refuses to make it a priority or to commit to the remaining funding. 

Additional to the Tonkin Highway extension are three overpasses at the intersections of Kelvin, Welshpool and 
Hale Roads. This is the Tonkin Highway corridor, which does not include the extension. However, in the 2019–20 
state budget, the two projects were combined, with no detail being provided on the breakdown of spending. Only 
a portion of the federal funding was committed to the combined project over the forward estimates. 
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Since I was elected as the member for Darling Range in June 2018, I have asked time and again for details on this 
project, including when we will see the work begin and when it will finally be completed. To date, every response 
provided by the Minister for Transport—in writing, in responses to questions on notice and through quips in 
Parliament—has been dismissive, deflective and disrespectful to the people of Darling Range and this important 
project. Only this week, the minister’s responses to my questions on notice failed to provide an expected completion 
date. The minister also implied that the project began in May 2019, but she would not clarify when we would actually 
see shovels in the ground. She also still could not give the people of Byford, Cardup, Mundijong and Mardella any 
peace of mind by telling them whether their land would need to be acquired outside the existing road reserve. 
Every week, Darling Range residents walk into my office or call or email to ask when the Tonkin Highway extension 
will begin. They know that the federal Liberal government has put money up and has contributed 80 per cent of the 
funding towards this project. They know that it is now in the hands of this state Labor government. Now they want 
to know when it is going to happen and why it is taking so long. They also know that the federal Liberal government 
committed funding to the Thomas–Nicholson Roads intersection and they ask me why this project also has not 
been done. They want to know when their roads will be safe to drive on, and they want to see more jobs come into 
our region. Most of all, they want certainty. Members can imagine their disappointment at learning that although 
the state government has found the time and money to fast-track 24 projects across the state, Darling Range was 
overlooked again. They still have no Tonkin Highway, no Thomas–Nicholson Roads intersection upgrade and no 
train to Byford. Those were all promises made by this government, but they have been broken. 
I have asked time and again for the McGowan Labor government to deliver on its promises to the people of 
Darling Range. I had hoped that today I could ask the Premier whether he understands the merits of this important 
project and to fast-track this project along with the other 24 projects already announced. The lives of people in 
Darling Range are just as important as those of others across Western Australia. The Premier and this government 
have called for bipartisanship many times over the last few months, but only when it suits them. This project deserves 
to be lifted above petty politics and it needs bipartisan support. The minister has been playing petty politics with 
this project and with the lives and safety of the people of Darling Range since she came into Parliament. She is 
a minister of this state and swore an oath to serve all Western Australians equally. Darling Range deserves respect, 
after all it has been put through. This government needs to stop playing petty politics and get on with the job of 
delivering jobs and delivering the Tonkin Highway extension for the people of Darling Range.  
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [10.00 am]: I thank the member for Darling Range for 
that grievance. True to form, she has come up with a gutter political grievance. Looking at the camera, just as she 
did, I say that as a member for that area for eight years, she did nothing on this project. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did not interject on the member when she insulted the Premier of this state. The member for 
Darling Range insulted the Premier of the state, who is out there — 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: As the member opposite knows, it is inappropriate to interject during a grievance. The minister 
and this side of politics did not interject on the griever in this case, and I ask you to ensure the same respect is given. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): Minister, will you accept — 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I did not interject. I just wanted to correct the minister, who said — 
Mr F.M. Logan: You are interjecting. 
Several members interjected. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: Can I finish? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, will you accept an interjection? 
Ms R. Saffioti: No. 
Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: My point of order is that I was not the member for Darling Range for eight years. She needs 
to get her facts right. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: That is not a point of order, member for Darling Range. Minister, continue. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Darling Range stands and says whatever she likes. She said, “Why doesn’t 
the Premier support the people of Darling Range?” Of course the Premier supports the people of Darling Range, 
as he does every person in Western Australia. Nothing can demonstrate that more than him being out there today 
outlining our plan for schools in Western Australia. That is why he is not in this place. There is a COVID pandemic 
and he is outlining the strategy for schools in Western Australia. 
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The member for Darling Range should not stand in this place and make claims about the Premier. Do not do that. She 
said that the southern corridor had missed out. I will tell the member this: I grew up in Darling Range; I know the 
area of Darling Range, and no government has done more for those people than this government has. For eight and 
a half years, they were told lies and mistruths by the previous government and that things were happening when 
they were not. If the previous government had actually done some work on this project, we could have it shovel 
ready and happening. However, the previous government did not. It did not engage with Infrastructure Australia. 
No business case was submitted to Infrastructure Australia. Not one business case was submitted to Infrastructure 
Australia during the previous government’s eight and a half years of government. 

Even the Liberal Party’s own transport plan said that this project should not happen until 2050. What did we do 
when we won government? We started the work and we submitted some business cases to Infrastructure Australia. 
I negotiated the funding with the commonwealth. I will tell the member for Darling Range where it is at now. It is 
with the federal environmental process. I would love to bring it forward and start it now. However, this is exactly 
where it is at. We have done planning and project development and spring surveys, which are a necessary part of 
the environmental process, and they were completed in October 2019. It was referred to the federal environmental 
authority for consideration in January 2020. The federal environmental authority has determined that it is a controlled 
action and will need assessment under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act. It is currently 
within the federal government jurisdiction. The federal authority has determined that it is a controlled action, and 
has asked us for further information about black cockatoos and plants and we are doing further work. The member 
should go to her federal Minister for the Environment and say, “We do not want it to be formally assessed.” She 
should go to her federal Liberal Party — 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Do you understand anything? 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: She delivered nothing in government. She lied about projects all the time. She said the 
Tonkin Highway project was shovel ready in 2018. You guys did nothing in eight and a half years. 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not taking interjections. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, the minister is not taking interjections. Minister, through 
the Chair, please. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Darling Range did nothing for this project in eight and a half years—nothing. 
We have gone through the IA processes and secured the funding and we are going through the environmental 
approvals. I asked for this project to be fast-tracked, but we were told that it could not be fast-tracked because 
it is caught up in federal environmental approvals. That is the reality. I secured the funding for Thomas and 
Nicholson Roads. If members opposite are so good at doing things, they should get the federal government to exclude 
the Tonkin Highway extension from federal environmental approvals. Members opposite do not do the work. 

The member for Darling Range wrote to me a year ago about improving a bus stop on Brookton Highway. We 
improved it and she wrote a month ago asking whether we would improve it. She was told that it had been done, 
but she then asked whether we would write a letter telling her it had been done. 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Even though we had improved the bus stop. A year later — 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Why did she not go and look? 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, no more interjections. Minister, continue through the 
Chair, please. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member wants me to advise her when I go to her electorate. I go every Sunday to see my 
mum and we have roast chicken and pasta, one of my favourite dishes of the entire week. I will let her know now that 
every Sunday she can find me on Irymple Road having roast chicken with my mother. 

A member interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To be honest, she is not cooking meals big enough for three growing children, but that is 
another point. 

The member for Darling Range wrote to me a year ago outlining how a bus stop on Brookton Highway needed to 
be improved; we did that, and she wrote to me a month ago asking why we had not done it. We rang her to say 
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that we had done it and she asked whether we could put that in a letter. Okay; I will put it to the member in a letter 
that we have done it. Her party does not do the work but she goes around spinning in circles, not delivering anything 
because she is not capable of it. She was not capable of it in government. She was part of a disgraceful government 
that basically rejected any proposal along the whole corridor and said that this project should not happen until 2050. 
When the Labor Party got in, it did all the work and secured the funding and now the project is going through 
a formal environmental assessment. What more could we have done, members? 

We love Darling Range. We love the southern suburbs. There is no greater advocate for the southern suburbs than 
me—Kelmscott, you name it; we love the southern suburbs. To have a fraud such as the member for Darling Range 
pretending that she loves the southern suburbs makes me sick, to tell the truth. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mrs A.K. HAYDEN: I would like the minister to withdraw the comment that I am a fraud. Maybe her previous 
member for Darling Range was, but I am not. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, that is unparliamentary language. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: She is disingenuous. She does not believe anything that is said in this place. We are committed 
to Darling Range more than she will ever be. 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Fourteenth Report — “Red Flags … Red Faces: Corruption Risk in Public Procurement in Western Australia” — 

Tabling 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [10.08 am]: I present for tabling the fourteenth report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission titled “Red Flags … Red Faces: Corruption Risk in Public 
Procurement in Western Australia” and submissions. 

[See papers 3392 and 3393.] 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: This report departs from the usual monitoring and oversight role of the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission. In November 2017, the committee resolved to inquire into public sector 
procurement. Public procurement is a business area of government that is vulnerable to real and perceived corruption 
and maladministration. According to the terms of reference for this inquiry, the committee was to examine — 

1. The adequacy and nature of oversight mechanisms, policies and guidelines for procurement 
within the WA public sector to prevent corruption and serious misconduct; 

2. The profile and training of public sector personnel engaged in procurement; 

3. Corruption prevention and risk strategies deployed in WA Public Sector agencies; 

4. The sufficiency and use of sanctions for individuals found to have engaged in corrupt and serious 
misconduct in procurement duties; 

5. Best corruption prevention practices in procurement from other jurisdictions; 

6. Reform to current legal and administrative practices in the area of procurement to prevent and 
reduce the risk of corruption; 

7. Adequacy of whistleblowing protections in the context of allegations of corruption in procurement. 

It is only with hindsight that we can assess the magnitude of this undertaking, and it is only with hindsight that we 
now realise how timely the inquiry was. 

In 2017, the Corruption and Crime Commission indicated to the committee that its strategic focus was on fraud, 
conflicts of interest, gifts and benefits, as opposed to corruption risks, in the public procurement process. 

In February 2018, Mr John Langoulant, AO, released his report, “State Government Inquiry, Government Programs 
and Projects 2008–17”. This report contained a number of observations that current procurement practice and 
contract management for capital works was suboptimal. Following that, throughout 2019, the Corruption and 
Crime Commission released a number of reports that collectively involved corruption and manipulation of 
procurement practices involving millions of dollars of public money. These allegations were shocking, captured 
the public imagination, galvanised the public sector into expediting overdue reform and made the ordinarily 
esoteric subject of public procurement interesting. The corruption disclosed within those reports needed addressing 
not only with an investigative lens, but also from a public policy perspective. Accordingly, the committee 
extended its inquiry. We nevertheless remain mindful that some of the charges against individuals are still to 
be adjudicated. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013392a58d8041ec24754c548258569000a174b/$file/3392.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Test/Tables.nsf/screenLaunch


 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 14 May 2020] 2715 

 

The committee is aware that the Department of Finance is undertaking sector-wide procurement reforms. However, 
this was commenced soon after our inquiry began and has still not concluded. We were therefore unable to review 
it in the context of corruption risk. Similarly, new procurement legislation was introduced and second read yesterday. 
It is hoped that this bill will pass in this session of Parliament. 

I am relieved that the rationale for passing new procurement laws and the explanatory memorandum of the bill align 
perfectly with the findings of the committee in this report. In particular, the introductory words to the explanatory 
memorandum note — 

… the existing arrangements that govern procurement by the public sector in Western Australia are 
outdated, fragmented and insufficient to meet community expectations. 

The current State Supply Commission Act 1991 serves a purpose, but it has not kept pace with innovation 
in procurement practice, and, crucially, is limited to governing goods and services procurement—it does 
not apply to works procurement. 

… 

The fragmented approach to procurement across government does not make it easy for suppliers, particularly 
local, small and medium enterprises, who may have to comply with different policies and practices 
when supplying exactly the same item to different agencies. This only serves to create barriers for local 
participation, reduce competition and diminish value for money. 

An inefficient and inconsistent approach to procurement also serves to heighten an environment where 
unscrupulous businesses, individuals or officials can seek to take advantage, at the public’s expense. The 
circumstances brought to light by the Corruption and Crime Commission’s report into bribery and 
corruption in maintenance and service contracts within North Metropolitan Health Service is a recent 
example of this. Regrettably even during a time of national crisis, there are dishonest parties, who would 
seek to take advantage of the public purse. The existing statutes do not adequately reflect community 
expectations on the integrity measures expected within public sector procurement. 

Far from being prescient, the committee decided to inquire into public procurement and the risk of corruption in 
2017 as it had been the focus of not only the Corruption and Crime Commission, but also many international 
organisations in recent years. Internationally, there is a growing recognition of the United Nations’ sustainable 
development goals that corruption and procurement has a disproportionate impact on the poor and most vulnerable, 
increasing costs and reducing access to services including health, education and justice. 

It is delusional, however, to think that corruption in public procurement is present only in developing countries. 
That kind of thinking has led to a level of complacency evident until recently in the Western Australian public 
sector. The controversial title of the report “Red Flags … Red Faces” alludes to the circumstances in which the 
so-called “red flags” signalling corruption were clearly present in agencies for a considerable time. These were 
seemingly ignored or overlooked, to the consequent embarrassment of authorities when systemic corrupt practices 
were exposed. Not only was public money siphoned off to the detriment of key services like health and housing, 
but also a loss of morale of staff eventuated for those working in the agencies. Trust in the government was further 
eroded—all undesirable outcomes. Lack of training, inconsistent policies, patchy oversight mechanisms, little 
scrutiny for comparatively small value expenditures, widespread exemptions, limited internal audits and a lack of 
transparency were all factors that created the perfect storm in making corruption inevitable. 

The report recommends that the government should move towards open contracting. Although now trite, 
Justice Brandeis’s words “sunlight is the best disinfectant” are still apt. The more open a contracting process is for 
planning, tendering, awarding and fulfilling the contract, the greater the integrity the process has. Advocates of open 
contracting believe it delivers inter alia a more competitive procurement environment, restores trust in government, 
leads to better quality decision-making and greater engagement with stakeholders and, most importantly, minimises 
vulnerabilities to corruption. 

A recurring theme during our consultations and hearings was the imperative to change organisational culture at 
the agency level to better prevent or minimise the risk of corruption. The committee found that without concerted 
attention to this aspect, however, the many new guidelines and regulations introduced as a reaction to recent events 
may prove ineffectual. Initiatives that will assist in cultural and government change include specialist training of 
procurement personnel, closer focus on delegations, the creation of audit committees within agencies where they 
do not currently exist and more robust management of conflicts of interest. It is also apparent that in some cases 
a false sense of security was gained by external audits that were commissioned by an agency—false because they 
tend to be of limited scope and are only as good as the instructions given and resources allocated. It is dangerous 
to extrapolate that these limited audits amount to a clean bill of health across the whole agency. These should not 
be seen as alternatives to regular internal audits and systems. 

It is also best practice to change internal auditors after a period of years. It is understood that a recent Treasurer’s 
direction has been issued to this effect. Similarly, audits by the Office of the Auditor General are about systemic 
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weaknesses rather than focusing on individual transactions. Of concern to the committee was that not infrequently 
recommendations for improvement of such by the Auditor General were not implemented or even subsequently 
followed up. Despite this, no-one appears to take responsibility for this failure to act. 
It is noteworthy that unlike most Auditor Generals worldwide, as a reaction to the Corruption and Crime Commission’s 
findings, that office is now conferred with a forensic internal audit role that is focused on transactions. This is in 
addition to the more traditional function of external audit of systemic processes. 
It is true that, in the future, with more widespread use of data analytics, patterns of potentially corrupt conduct will 
be able to be identified in large numbers of transactions. This will be a valuable adjunct to robust internal systems. 
This process still needs parameters for analysis circumscribed, and that requires trained personnel within agencies 
familiar with vulnerabilities and potential risks. Inadequacies of current oversight mechanisms and accountability 
controls are highlighted by the fact that without the information of whistleblowers, most cases of corruption and 
procurement would never have come to light. That is certainly true for the explosive allegations highlighted by the 
Corruption and Crime Commission itself. As part of the reform of organisational culture, the committee considers 
that more needs to be done within agencies to encourage and support public interest disclosure. Would-be 
whistleblowers need to know that they can raise allegations of misconduct or corruption without fear of reprisal. 
The committee also heard that whistleblowers embark on such a course of action only after their concerns are not 
actioned or taken seriously internally. This needs to change.  
The committee also found that there are minimal consequences for public officers who demonstrate noncompliance 
with procurement policies or procedures. Likewise, gross incompetence leading to massive blowouts in procurement 
costs but short of proven corruption or personal gain does not necessarily attract sanctions or disciplinary action. 
Another way a public officer can avoid sanction for noncompliant conduct and procurement that is short of fraud 
or corruption is to resign before any disciplinary action or investigation is finalised. 
The other side of the procurement equation is the contractor, and several courses of action need to be implemented 
to restrict the opportunity for corrupt practice. We recommend more education and training of potential tenderers 
on what is expected of them and what practices are considered inimical to probity standards. This approach has proved 
useful in other jurisdictions and has reduced instances of contractors participating in corruption. Allied to this is 
the notion of a code of integrity applicable to both contracting parties and possibly enshrined in legislation. This 
would elevate the current tick-a-box cursory assurance to a more meaningful acknowledgment of what is expected. 
Personally—I joke not—I am taken with the values incorporated in the code of integrity enshrined in section 7 of 
the Punjab Transparency in Public Procurement Act, 2019. Once breached, a range of sanctions can be applied.  
A growing body of work is being undertaken internationally in the area of exclusion and debarment of contractors 
involved in misconduct or corruption. These sanctions can include debarment from tendering either for a specified 
period or indefinitely, inclusion on a register that is publicly accessible, or the imposition of conditions before the 
entity can again participate in tendering for government work. These conditions might include undertaking 
compliance programs or satisfying the certifying body that the entity has undergone organisational change to regain 
access. In some regimes, the right to exclude or debar is conviction based; in others, it follows an administrative 
determination. From a quick perusal of the bill, I understand that that is contemplated here. Either way, these are 
the kinds of deterrents that can prevent procurement corruption from occurring in the first place. It is considered that 
such matters should form an integral part of the new legislative framework under consideration. As I said, I note that 
the intention to fill out and provide detail to the new bill is to incorporate many of these issues within regulations. 
There is much to reflect upon in this report. Its size may deter all but the most fervent from reading it; others have 
told me that they are waiting for the film! Nevertheless, we commend this report as an excellent reference. It canvasses 
key issues of corruption and procurement that are being debated globally, and targets areas for improvement in 
this state. The report will also form valuable background for members when the Procurement Bill is debated in 
Parliament in the near future. The report should be taken seriously if for no other reason, in the words of 
Bess Myerson, than that “the accomplice to the crime of corruption is frequently our own indifference”. 
We appreciated the participation of witnesses at hearings, who were generous with their time and expertise, and, 
likewise, those who made written submissions—both contributed greatly to our understanding. As noted earlier, 
this inquiry was a huge task in addition to the committee’s ongoing oversight and monitoring role, and, frankly, it 
was a hard slog. 
I appreciate the commitment and engagement of committee members: the deputy chair, Hon Jim Chown, MLC; 
the member for Kalamunda, Matthew Hughes, MLA; and Hon Alison Xamon, MLC. The committee was ably and 
conscientiously supported by the secretariat, Ms Vanessa Beckingham, Ms Lucy Roberts and Ms Sylvia Wolf, and 
our previous secretariat staff, Ms Alison Sharpe until March 2019 and, briefly, Ms Marion Huntly in September 
and October 2018. I also appreciate the editorial finessing of the report by Clerk Assistant Liz Kerr. 
I commend the report to the house and rejoice that the timing of its tabling is serendipitous. In the words of 
Anna Wintour — 

It’s always about timing. If it’s too soon, no one understands; if it’s too late, everyone’s forgotten. 
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PRISONS AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The following amendments made by the Council now considered — 
No. 1 

Page 4, line 23 — To insert after “blood” — 
or other body 

No. 2 
Page 5, lines 6 and 7 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

the purpose of having a blood or other body sample taken to test the sample for the presence of an 
infectious 

No. 3 
Page 5, line 11 — To delete “blood”. 

No.4 
Page 5, line 13 — To delete “blood”. 

No. 5 
Page 5, line 18 — To delete “blood sample; and” and substitute — 

sample taken; and 
No. 6 

Page 5, line 24 — To delete “blood sample.” and substitute — 
sample taken. 

No. 7 
Page 5, after line 24 — To insert — 

46B. Review of s. 46A 
(1) The Inspector of Custodial Services must review compliance with, and the operation and 

effectiveness of, section 46A, and prepare a report based on the review, as soon as 
practicable after the 5th anniversary of the day on which the Prisons Amendment Act 2020 
section 12 comes into operation. 

(2) The Inspector of Custodial Services must furnish a copy of the report to the Minister as soon 
as practicable after it is prepared. 

(3) The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon as 
practicable after the Minister receives it, but not later than 12 months after the 5th anniversary. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN — by leave: I move — 
That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 

These amendments, which were moved in the other place, all relate to COVID-19 issues. The bill that came before 
this house dealt with bloodborne viruses. As a result of further discussion at the departmental level and then with 
the State Solicitor’s Office and, obviously, cabinet, it was decided that it was important that we take into account 
the COVID-19 situation that the state, the nation and the world faces and the possibility of COVID-19 getting 
into the prison system. Given that when the Legislative Assembly considered the bill, it dealt only with the taking 
of blood for the testing of bloodborne viruses, we believed it was appropriate to amend the bill whilst it was in the 
Legislative Council to be able to deal with the COVID-19 outbreak. As members know, the testing of people for 
COVID-19 is by way of a swab taken from both the back of the throat and the top of the nose. That is a different 
type of testing arrangement from the one that was in the bill when it was dealt with by the Legislative Assembly, 
so we had to amend it to not only include testing for COVID-19, but also change the way in which testing can be 
undertaken, as testing for COVID-19 requires the taking of bodily samples other than blood. That is what the 
amendments do that we are dealing with today. The amendments were moved by the government and approved 
by the Legislative Council. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The opposition supports the amendments. Obviously, the intent of the original bill was 
to enable the safety of prison officers who work in our corrective services sector. This was a technicality—that the 
legislation was to do with the taking of blood to test for infectious diseases. What COVID-19 has alerted all of us 
to is that testing for infectious diseases is sometimes not just about taking blood; it can also be about taking 
swabs of saliva, for example. The legislation needed to be corrected to enable that to happen. That is why we 
support the amendments. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: I now move that the amendment standing in my name, which is the amendment dealing 
with section — 

Point of Order 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I just want to understand where we are at. I am wondering whether that collective just went 
through on the voices or whether I still have a chance to talk to the first list of amendments.  

Mr F.M. Logan: No. Nothing has been put. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It has not been put? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): It is yet to be put, member. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I did not want to interrupt the minister in the flow, but I was looking down and I thought, 
“Heck! It’s gone through and I haven’t got a chance to ask a question. It’s gone through very quickly!” 

Mr F.M. Logan: The reason why I moved on is that no-one said anything, so I thought we would move on. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: We are still in business. The shadow minister highlighted that the opposition supports these 
amendments. The Nationals WA, obviously, do as well. The government has made provisions to allow for the testing 
of COVID-19. As I understand it, there was a debate in the upper house on the mandatory nature of this bill. I did 
not read it in detail; I just got some feedback. The word “mandatory” is used in the clauses that we are amending 
now. The government has extended it to not be just the mandatory taking of a blood sample, but also other bodily 
samples, quite rightly. The point was made that practitioners may well be conflicted in their code of ethics about 
doing something against the will of a patient—that is, taking a blood sample or taking another sample—and whether 
it was enforceable to mandatorily take a sample from a prisoner, or whether there is some validity in the argument 
about the clash with the code of ethics that practitioners have, whether they be medical doctors, nurses or nurse 
practitioners. They may, in fact, not be able to exert a mandatory influence to get that test. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I saw and listened to the debate about the issue of mandatory testing. We had that discussion 
in this house as well. When a prisoner puts up a struggle and refuses point blank to have a sample taken—whether 
it is the one that we are dealing with at the moment, which is for COVID-19, or for a blood-borne virus—that sample 
will not be taken, whether it is blood or another bodily sample. The prisoner will be charged for refusing to hand 
over a sample. Force will be used when they have agreed to provide a sample, the sample is being taken by a nurse 
or a medical practitioner, and the prisoner begins to move around. If the medical practitioner requests the prison 
officer to hold the person so that the sample can be taken, whether it is for COVID-19 or a blood-borne virus, that 
is exactly what would happen. Force would be used, but only for the purpose of taking that sample. If a violent 
rejection of the taking of either a COVID-19 sample or blood is put up, that would not be undertaken and the prisoner 
would be charged. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Could the minister remind me of the consequence for being charged for not voluntarily giving 
a sample? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I will remind the member of the penalties for a prisoner. It would be up to six months’ additional 
incarceration—which is served commensurate with the existing sentence—or $6 000, or up to 28 days’ solitary 
confinement. 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: I, too, wish to ask a question regarding the bill’s mandatory nature. We talk about it being 
mandatory for prisoners to undergo a blood test, but if a prison officer has come into direct contact with some bodily 
fluid, it says that the chief executive officer “may” direct that the prisoner undergo testing. The second reading 
speech states that the superintendent “will” direct the prisoner to undergo testing for infectious diseases. We talk 
about it being mandatory for the prisoner, but is it mandatory for the prison to direct the prisoner to do it? The 
prisoner has to do so if he is directed, but what if the chief executive officer says no, and the superintendent says 
no? Is there any recourse for the prison officer? How could he go about it? It could happen that the hierarchy—the 
two people mentioned, the chief executive officer and the superintendent—does not agree with the prisoner 
undergoing it. How can the prison officer get it done? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Under the Prisons Act, in a prison, the superintendent is stated by law to run the prison. His 
or her word is the final word. In a case in which a prison officer has requested that a blood sample be taken—this 
is what the member is suggesting—and the superintendent rejects that for whatever reasons, that will be the end 
of it. Under the act, the superintendent runs the prison. His word is the final word. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Just to clarify, I do not think we are dealing with amendment 7 yet, are we? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: We are dealing with all the amendments en bloc. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I do have a question then. Amendment 7 on the notice paper is — 

Page 5, after line 24 space — To insert — 
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There is effectively a whole proposed section that refers to a review. The first proposed subsection refers to the 
requirement for the Inspector of Custodial Services to review compliance with section 46A of the act and prepare a report 
on the review as soon as practicable after the fifth anniversary of the day on which this new act comes into operation. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me, member for Warren–Blackwood. I understand that the proposed section 
you are referring to is not in this bill. Minister, can you clarify that? 
Mr F.M. Logan: It’s the next one. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That was the question I asked. So we will be picking that up soon. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes. My apologies. Minister, would you like to clarify? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member is getting ahead of himself. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Sorry, no. I think that that was my fault. I was talking about moving these en bloc. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: We are still yet to deal with these amendments en bloc, and then we will come to that. 
Mr D.T. Redman: That’s why I asked the question. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: My apologies. The question is that amendments 1 to 7 be agreed to. All those in favour 
say aye. The ayes have it. That concludes consideration in detail. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Madam Acting Speaker, I do not think that concludes consideration in detail; is that right? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: There are two amendments. We have just dealt with one en bloc. The next one is the second 
amendment that I am putting forward, which is the one that the member for Warren–Blackwood wants to talk to. 
It is proposed section 46B. I move that proposed section 46B be agreed to. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I can see where the confusion has been. Proposed section 46B is part of amendment 
7, so it is correctly part of the block that we referred to earlier. Member for Warren–Blackwood, would you like 
to ask your question about proposed section 46B? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. Just to clarify, I am now talking to amendment 7 on the 
notice paper, which refers to the insertion of proposed section 46B. It is couched around a review of section 46A 
and the principles about how that review will be triggered.  
I note that proposed section 46B(1) refers to the Inspector of Custodial Services as the reviewer and states — 

… must review compliance with, and the operation and effectiveness of, section 46A, and prepare a report 
based on that review, as soon as practicable after the 5th anniversary of the day on which the … Act … 
comes into operation. 

The trigger point is the fifth anniversary; a review must be completed as soon as practicable after that. It does not 
define how long after; it is just as soon as practicable. I am aware that for a range of reasons many some government 
reviews take a long time—sometimes more than 12 months. COVID-19 could cause significant interruption to 
government processes and could be one reason a review would take longer than it would otherwise take. Proposed 
subsection (3) states — 

The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon as practicable after 
the Minister receives it, but not later than 12 months after the 5th anniversary. 

The point has been made that under subsection (3) the minister will have a mandatory point in time by which a report 
will have to be laid before both houses of Parliament; that is, not later than 12 months after the fifth anniversary. 
Nothing in proposed subclause (1) gives any time frame for completing the review. It simply says “as soon as 
practicable after the 5th anniversary”. The minister may well be caught between the mandatory requirement to lay 
a report on the table of both houses—a report that he does not have. I wonder whether the minister can give me an 
answer to those two points, which would seem to be in conflict somewhat, if for some reason the report is not 
furnished to the minister in a reasonable time. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: This is an interesting proposed section. It was not put in by the government; the Greens in the 
upper house, the Legislative Council, requested that it be put in. It requested that a review be put in. My advice to 
both the Greens and the Liberal Party in the upper house was that this clause was unnecessary on the grounds that 
the Inspector of Custodial Services under his act, as an independent inspector of the prison system, has the authority 
to look at anything at any time, and there was no necessity for a review of this nature because he is also under 
a legal obligation to report on prisons every three years and to table those reports in the house. Nevertheless, members 
in the Legislative Council wanted this type of wording to be put in the bill. We framed the wording so that the 
Inspector of Custodial Services, who is the appropriate independent body to do this type of review, be requested 
to do that. That is the reason we have ended up with this wording. 
I do take issue with what the member has pointed out. When proposed subsections (1) and (3) are read together, it 
makes obvious sense; that is, the review must be undertake on the fifth anniversary of the day on which section 12 
of the Prisons Amendment Act 2020 comes into operation, as soon as practicable, and it must be laid before the 
house within 12 months. There is 12 months to do it. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: I think the minister has missed the point. The classic modus operandi of this minister is that 
he finds someone else to blame: “The Greens have brought this in, so don’t blame me,” he says. “This came in 
with that other mob and this is their words not mine.” That is rubbish when you are the minister! He should not 
put himself aside from what he brings in here as an amendment. 

I come to the point of the amendment. The minister has not answered the question. The first subsection of the 
amendment refers to the review being completed “as soon as practicable”. The word “must” is not in there at all. 
There is no “must” have within 12 months in there. It says “as soon as practicable”. History in government—
I know what it is like; I was on that side as a minister at one time—is that sometimes governments struggle to get 
reviews out. Their timing does not necessarily fit in with the time frame that everyone would like. Yet proposed 
subsection (3) states — 

The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon as practicable after 
the Minister receives, but not later than 12 months after the 5th anniversary. 

There is a deadline for presenting the report—a deadline of no later than 12 months after the fifth anniversary—
but the minister may not have a report to lay on the table. Really poor words are being used in this amendment, 
and they are in conflict. There cannot be a requirement to lay something on the table within 12 months of an act 
coming in when there may not be a report to lay on the table. This is in conflict. It is really poor wording. Can the 
minister stand now and give me confidence that these words are okay to go into an act of Parliament so that it can 
reach royal assent and play out and be effective when it becomes law? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Jeez, member for Warren–Blackwood, you like to pick up on real non-entity things, don’t you? 
But you—you in particular — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Through the Chair, minister. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: You, in particular, having been — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, through the Chair. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. You being — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me, minister. Through the Chair. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That member is a former minister for corrections and had responsibility for the Inspector of 
Custodial Services. You should know better. You have done this job! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): I call you to order for the first time, minister. I asked that you go 
through the Chair, so can you please direct your comments my way. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That member should know better. Why? Because he has done this job before. He knows, or 
should know—that is a reflection on how good he was at his job—that the Inspector of Custodial Services, as an 
independent inspector who reports to this house, can actually do an inquiry at any time he likes: six months after 
the legislation passes, 12 months after the legislation passes, three years after the legislation passes, five years after 
the legislation passes and 12 months after that. He can do it at any time he wishes. That was made clear to our 
colleagues in the upper house, who chose to ignore it; they wanted a review. The wording before us, member for 
Warren–Blackwood, was drafted by the State Solicitor’s Office on the basis that those Greens and Liberal Party 
members in the upper house wanted a review put in. It is appropriate that the Inspector of Custodial Services does 
that review, for good reason. He has a legislative power to do that review. To come in here and to try to come up 
with hypothetical suggestions that the review may not be done within 12 months of the bill passing is just stupid 
and ridiculous, and reflects poorly on the member. He knows that the inspector could do the inspection either in 
line with this wording or independently from it. I am sure—I have great trust in the Inspector of Custodial Services—
that he will comply with the legislation that is currently before the house and this amendment before the house. 
The review will be undertaken and it will be tabled. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I think the minister is missing the point. I actually agree with the point he made about the 
Inspector of Custodial Services being able to do a review whenever he likes, absolutely. That is the whole idea of 
setting up that institution. It has been effective in doing that and it does hold ministers and governments to account. 
I have no problem with that. The point is that the minister has had carriage of this bill. It is the minister’s bill. He has 
carriage of this bill on behalf of the Labor Party. It went through the upper house and had some amendments. The 
minister is making the point that those amendments were drafted by Parliamentary Counsel—in fact he did not say 
that; he said that the State Solicitor’s Office drafted the amendments. I am asking the minister to stand up in here and 
say that these amendments are valid. I am pointing out to the minister what appears to be a glaring error. It could well 
play out—the minister knows how it plays out in the circumstances which we find ourselves now with COVID-19—
that that could hold up a whole range of government processes. I would be very surprised whether a bunch of reviews 
were not held up as a result of COVID-19, by whatever department has responsibility for doing reviews. 

If the government requests us to cut it a bit of slack on the timing of something, the opposition would say yes because 
it is a valid request. The minister is saying I am stupid, no less, for suggesting that reviews might not be done 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 14 May 2020] 2721 

 

within the formal compliance period. That is fundamentally wrong because it happens, and the minister knows it 
happens. We do not even need exceptional circumstances for that to happen; it actually happens. I have pointed 
that out to the minister and he has not given me a response. The amendments the minister is asking us to agree to, 
which he has carriage of irrespective of who put them up, seem to be in conflict. It may be possible. Let me ask a very 
clear question: is it possible that a review might not be completed before the 12-month mandatory period following 
the fifth anniversary of the implementation of this amendment? It is a very clear question. Is it possible that a review 
might not be done within 12 months of the fifth anniversary of this amendment coming into action? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): Minister, through the Chair. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I thank the Madam Acting Speaker. 

“Perry Mason from Warren–Blackwood” can put up whatever he likes, but I am not here to answer hypothetical 
questions. The wording is as it is; it is quite clear. I have explained to the member, even though he should know 
himself, the role of the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services and its powers. If the member has a problem 
with this wording, he should vote against it. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: This is really poor form because these changes have been brought in by the government under 
the guise of a COVID-19 response and, quite rightly, the opposition has been massively compliant with all the 
measures that the government has brought in. We have to be; we want the government to be successful in managing 
this issue. I am absolutely behind prison officers who find themselves in very, very difficult situations managing these 
issues. Rightly, the government is trying to put that in place, and I agree with the point, but, at the end of the day, the 
opposition holds the government to account and this minister is bringing legislation with errors in it. There appears 
to be an error in this amendment and I am not getting an adequate response from the minister because he is not 
going to the point I am trying to raise about this clause; that is, is it possible that a review might not be done within 
12 months of the fifth anniversary of this amendment coming into play? Is that possible? My answer to that is yes, 
it is possible. Why is it possible? It happens on a fairly regular basis because agencies are busy and may not have 
scope to do that work. It is also possible because of externalities like COVID-19 that come into play and redirect 
agencies to respond to the challenges that we have. That is a very good reason for reviews not to happen. Right now, 
these clauses seem to be in conflict; we have a formal requirement for a report to be tabled in both houses of 
Parliament that might not be done within the time limit of one year after the fifth anniversary of the act coming 
into play. 

The minister’s response to my question has come up short and I think he has a responsibility to this house on a point 
of accountability to stand and say with confidence that these words, which he has brought to this chamber for us 
to agree to, are valid. The minister cannot lay it off on someone else and say the Greens wrote it. The minister said 
the State Solicitor’s Office wrote it. I want the minister to tell me that these words are valid and the point I am 
making is wrong. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I do not think there is any need to answer that. The member for Warren–Blackwood raised the 
question and then answered it himself. I do not even know why he asked the question in the first place. This is standard 
wording from Parliamentary Counsel. If the member does not like it, he can just vote against it. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
The Council acquainted accordingly. 

CORRUPTION, CRIME AND MISCONDUCT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 April. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Leader of the Opposition) [10.54 am]: I am not the lead speaker for 
the opposition on this bill—the member for Hillarys is—but I stand to make my remarks on the Corruption, Crime 
and Misconduct Amendment Bill. 

By way of background, the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 arose from the establishment of the 
Royal Commission into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police 
Officers. The conduct of the police royal commission resulted in a report recommending the establishment of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission, prior to the work of the police royal commission. The CCC took over the role 
of the Anti-Corruption Commission, a product of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government 
and Other Matters—WA Inc—and the Commission on Government. The CCC dealt with the transition of the police 
royal commission’s work and ongoing ACC investigations. During debate on this legislation on 5 June 2003, the 
then Labor Attorney General, Jim McGinty, said — 

The commissioner will be appointed following a procedure drawn from the Electoral Act. It will require 
consultation with the leaders of political parties. For practical purposes that will mean discussions with 
the Leader of the Opposition—in other words, the Leader of the Liberal Party—and the Leader of the 
National Party. 
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The contribution continues — 
Once Cabinet has made a decision, perhaps even after it has been to the Executive Council, I would not 
want just a courtesy notification given to the leaders of the two political parties. It would not be an 
appropriate way to give effect to the spirit of legislation. The federal Attorney General came under some 
criticism, perhaps justified, for the extent to which he personally intervened in High Court appointments. 
He met with potential candidates and the like. I do not know whether it would be appropriate to go down 
that path. In terms of consultation, what I have just outlined to the member is what I envisage will occur. 

Mr McKechnie was appointed in accordance with a process established by the then Labor government under the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003. The appointment process requires that candidates for the position 
must be one of three persons selected by both a nominating committee and a parliamentary committee—that is, the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. The committees’ recommendations are passed 
to the Premier who then makes a recommendation to the Governor who makes the appointment. The process of 
appointment was established to ensure that the appointment of the most powerful statutory investigator in the state 
would not be dictated by any political party and certainly not by the Premier of the day. In short, the appointment process 
has been established under law and faithfully followed by successive governments for every previous appointment. 
Let me be absolutely clear: this bill is designed to subvert the will of Parliament. It allows any executive government 
that cannot get its appointment through the proper process to use the legislative process as a crude instrument to 
bypass the proper process. It is a process, I might add, that is robust and has been exposed to the nuances of Parliament 
for nearly 20 years. The appointment process has withstood all shades of executive government and resisted the 
challenges that such committees are continually exposed to from government seeking outcomes that may or may 
not be in the public interest. 
I want to make it absolutely clear that the Liberal Party does not support this legislation. Our position has nothing to 
do with Mr McKechnie, who I personally have very high regard for. The legislation is simply wrong. It is the product 
of a dummy spit by the Premier. By way of summary, the appointment of the Corruption and Crime Commissioner 
is provided for in section 9 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003. Section 9(3) provides that the 
commissioner is to be appointed by the Governor on the recommendation of the Premier. 
Section 9(3a) limits this power of recommendation in two ways. First, the person recommended must be one of 
three persons who are eligible for appointment and on a list submitted to the Premier by the nominating committee; 
see section 9(3a)(a). The nominating committee comprises the Chief Justice, the Chief Judge of the District Court 
and a person appointed by the Governor to represent the interests of the community. Second, the person recommended 
must have the support of the majority of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and 
bipartisan support of that committee; see section 9(a3)(b). “Bipartisan support” is defined to mean the support of — 

(a) members of the Standing Committee who are members of the party of which the Premier is 
a member; and 

(b) members of the Standing Committee who are members of the party of which the Leader of the Opposition 
is a member. 

Section 9(4) provides, as a further process to be undertaken prior to appointment under section 9(3a), that the Premier 
consult with the joint standing committee. Consultation is not defined, but, in the ordinary course, it would occur prior 
to the joint standing committee deciding whether to support or not support the person recommended for appointment 
by the Premier. There is nothing in the act to preclude the Premier consulting with the committee otherwise. 
It is notable that section 9 deals also with the appointment of the first commissioner and requires that the then 
Premier consult with the then Leader of the Opposition. The act also deals with the circumstance of there not being 
a Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and requires that, in such a circumstance, 
the Premier is to consult with the Leader of the Opposition and the leader of any other political party with at least 
five members in either house. Plainly, these obligations of consultation differ fundamentally from the requirements of 
section 9(3a)(b) that the person recommended has support of the majority of the committee and bipartisan support of 
the committee. The Premier cannot lawfully recommend the appointment of a person who does not have this support. 
I refer to the appointment process. On 7 April 2020 I received a letter from the Premier after his office had leaked 
it to the media. That is not the only letter he leaked. He or the Attorney General went on to leak a letter from the 
Chief Justice, and I hear that act of breach of trust has raised significant issues amongst the judiciary. I have to say 
that, until I received the Premier’s letter and media enquiries, I had no idea or knowledge that this matter was even 
before the committee. The letter asked for my support for the reappointment of Mr McKechnie after the committee 
had made the decision not to support the recommendation of the Premier. The letter of the Premier was both churlish 
and provocative. It referred to the “Black Hand Gang” and suggested the failure of Mr McKechnie’s reappointment 
was due to his ongoing investigations into former member of Parliament Mr Edman. On 8 April, I responded to 
the Premier and recommended that he negotiate with the committee. On 14 April, the Premier wrote once again 
seeking support for the current bill. I responded on the same day, stating that Mr McKechnie had my support; 
however, I stated that I thought the bill was unnecessary given the COVID-19 situation, and that the Premier should 
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speak to the chair of the committee, the member for Girrawheen. During this period, the hyperbole of the Premier 
was in full overdrive. He was claiming that the Liberal Party members were supporting corruption and acts of 
terrorism. These responses show how unhinged and overdramatic the Premier was. In fact, what was on display 
was a Premier using his popularity over the handling of COVID-19 and attempting to politicise the whole process 
of the CCC appointment. It took a media release from one of the Premier’s own senior Labor colleagues, the chair 
of the committee, to debunk the political rhetoric of the Premier. On 23 April 2020, the Chair of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission said in a media release — 

However, because of unfounded public speculation about the motives for the Committee’s previous 
deliberations, it has resolved to unequivocally reject any suggestion that the motivation for any members 
not supporting the appointment recommendation was the Corruption and Crime Commission’s focus on 
parliamentary electoral allowances. 

This was a direct slap in the face to the Premier and the Attorney General’s media team using their personal 
relationships with members of the mainstream media to peddle a narrative that was blatantly untrue. Again, it took 
a senior respected former editor, Paul Murray of The West Australian, to cut through the fog of the Premier’s hyperbole 
in an article titled “Get over it, Mr Premier”. This is the same Paul Murray who witnessed the Labor Party’s corruption 
in the 1980s, resulting in a royal commission into WA Inc, and the infatuation by the current Attorney General’s 
support for the then Labor Premier, Brian Burke, who ended up in jail. In the article, Paul Murray said — 

The very worst thing a political leader can do when confronted by personal opinion polling is to believe 
the results. 

On the current legislation, he said — 
Such a method of appointment would break every convention ever considered to ensure the commission 
was not tainted by its boss being a political appointment. 

Mr Murray said further — 
McKechnie had undeniable successes, but the argument that he is the only person able to handle the 
commission’s ongoing inquiries is laughable. 
Did the police force collapse in a heap when its long standing commissioner, Karl O’Callaghan, retired 
with a huge number of major inquiries on foot? 

Of course it did not. 
On 1 May 2020, I sought advice from Mr Grant Donaldson, SC, a former Solicitor-General for Western Australia, 
on his views and observations on the legislation. He stated the following in his response to me dated 6 May 2020. 
Mr Donaldson makes a number of interesting observations of this bill, and I will lay this advice on the table of 
Parliament when I sit down. 
My first question to Mr Donaldson was whether this bill was in power. He states in paragraph 60 that if procedurally 
validly enacted, by reason of section 2 of the Constitution Act 1889, it would not be beyond the powers of Parliament. 
Mr Donaldson referred to section 9 and, in particular, section 9(3a)(b), which requires that the person recommended 
have, and I quote from paragraphs 6 and 7 of Mr Donaldson’s advice — 

… “the support of the majority of the [Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission] 
and “bipartisan support” of that committee. The Premier cannot lawfully recommend appointment of 
a person who does not have this support. 

In paragraph 7, he further stated — 
The immediate past commissioner, the Hon. John McKechnie QC, was one of 3 persons nominated by 
the nominating committee; proposed to be recommended for appointment by the Premier; but did not 
have the support of the majority of the Joint Standing Committee and bipartisan support of that committee. 
Accordingly, Mr McKechnie cannot be recommended for appointment. 

Mr Donaldson goes on to review other jurisdictions in Australia and concludes at paragraph 18 of his advice — 
In all legislation, a Parliamentary committee has an effective veto of a proposed appointee. I have assumed 
that all such Parliamentary committees operate by majority. In the appointment models in Western Australia 
and Queensland, bipartisan support of the Parliamentary committee is required. 

The Western Australian requirements of section 9 are not unusual. Mr Donaldson then considers the respective 
reviews that have been given to the current mechanism of appointment of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
At paragraph 30, he states — 

So, the requirement of s.9(3a)(b) of the Western Australian Act—that the proposed appointee as 
Commissioner have majority and bipartisan support of the Joint Standing Committee—has been in the Act 
from its inception and has been supported by consecutive reports of the Committee in 2011, 2016 and 2017. 
I am unaware of any legislative proposal that has been suggested since 2011 at least that the requirement 
of s.9(3a)(b) be repealed or amended. 
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Mr Donaldson then reflects on the comments made by the Attorney General in the second reading speech and 
makes three observations. Firstly, in paragraph 43, he states — 

… the letter of the Chief Justice to which I have referred have come into the public domain as a result of 
the Second Reading Speech of Mr Quigley, and so such matters now involve the privileges of the 
Legislative Assembly. 

I ask the Premier: was it appropriate to release the Chief Justice’s letter in the manner that he did? Mr Donaldson 
also makes some considered comments on judicial officers being involved in the nominations committee. The JSC 
might look at this issue in its next review of the legislation. 
Secondly, Mr Donaldson refers to the Attorney General’s view that the reason the government has no intention to 
put forward another name to the joint standing committee is because of the impasse in the appointment process. 
In paragraph 46 of his advice, Mr Donaldson says — 

This notion of an “impasse” arrives from a misconception of the manner in which s.9 of the Act operates. 
That a candidate recommended by the Premier might not be appointed as Commissioner is precisely what 
is contemplated by the Act. It is perhaps trite to observe that the process prescribed by the Act for 
appointment of a Commissioner has, in this instance, until the tabling of the Bill, operated entirely as 
intended. From the commencement of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 it has always 
been possible that the Joint Standing Committee would not, by majority and in a bipartisan way, support 
appointment of the recommended candidate.  

Furthermore, paragraph 48 states — 
To the extent that there is an “impasse” in the appointment process, it arises because the Premier will not 
recommend a candidate other than Mr McKechnie. 

As mentioned earlier, Mr Donaldson stated in paragraph 18 — 
In all legislation, — 

In Australian jurisdictions for heads of corruption committees — 
a Parliamentary committee has an effective veto of a proposed appointee. 

Thirdly, Mr Donaldson says in his advice that it is wrong to say that the — 
… Committee … could have no proper basis for not supporting the reappointment of Mr McKechnie. 

As mentioned earlier, in Australian jurisdictions for heads of corruption committees, the parliamentary committee 
has an effective veto of the proposed appointee. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: In paragraph 53, Mr Donaldson states — 

That such power exists in all States that have anti-corruption type bodies compels reflection on and an 
understanding of why this might be so. No doubt the reason is that, having regard to the importance and 
extensive powers of such anti-corruption bodies, the parliamentary committees that “oversee” them 
interact with the commissioners of such bodies on a constant and intimate basis. Much of this interaction 
occurs privately and there is very good reason in principle why this should be so. Because of this, it is 
only the members of such committees who “see it all”. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: I am sorry; I missed the last sentence. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I will table the letter so the Attorney General can read it. 
In paragraph 57, Mr Donaldson states — 

That this possibility exists means that it is illogical and plainly wrong to contend that a member or members 
of the Joint Standing Committee could not have a proper basis for not supporting the reappointment of 
Mr McKechnie. 

Further into Mr Donaldson’s advice, referring to the unusual drafting process of the proposed clause, he states at 
paragraph 65 — 

The effect of the proposed s.9(4B) is that Mr McKechnie will not be appointed by the Governor 
by commission under the Public Seal of the State and, as such, the requirements of s.9(3a), that 
are consequential to s.9(3), simply fall away. 
… this manner of drafting underscores the extremely unusual form of the Bill. Indeed, so far as 
I am aware, the form and effect of this Bill is not only extremely unusual but unprecedented. 

67. For instance, the Governor will play no role in this reappointment. This is an appointment directly 
of and by the Parliament. It is fundamentally different from the manner in which other independent 
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officers of the executive government, such as (for instance) the Director of Public Prosecutions, 
the Solicitor-General and the Auditor General, are appointed, and obviously different from the 
form in which all others who have served as Commissioner of the CCC have been appointed. 

In paragraphs 70 and 71, Mr Donaldson highlights the absurdity of this process under this bill. He states — 

70. … the logical consequence of this Bill is that none of the present provisions of s.9 will be amended 
and that where Premiers do not receive support of the Joint Standing Committee for a recommended 
candidate, or indeed the nomination of a desired candidate, there will simply be included in the 
Act further subsections in the form of the proposed s.9(4B). 

71. The absurdity — 

His words — 

of this ought, in my opinion, trouble those who come to consider the Bill. 

In conclusion and in summary, Mr Donaldson is saying that the problem with this bill is that it would be unlawful 
to recommend Mr McKechnie because that recommendation does not comply with the act in that the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission rejected him. The joint standing committee was properly 
constituted by the Parliament and operated under legislation passed by both houses of Parliament. The legislation 
has been reviewed numerous times. There has been no recommendation to change the process for requiring 
a majority and bipartisan support of the nominee. Indeed, the bill is not proposing to change the process for future 
appointments; its sole purpose is to get around the duly elected committee because the Premier did not like the 
answer. Any time the Premier does not like the answer in the future, a precedent is being set to get around the will of 
the Parliament. This bill does not provide for the Governor to appoint the commissioner, like all other commissioners, 
and is fundamentally different from how other independent officers of the executive government, such as the 
Director of Public Prosecutions, the Solicitor-General and the Auditor General, are appointed. It is extremely unusual 
and unprecedented. The Premier has been playing political games with this appointment from the beginning. The 
Liberal opposition is not prepared to support subverting the due process of Parliament and the law. If the government 
does not support the outcome of the current process, it should change the law—change the process. The legislation 
intends to bypass the proper parliamentary process every time a Premier of any colour cannot get his or her own 
way. It is a corruption of the parliamentary process. 

The former Solicitor-General, Grant Donaldson, SC, has made some significant observations around the intent of this 
legislation and the outcomes it is seeking to achieve. Because of the way the Premier and the Attorney General have 
managed this issue, the reputation of Mr McKechnie has been tarnished. The Premier and his office deliberately 
leaked letters to the media, which regrettably sullied the reputation of Mr McKechnie. The Premier decided to play 
politics with this issue, standing outside with his hairy-chested COVID-19 popularity. 

The liberal opposition will not support this bad legislation. Furthermore, if we think about the ramifications of the 
legislation, if Mr McKechnie decides that he would like to retire inside his five-year reappointment, if he becomes 
unwell or, heaven forbid, passes away, an act of Parliament to repeal this act of Parliament will be needed before 
the proper process of appointment of another commissioner can occur. That is what we are doing here. It is a complete 
nonsense to try to subvert the will of the Parliament in the way that the Premier is doing, and we will not support 
bad legislation. During the COVID-19 crisis, we acted in a bipartisan way to bring legislation through both houses 
of Parliament with 15 minutes’ notice. The legislation imposes restrictions on people: it gives powers to authorities 
to detain people who are not staying in their homes because of the COVID-19 self-isolation requirements; and it 
provides all sorts of mechanisms for residential and commercial tenants to provide relief, with amendments being 
made on the floor of the chamber by the government because of the rushed nature of the drafting of those legislative 
instruments. We have been cooperative in every way but we do not need to stand for poorly crafted legislation because 
the Premier is too churlish to negotiate with a parliamentary committee. We will not stand for bad legislation. Our 
opposition has nothing to do with Mr McKechnie, and it has nothing to do with my view of Mr McKechnie or the 
work that he has done. I unequivocally support the work that Mr McKechnie has done in rooting out corruption in 
this state. It is not about his qualifications. It is not about the work that he has done. It is about a very poor 
parliamentary process designed to subvert the will of Parliament by a churlish Premier who is engaged in rank politics 
around the appointment of the most important and powerful individual in the public service in Western Australia, 
being the Corruption and Crime Commissioner. 

I will lay the advice of the former Solicitor-General on the table of this Parliament so members can apprise themselves 
of this very esteemed individual’s view of the process that the Premier and the Attorney General have undertaken around 
this appalling state of affairs created by the Premier in trying to gain a rank political and opportunistic outcome.  

MR M. HUGHES (Kalamunda) [11.19 am]: I would like to make a contribution to the debate on the Corruption, 
Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020 before us, and listened with great interest to the dissembling 
of the Leader of the Opposition. Leader of the Opposition, the current system is broken. This is a measure to correct 
what I as the member for Kalamunda regard as a system that has delivered quite the opposite of what was intended; 
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in fact, what is in the best interests of this state—that is, not the appointment of a new commissioner but the 
reappointment of the existing commissioner. I see the Leader of the Opposition is leaving or is she just putting her 
file behind the Chair? 

Point of Order 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is a longstanding tradition of this place not to reflect on what members do in the chamber. 

Mr M. HUGHES: I accept that. I thought she was ignoring what I had to say about this. 

Debate Resumed 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: I was reminding myself — 

Mr M. HUGHES: I understand but this is about the reappointment of an existing commissioner despite the gratuitous 
advice provided by Hon Nick Goiran about what we can do when we disagree with the Premier’s recommended 
appointment because members opposite had information before the joint standing committee that in fact suggested 
that the person was not suitable. We will never know what the discussions were about that matter. I am surprised that 
it was brought in. I am interested to know which commissioner we were talking about. We have never been in 
a position in which a commissioner has served a full term. All the itty-bitty processes. We heard in the Premier’s 
contribution yesterday the kind of chaotic situation that arose as a result of that and what members opposite regard 
as the most effective means of countering corruption in public office, and that is the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
However, from the Leader of the Opposition in this faux approach, this fig leaf of defence of the joint standing 
committee and from what the Premier said yesterday—it is well known in the press—we know who the cannonball 
was who wrecked the proposition that we concur with the reappointment of the commissioner based upon the 
independent nominating committee recommendation. The cannonball was presumably Hon Jim Chown, but the 
cannon is the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Council. This is a test, Leader of the Opposition, of your 
capacity to lead your party. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member for Kalamunda, why do you not address the bill. 

Mr M. HUGHES: I am just getting a little bit fired up. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Well, fire up about the bill. 

Mr M. HUGHES: I choose to speak to you, Acting Speaker, because you have a kindly face. We are in a position 
in which we can get as much commentary from a former Solicitor-General as we like. The government has the current 
Solicitor-General and the legislation before us is not offensive to either the procedures of this Assembly nor the 
provisions of the act. The Leader of the Opposition comes in here with an opinion; the government has its own opinion 
and the Leader of the Opposition is wrong. If following the next election, she wants to be regarded as a credible 
alternative to Hon Mark McGowan, the Premier of this state, she has to recognise that she is defending the indefensible. 
Whatever has happened up there, she is the titular Leader of the Opposition. The real opposition is in the 
Legislative Council and that is why we are in this difficult position. The Leader of the Opposition has made it clear 
that she supports McKechnie, but her fig leaf of defence is that the information presumably up in the Legislative Council, 
in terms of the information provided to the committee—and there was none from Hon Jim Chown—is somehow 
a matter of such great weight and importance that Hon John McKechnie should be shunted out the door. It was 
a decapitation process. I make the point that the comments made outside the committee and in the other chamber, 
the handmaiden to the executioner pulling the guillotine was Hon Alison Xamon. Get real! 

Point of Order 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: This is inappropriate. 

Mr M. HUGHES: The member might say that this is not appropriate. I am allowed to say in this chamber what 
I wish to say. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Points of order will be heard in silence. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that, member for Kalamunda, but I point to standing order 92, which I think 
refers to improper motives of members of the upper house. To suggest that a handmaiden to the executioner was 
another member of the upper house is probably within that realm. 

Mr M. HUGHES: Maybe but — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Points of order will be heard in silence! Member for Kalamunda, the standing order 
is pretty clear in terms of personal reflections. You know me as a Speaker, and I find those sorts of reflections very 
difficult to deal with. We are all here representing our constituencies so I ask that you refrain from those personal 
reflections on other people in the upper house. I do believe there is substance in that point of order, so I ask you to 
be a bit more considerate of your comments about members in this place and in the other place. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr M. HUGHES: I take your advice, Acting Speaker. In terms of the impasse, I made reference to my Facebook 
observations; it was really down to the individual whim of one person, effectively. I am mindful of the debate that 
took place in the Legislative Council on 11 December 2003 when Hon Kim Chance moved to delete the lines in 
the act under “bipartisan support”, and insert instead “bipartisan support” means the support of — 

(a) at least one member of the Standing Committee who is a member of the party of which the Premier 
is a member; and 

(b) at least one member of the Standing Committee who is a member of the party of which the 
Leader of the Opposition is a member; 

Peter Foss responded by indicating that Kim Chance expressed a clear definition of what bipartisan support means. 
Hon Peter Foss said — 

The Opposition does not support this amendment. It gives an exactitude that should not be there. I can 
see what the minister is trying to do. The other way it could have been worded was “all the members 
of the Government and all the members of the Opposition”, which would be too exact the other way. 
With matters dealing with the Parliament it would certainly not be appropriate to have one member 
cross the floor to carry legislation. The whole idea is to get truly bipartisan support. It may not be exact 
but one must keep in mind that this will be done by Parliament. The ideal situation is that everybody on 
each side should agree, but I do not want one person to have the power to say that he or she disagrees and 
muck everything up, … 

Well, he mucked it up. The Leader of the Opposition has an opportunity to show true bipartisanship rather than 
take cheap shots at the Premier about a solution to a problem, given the degree of hostility that has been expressed 
by virtue of the lack of willingness of that committee to provide the Premier with the details about why the 
dissenting voice could not assent to the request that support be provided to Hon John McKechnie. It is outrageous 
and for the Leader of the Opposition to come in and climb up on the mound of high moral rectitude constructed 
by Hon Nick Goiran—I told members that it is probably at the level of a molehill. 

I have strayed too far because I will be brought back. 

Leader of the Opposition, COVID-19 has changed people’s perception. I notice yesterday that the former leader—
not the one immediately prior, but the person who sat on the backbench because that is where he was put by the 
public—Hon Colin Barnett said that he concurs that John McKechnie is the right person and should be the commissioner. 
One of the first debates he contributed to was about the composition of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission when he said, “Aha, WA Inc. Labor is fiddling with the rules.”  

It is a darned good job that Labor did fiddle with the rules, I will tell you, because you would not have got, I think, 
a clear understanding of what I regard as being the misuse of closed debate in the committees of this house. The 
closed debate, which is meant to provide an opportunity for clear, considered, bipartisan and justified support for 
a proposition for that committee, was never provided. Members opposite need to know that—so do the public of 
Western Australia need to understand that. Do not attack us on the basis that we are somehow trying to “distort” the 
important processes. The current act is deficient, and the way the act works in relation to the standing orders of the 
joint standing committee exposes it for what it is. Members need to understand that COVID-19 has now changed 
the perception that the public has about the way politicians go about their business. The opposition wants to reduce 
this to the ruck of argy-bargy of pointscoring against the government, and denigrating the Premier. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: We were called terrorists! 

Mr M. HUGHES: Terrorists, acts of bastardry—I have got no idea. Which is most suitable? You tell me. I think 
an act of bastardry, actually. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: You just said we’re muck raking and political pointscoring. We were all called terrorists. 

Mr M. HUGHES: In this regard, I think you are because you are wreckers. You are not appreciating and you are 
not prepared to come back from behind your sort of petty political pointscoring. You talk about us working from 
a political grab-bag. Some of the lines that you have provided to me outside of the committee have been provided 
to me by Jim Chown. This crazy justification for the injustices that have taken place, and you are not prepared to 
shine the light on it. 

I will return to my notes. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 

Mr M. HUGHES: I am not taking an interjection from you. You are the Leader of the Opposition; I am a mere 
member of the backbench, but by God I have learnt a lot over the last three weeks, I can tell you, about how this 
place operates, and it is disgraceful and you need to call it out! 
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As I set out in the chamber yesterday, there were no materials from third parties put before the committee; nor 
confirmation of information to reflect adversely on the commissioner, Mr McKechnie. 

A member interjected. 

Mr M. HUGHES: You might think that. I told you. I can tell you what did not happen in that committee. Refer 
me to the Procedure and Privileges Committee again. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: We can’t; we don’t have the numbers. 

Mr M. HUGHES: Oh, well—there you go! 

To prove this—listen to this carefully—today I wrote to all members of the committee, requesting that a meeting 
of the committee be convened for Wednesday morning. At that meeting I will move that the committee table in the 
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council the minutes of the committee meetings held on 25 March and 
22 April. At those meetings, the committee deliberated the Premier’s nomination of Mr McKechnie, QC, for 
reappointment as the Corruption and Crime Commissioner. I will also move a motion that the committee table in 
the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council the minutes of the committee held on 13 May. 

Point of Order 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I seek your ruling, Madam Acting Speaker. I do believe right now that we have a possibility 
that the member is talking about deliberations of his committee, which is under standing order 270. 

Mr M. Hughes interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Order! It is fine. I get to hear points of order in silence. I understand 
what the member for Dawesville is asking. I will take advice. I do have preliminary thoughts myself, but I will just 
take advice. I am advised, and I agree, that the member for Kalamunda needs to be aware, as I am sure he is, that 
he cannot reveal deliberations of the committee anywhere—in the chamber or otherwise. 

Mr M. HUGHES: No, I do not believe I am. What I am saying is what I will do — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Acting Speaker, on the point of order. The member is clearly — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am not going to canvass debate about that. I have just given a caution and the 
member can interpret that caution the way the member choses. I will not canvass debate. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. HUGHES: All I am doing is advising to you that I have written to the chair of the committee indicating that 
I will move a motion. That is not a deliberation; it is an indication of what I intend to do. 

I will just say that I will move a motion in respect of the 25 March and 22 April minutes being tabled in both the 
Assembly and the Council. I will also move that the minutes of the meeting that took place on 13 May be tabled, 
when the committee considered the correspondence with Mr McKechnie, QC, in which he sought to be informed 
of, and provided with, any adverse material concerning him that the committee had before it at its previous meetings. 
I think it is important that we understand — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member! You have given an indication of what you intend to do, and, as I said 
before, you have to consider that you cannot talk about committee deliberations. However, to the extent of your 
deliberations in this place, you may want to consider that cautiously and move on quickly to the reason you are 
giving the indication of what you wish to do. 

Mr M. HUGHES: I am trying to. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am just giving you a caution, member, in terms of where you want to take this. 
I understand that you have given an indication of what you want to do. The question is about the deliberations of 
the committee and how you ensure that you have caution in that manner. 

Mr M. HUGHES: I understand. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member. 

Mr M. HUGHES: Thank you. 

I will not rove over those other couple of paragraphs again, just in case I get stopped again. 

The Leader of the Opposition has publicly stated that Mr McKechnie is an upstanding candidate to continue in the 
role. She has gone on to say that she is unable to support the reappointment of Mr McKechnie, QC, in view of the 
committee having rejected the nomination because the committee had evidence of third parties and confidential 
information adverse to Mr McKechnie’s stewardship of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: You need to quote me accurately. 

Mr M. HUGHES: Well, okay. 
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In conversation with Oliver Peterson—talking about the process, Liza Harvey—what about the process of risk of 
reappointing John McKechnie or somebody else to the position of chief of the CCC; what happens next? The 
Leader of the Opposition says, “Well, the legislation that the government has introduced to appoint the commissioner 
just isn’t acceptable, Ollie.” We have the commissioner’s appointment by the process that has been prescribed by 
the legislation since 2003, and I think it is looking like a political stunt to have the commissioners appointed in 
this way. I just do not think it is appropriate. I doubt that the legislation will get support in the upper house. Instead 
of the opposition continuing to make this an issue, I think the Premier needs to sit down with the chair of the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, Margaret Quirk, and go over what the next steps 
are because we have to have a commissioner appointed appropriately. This is the most powerful position in the 
state, and to have it appointed by questionable legislative amendment is not appropriate at all. 

Does John McKechnie still have your personal support, Leader of the Opposition? Is he still the best person to lead 
the CCC, Liza Harvey? The Leader of the Opposition said that the committee obviously did not believe so and had 
information available to it that she does not. She went on to say that she had always been a supporter of the work 
of John McKechnie and had never been critical of any investigation of any individual in Western Australia who was 
engaged in corruption and inappropriate behaviour. However, she said that whether Mr McKechnie was reappointed 
or someone else was appointed, it needed to be done by the process that has worked since 2003. I am saying that 
the process has not worked for the reappointment of a sitting commissioner. The Leader of the Opposition went 
on to say that she was supportive of the committee rejecting the nomination because of evidence of third parties 
and confidential information that referred to the stewardship of Mr McKechnie, QC. That is why she was supportive, 
but as she said on another occasion, she does not have a vote. I want to assure the opposition leader that no such 
evidence was ever before the committee. In the absence of that, there is no valid basis for the Leader of the Opposition 
to continue her strident opposition to the processes that we need to bring into this place to reappoint the most 
outstanding candidate. Mr McKechnie received the nomination of the nominating committee under the signature 
of Hon Peter Quinlan, which was provided to the Premier. The Premier took it that the committee would simply 
confirm his reappointment as a matter of process, and that there would have to be some weighty reasons for that 
not to proceed. We need to know what those weighty reasons were. That is why I think it is appropriate that the 
committee inform the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council of what is in those minutes. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. HUGHES: All I am asking is that the Leader of the Opposition get out from behind her petty political 
pointscoring and support, in a truly bipartisan way, the only mechanism that is available to the government to speedily 
reappoint the commissioner so that he can get on with his work. In the absence of a long process of amending the 
act, on the advice of the Solicitor-General, this bill is the most appropriate approach to be taken. We are looking 
at the reappointment of John McKechnie. Let us deal with the legislation to correct this act, which has many other 
problems, sometime in the future. The Leader of the Opposition should join in the spirit of bipartisanship and pass 
this bill. More importantly, rather than being the titular head of the opposition—I know what seat she holds in this 
place—she should be the actual Leader of the Opposition and support the government. 

MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Nationals WA) [11.42 am]: That was a quite 
extraordinary contribution from the member for Kalamunda on the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment 
Bill 2020. I appreciate the pressure that the member for Kalamunda must have been under, but he does his cause 
no good. The views of those sitting on his side of the chamber were plain to see on their faces when they watched 
him make his contribution. As somebody who has been here for 12 years, I can say that when he talks about tabling 
the minutes of committees, he is talking about significantly changing the processes of this Parliament. I cannot 
imagine that members of this place who have served for longer than one term and who understand the processes 
would agree to that, because it would significantly stifle debate within committees, which is supposed to be 
bipartisan. I cannot accept the arguments the member has put forward. It is clear that he is frustrated and that he 
has been heavily involved in this process to this point, but what the government has put forward as a solution 
is not right. 

The Nationals WA have watched this whole process with great interest, because the Corruption and Crime 
Commission serves an incredibly important function in our state. To refer to the comments Hon Jim McGinty 
made when he introduced the bill — 

Western Australians deserve a Police Service and a public sector that are free from the scourge of corruption. 

We do: the community has the absolute right to have confidence that integrity and honesty are at the heart of those 
who serve the public. That truism stands today as much as it did when we debated this legislation back in 2003. 
When the then Attorney General, Mr McGinty, brought to Parliament the legislation that we are seeking to amend 
in the crudest way today, he outlined 10 principle ways in which the Corruption and Crime Commission was to be 
an improvement on the existing body, which at that time was known as the Anti-Corruption Commission. The first 
principle concerned accountability. He said that a new structure would be created, with one commissioner, provision 
for an acting commissioner, a parliamentary inspector and continued monitoring by a parliamentary committee. 
The role of that parliamentary committee was mentioned in the first principle for the new body that was to be created 
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and was to become the most powerful corruption body in the nation at that time. For the sake of brevity, I will not 
go through the full 10, but the role of the parliamentary committee and the process of appointment were important 
enough to mention in that very first principle. It was very clearly laid out at that time and debated at length. 

Before I go any further, I want to be very clear about where the Nationals stand on this bill. We do not and will 
not support the amendment that has been brought forward by the government. I will outline the reasons for that, 
but I want to be very clear that our position cannot and should not be interpreted as a reflection on the qualifications, 
suitability or appropriateness of the person who is, unfortunately, at the centre of this whole debate, Mr John McKechnie, 
whom the state government is seeking to reappoint. I do not know Mr McKechnie and can reflect only on what is 
already in the public domain. I note that he was deemed suitably qualified to be appointed to the role of commissioner 
in 2015 under the then Liberal–National government. His qualifications have been well canvassed in a number 
of debates, in both the public sphere and this place. Mr McKechnie is a Queen’s Counsel. He joined the then 
Crown Law Department, he was the first state Director of Public Prosecutions, he joined the Supreme Court, and 
in 2015 he was appointed as the Corruption and Crime Commissioner. He is eminently and suitably qualified—that 
has been stated over and over by the Premier, those who have spoken in public and the Leader of the Opposition. 
I do not think there is any question about Mr McKechnie and his qualifications. 

As I said, I do not know Mr McKechnie. I also point out that the Nationals WA do not have a formal, legislated role 
in the appointment of the commissioner. We do not have any representative on the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission. I will get to that later, because there was controversy at the beginning of this 
Parliament about the make-up of that committee. I think we are in a little bit of a mire as a result of the politicking 
that occurred when that committee was created. The government has got itself knee-deep in something that was 
created three years ago, when this committee was first put into play. As I understand it, the Premier has no requirement 
to consult with me as Leader of the Nationals WA, but I am happy to be dissuaded. Notwithstanding that, after 
Mr McKechnie’s nomination could not be endorsed by the JSCCCC, the Premier did write to me, during the midst 
of the COVID-19 crisis, to seek my support to debate the legislation that we are debating now, because he proposed 
to directly appoint Mr McKechnie by amending the act. I confirm that I responded to the Premier and did not agree 
that it needed to be debated at that time. We were in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic and debating legislation 
to make sure that the state government could respond appropriately to the pandemic. We were seeking to make 
sure that the legislation could go through the Parliament as swiftly as possible. In our minds, this matter was not 
COVID-19 related and, therefore, there was no cause to deal with it under the temporary standing orders under 
which we were operating in the spirit of bipartisanship to progress legislation. 

The second reason I did not support it is the reason we still do not support the government’s approach, which 
I outlined in the letter that I provided back to the Premier. An excerpt from the letter reads — 

In addition, the precedent set by a Government amending the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 
to specifically name and appoint a Commissioner is unwelcome and unwise. The Act is very specific about 
how the Commissioner should be appointed to avoid any perceived or real notion of bias or conflict and 
your proposed action could potentially overshadow the Commissioner’s role and any future contribution. 

The Government of the day overriding provisions of the Act is a significant step, especially when there 
are other avenues available to resolve this. Our Party understands the importance of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission and the role of the Commissioner, however, we do not believe this is a prudent way 
to resolve the issue. 

Frankly, in the midst of the pandemic, with great anxiety in the community, the Premier’s actions at that time could 
only be described as overreach. His actions and the way in which he has chosen to manage this situation has also 
made it untenable for Mr McKechnie to be reappointed. That is as simple as it gets. It is the Nationals’ view that if 
the Premier is unhappy with the appointment process for the commissioner, he should bring legislation to the house 
that changes the process and give us the opportunity to debate the merits of that. We are not debating the merits of 
a process; we are debating a name, and setting a very dangerous precedent. The Premier may argue that the bill 
before us is exactly that—that is, it changes the process. That is the most basic interpretation of what we are 
considering. I say that it is a dangerous and unwelcome precedent to name someone in the bill. We would object to 
this manoeuvring by government whether it were Mr McKechnie or any other eminent, suitably qualified candidate. 
I want to be very clear about that. Whether it were Mr McKechnie or anyone else, we would object to the way that 
this government is seeking to appoint someone to a very powerful role, which requires there to be absolutely no 
question raised about their integrity by way of their appointment. Our refusal to support this bill is not a debate about 
Mr McKechnie’s suitability; it is about the precedent that the Premier and his Attorney General are willing to set 
to get their way. 

I have no interest in descending into the grubby politics that has emerged as the government has seen an opportunity 
to drag the Leader of the Opposition into this process. It is unsavoury, and some of the commentary that has played 
out today has been unsavoury. As the Leader of the Opposition has indicated, she has no issue with the reappointment 
of Mr McKechnie but, like me, she has no formal legislated role to play in the appointment process. It is incredibly 
unfair for us to be dragged through the mud for a political pointscoring exercise. In my view, all the Premier has 
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succeeded in doing is ensuring that Mr McKechnie cannot be appointed. The way the commissioner is appointed 
is as important as who the commissioner is. The commissioner’s integrity has to be protected through the appointment 
process, which has checks and balances to ensure that we do not end up with the Premier or the executive government 
appointing people who may be disposed to pursue agendas that support the government. I am not suggesting for 
one moment that that is how Mr McKechnie has or will operate. The Premier has cast that shadow himself by 
overriding the checks and balances of the appointment process. 

I note that a number of reports have been completed by the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission into the efficiency and the timeliness of the current appointment process for commissioners and 
parliamentary inspectors of the CCC. The first report, dated November 2016, was completed in the term of the 
previous government. Parliament was prorogued and the findings of that committee report were not responded to by 
the government because we went to an election, so the first report of the current committee, dated September 2017, 
was completed and tabled under the Labor government., The Attorney General was required to respond to those 
recommendations, as ministers are when committees table reports with findings and recommendations.  

Let us turn to the report that was completed by the committee under the current government, which is chaired by the 
member for Girrawheen. Finding 2 of each report refers to the definition of “bipartisan support”. Neither committee 
found that the definition had proved to be of concern. Both reports canvassed the appropriateness of the current 
appointment process of commissioners and parliamentary inspectors. The report talked about the creation of a deputy 
commissioner role and reviewed the appointment processes of other jurisdictions: New South Wales, Victoria and 
South Australia. It canvassed, quite significantly, the role of the nominating committee—not the Parliamentary 
committee, the nominating committee—in supplying to the executive a list of suitable candidates to fill the roles 
of inspector and commissioner of its anticorruption agency. Recommendation 2 of the report asks for the Attorney 
General to prepare an amendment to the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 to remove the role of the 
nominating committee in the appointment process for commissioners and parliamentary inspectors. Correspondence 
by very eminent individuals from the judiciary was tabled to that effect. The second part of the amendment was that 
in lieu of that, the legislation mandate that the Premier propose one name from a list of three people to the committee 
for its bipartisan and majority support. The recommendations were made in the report dated September 2017. 
The Attorney General replied dutifully on 13 March 2018, providing the government response, as he is required 
to. His response was — 

In relation to recommendation 2, the Government will consider a proposal to amend the appointment 
process so as to remove the nominating committee from the appointment process given the support that 
this proposal has received. 

The Attorney General referred to four items from the findings and recommendations but I cannot find, in any of 
the committee’s recommendations or in the response of the government of the day, any recommendations calling 
for the government to simply insert its pick into the act. I cannot find that, and I cannot find any recommendation 
to change what “bipartisan support” means. I cannot find any recommendations for changing the process for 
appointment. In fact, most of the report states that the committee was happy with the process as it stands. The 
committee considered this in this current term of government, so we are not talking about a particularly outdated 
report. The fact of the matter is that the process was put in place to protect the integrity of the person in the role 
and the work of the CCC. It has stood us in good stead since 2003. The committee has had some challenges along 
the way. I think that has been widely acknowledged. There has been opportunity for the act to be reviewed from 
time to time. 

If the government would like to adjust the appointment process, it would do well to bring amendments to this place 
that do both. Then we could consider the merits of that. We are all sitting here waiting to be able to improve the 
processes and the responsibilities, so that the commissioner, his deputy and those who work at the CCC can acquit 
their work appropriately and with more efficiency while holding their integrity intact. We cannot support the 
government’s approach. The ordeal that Mr McKechnie has been forced to endure as a result of the way that this 
has been handled is regrettable and, in my view, unnecessary. It has been driven by political machinations rather 
than by seeking to ensure long-term stability for the most powerful statutory body in our state.  

This is a problem of the government’s own making. The make-up of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission was its own concoction when this Parliament was formed. The mire that the 
member for Kalamunda finds himself in is of his own making. The browbeating of the Leader of the Opposition 
and individual members of Parliament will not win the argument, because the argument is not founded in fact. It 
cannot be won other than through sheer force of numbers on the floor of Parliament. That is not a moral victory. 
That is a victory of the government getting its own way because it is in government, but it is not right. The 
government is knee-deep in trying to justify its actions, which have been politically motivated and unnecessary. 
I again put on record that this debate should not be about the suitability of Mr McKechnie. It should be about the 
process by which the government is seeking to circumvent something that has been put in place to protect people 
like Mr McKechnie so that his name, and those of others who are nominated and put forward, are protected from 
this very unsavoury situation. 
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MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [11.57 am]: Unsurprisingly, I want to speak in support of the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020. I want to explain why the government has brought forward 
what is a very simple, very straightforward, but a little unusual, piece of legislation. The central point here for the 
entire Parliament to consider is whether or not members support the reappointment of Mr John McKechnie, QC, 
as the head of the Corruption and Crime Commission. Everything else is extraneous, subterfuge, or members coming 
up with reasons to justify their positions. It is whether or not members support him.  

We support him. He was appointed by the last Liberal–National government. As I said last night, he has been the 
most successful occupant of the role of commissioner of the CCC in the body’s history. He is a person with deep 
roots in the law in Western Australia and has high levels of respect from everyone across the public sector, including 
people of the stature of the Commissioner of Police. He was the former Director of Public Prosecutions of 
Western Australia and was responsible for an office of 200 or so lawyers, who conducted prosecutions in the state. 
He conducted a range of high-profile prosecutions in Western Australia himself. Studious, decent, hardworking, 
and respected—that is Mr McKechnie. He became a highly respected Supreme Court judge. After finishing in that 
role he took on the role of commissioner of the CCC, after the CCC had had a long period of instability and, it 
would be fair to say, lack of delivery. There was turnover of staff and problems within the organisation for a number 
of years. Finally, in the last couple of years of the Liberal–National government, Premier Colin Barnett reappointed 
Mr McKechnie, a decision that I, as opposition leader, supported. He was the outstanding nominee. So this matter 
is about whether the opposition supports him; anything else is just making up excuses. All the opposition is doing 
in this matter is making up excuses.  

What is the process to reappoint someone as the head of the CCC—not to appoint, but to reappoint? As Premier 
of the state, I followed to the letter the processes laid down by the law. Had I gone outside that process, I would 
have been criticised; the opposition would have come in here and criticised me for that. I followed it to the letter. 
I got a recommendation from the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, Peter Quinlan, another highly respected 
person; the Chief Justice of the District Court, Kevin Sleight, another highly respected person; and the community 
representative Audrey Jackson, former head of the Independent Schools Council of Australia and a highly respected 
Western Australian. The three of them provided a unanimous recommendation to the government of the day about 
who should be the head of the CCC. The unanimous recommendation was that John McKechnie, QC, should be 
reappointed to the role, having served five years in the role. It was unanimous. 

I read out last night, but for those who were not here I will read it out again, the recommendation and what was 
said in the letter I received from Mr Peter Quinlan on 23 February, or thereabouts, about Mr McKechnie. I quote — 

… Hon John McKechnie QC is the outstanding nominee for the position. He has extensive experience and 
a demonstrated capacity in the role, which he has carried out independently and with great integrity. Indeed, 
this appointment is required only because of Mr McKechnie’s current term expiry. His reappointment 
will also provide continuity in the position. 

There it is. That is the recommendation I received. I then generated correspondence, as required by law, to the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission to recommend his reappointment, which 
I assumed would be a formality. It should have been a formality that he be reappointed because he is the 
outstanding person—respected and appointed by the last Liberal–National government. He was appointed by the 
Liberal government. He has put the ship of state of the CCC back on track and has exposed corruption that needed 
to be exposed and had gone on for years. One example is the Paul White affair. That had gone on for years; he 
worked to help expose that. He also exposed the issues surrounding the trade commissioner in Japan and the issues 
surrounding the North Metropolitan Health Service. Each issue had gone on for years. Mr McKechnie and his 
management of the CCC assisted in exposing that. 

I wrote to the committee, thinking the reappointment would be a formality. I do not even remember thinking much 
about it, it was so obvious. I received a letter from the chair of the committee, the member for Girrawheen, in 
which she indicated — 

The Committee has been unable to achieve bipartisan and majority support … 

I was amazed. I remember getting this letter. I think it was a Friday evening whilst I was dealing with the height 
of the initial part of the COVID-19 crisis. I was amazed by this letter. I thought about what would be the best way 
to get a resolution. Remember, the letter from the head of the committee says failure “to achieve bipartisan” 
support. If members read the act, they will note that it requires bipartisanship. Bipartisanship means that the 
opposition needs to agree with the government. The opposition member on the committee is the representative of the 
opposition—the representative of the Leader of the Opposition. The opposition member on the committee does 
not decide what the opposition’s position is; he is a representative, otherwise the word “bipartisan” has no meaning. 
Otherwise, make Hon Jim Chown the opposition leader! That would be the simple solution. Make him the opposition 
leader, then he can decide the opposition’s position; otherwise, what is the meaning of the word “bipartisan”? 

I then wrote to the opposition leader, seeking her support. I will admit my letter was a little bit racy and it had 
some references, which I will come to shortly, to a CCC inquiry into upper house members of the Liberal Party. 
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It did. It referred to that because it is actually a very relevant point. When I received correspondence from the 
Chief Justices on the reappointment of Mr McKechnie, I did not imagine that a member of the committee in the upper 
house who had been part or subject to an investigation would have the gall, the chutzpah, to block his appointment. 

I wrote to the opposition leader seeking her support. She sent me back — 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: Excuse me. Are you saying that Mr Chown is subject to investigation? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No. I did not make any interjections when the Leader of the Opposition was speaking. I will 
come to that. 

I got this letter, in which the Leader of the Opposition rejected assisting the opposition representative to achieve 
bipartisanship on her behalf. I then got another letter from the Leader of the Opposition at a later point in time, on 
14 April. It was a much more comprehensive letter, in which she said — 

I regard Commissioner McKechnie as a person of the highest integrity. His career spanning over thirty years 
as the state’s Director of Public Prosecutions, as a judicial officer to the Supreme Court of Western Australia 
and in his current role as a Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission categorises him, in 
my view, as an outstanding candidate to continue in the role of Commissioner. 

I support his re-appointment unequivocally. 

That is the correspondence I got exactly a month ago from the leader of the Liberal Party. I will quote it again — 

I support his re-appointment unequivocally. 

It continues — 

I recommend as the process of appointment is still underway, that you resubmit his nomination to the 
JSCCCC with my letter of support. You should also request to appear before the Parliamentary Committee, 
to present the case for the Commissioner’s re-appointment. 

I then wrote back to the joint standing committee with the letter of endorsement from the Leader of the Opposition, 
as one would expect I would do because she said to do it. She said she supported his reappointment. I wrote back 
to the committee, saying, “I have the letter from the Liberal Party leader. You have my letter as the Leader of the 
Government. The opposition and the government agree to his reappointment, can you now reappoint him, please.” 
I followed that exact process. What have I done wrong? I then got another letter from the committee, saying no. 

We investigated the law and whether we could just ignore the committee’s outcome and appoint him on the basis 
that the committee does not have a veto power. Perhaps we could have done that, but that would have risked any 
inquiries conducted by the CCC, any evidence secured by warrants issued by Mr McKechnie and all that sort of 
thing, to legal challenge. Imagine if we had done that. Imagine if we just ignored one member, not achieving 
bipartisanship on that committee, and reappointed Mr McKechnie. Some lawyer would have been able to challenge 
on behalf of someone accused, or found guilty of corruption more likely, the appointment of Mr McKechnie, and 
such an inquiry would be rendered void or not valid. Obviously, we could not do that. That option was open to us, 
but we did not do it. I followed the process as it currently stands to the letter of the law. Why is the process as it 
currently stands flawed? It was not in the original draft of the bill. This process was not recommended in the original 
drafting of the bill. The original draft of the bill that went through this house had the Leader of the Opposition and 
the Premier agreeing on the appointment. The bill was amended in the upper house by the then opposition. Members 
might recall that Hon Norman Moore was the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Council at the time. The 
bill was amended, and the government in 2003 had to accept that. Any notion that we are overriding the drafting 
of the bill as it stood originally is wrong; that is not how it was drafted. It was meant to be an agreement between 
the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition, which would be a better way of dealing with this issue. I would 
probably expect more reason from an opposition leader than from a member of the upper house appointed to the 
committee who has lost preselection. 

As the process currently stands, the committee can veto any nominee without a reason because one member of the 
opposition says no. That is how it currently stands with the amendment put in place by the Liberal Party in 2003. 
Without reason! We could put another nominee forward and it could be vetoed again with no reason given. That 
is what members opposite are defending. Someone who has been inveigled in an inquiry by the Corruption and 
Crime Commission can veto the investigator. That is how it currently stands. Does that not strike people as wrong 
and appalling? The nominee that we have recommended has no rights of natural justice. The Corruption and Crime 
Commissioner cannot be heard and cannot have presented to him any reasons against him. He cannot be heard. 
The CCC gives accused people the right to appear and hear the accusations against them, but the commissioner 
cannot be heard before the committee. Do members seriously think that is a fair system for someone of the stature 
of Mr McKechnie? How will we get another nominee of that stature for that role if the opposition is going to put 
them through that process? How are we going to get another nominee if they can be vetoed without reason and 
their name traduced, in the way the opposition has, with no reason? How are we going to get someone else of that 
stature to take on a position of this magnitude? 
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Why have we brought forward this legislation? It is because Mr McKechnie is the outstanding candidate. Mr Barnett, 
who spent eight and a half years as Premier, said so. He said — 

John McKechnie is an outstanding person, and in my view, should be reappointed as commissioner of 
the CCC. 

The Leader of the Opposition said exactly the same thing. Why have we brought forward legislation? It is because 
the opposition told us that he was the right person for the job and the process the opposition recommended, that 
I write to the committee again with the Leader of the Opposition’s letter of endorsement, failed again. Why have 
we brought forward legislation? It is because that is the only way we can get Mr McKechnie reappointed that the 
Leader of the Opposition endorsed. 
I listened to opposition members’ speeches. One of the arguments was that we should change the law. If we do not 
like the current process, we should change the law. If we brought forward legislation to change the arrangements for 
appointing or reappointing the CCC commissioner, the opposition would have objected vehemently. If the opposition 
says that it will support that, we will bring forward those laws. If that is the process that will get Mr McKechnie 
reappointed, the opposition should say so and we will do that. The government considered doing that, but we did 
not do it because I understood that the opposition would object to that. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: You didn’t ask me. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am asking the Leader of the Opposition now. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I did not interject on the Leader of the Opposition, but she has interjected on me. If we 
brought forward that it would be just the Premier and the opposition leader who would decide, would the opposition 
support it? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: I think the act needs to be amended so a debacle like this cannot happen again. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There is no clarity there, Mr Speaker. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: If the opposition wants Mr McKechnie appointed by another means, I will bring forward 
that legislation if this legislation fails in the upper house. I will bring that forward if that is the process we have to 
go through in order to get the best person. But we did not do that because we did not want to give the opposition 
reasons to vote against the legislation. The Leader of the Opposition said the opposition supported Mr McKechnie’s 
reappointment in direct correspondence to me, so the cabinet and I thought the simplest and easiest way to achieve 
that outcome was to just name Mr McKechnie. That avoids any arguments that we are changing the system 
forevermore, undermining any processes or any other arguments the opposition wishes to come up with. We did 
that because the Leader of the Opposition suggested it to us—that is, reappoint Mr McKechnie. We are trying to 
do that because that is what the Leader of the Opposition said. 
That is that one. I listened to the Leader of the Opposition’s speech. There are two other things she said. She said 
we are subverting the will of Parliament. How is passing legislation subverting the will of Parliament? In what 
universe is passing legislation subverting the will of Parliament? If Parliament passes legislation, how is that 
subverting its will? I do not think anyone can answer that question because it is a nonsensical argument. The 
Leader of the Opposition put forward a nonsensical position. The one thing the Leader of the Opposition did not 
do in her speech is give a single reason against Mr McKechnie—not one! 
Mr M. Hughes interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Kalamunda, you had your say. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We are trying to get Mr McKechnie reappointed and all the arguments we hear do not 
address the main issue, which is him. The Leader of the Opposition came up with all these reasons about how we 
had done things wrong and that sort of thing, but clearly that is not true. Clearly, what has occurred here is that the 
Leader of the Opposition cannot control her own party and that is why we are in this position. 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Carine! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the Opposition cannot get a Liberal Party member of Parliament in the upper 
house who has lost preselection—who, frankly, barely anyone has ever heard of—to agree to her position! That is 
why we are in this position and Mr McKechnie is being hung out to dry. That is why the Corruption and Crime 
Commission has been left, as Mr McKechnie described it, decapitated. It is because of a failure of leadership 
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by the Leader of the Opposition. Otherwise, the Leader of the Opposition’s letter to me in which she says she 
supports Mr McKechnie’s reappointment unequivocally and asks me to enclose her letter with my letter back to 
the committee was false. 
Out of all of this, the Liberal Party’s message to the CCC is: do not investigate MPs or you will not be reappointed. 
That is the Liberal Party’s message to the CCC. According to the Liberal Party, members of Parliament should not 
be subject to investigation. I say that because chapter 7 of the CCC report handed down last year refers to the 
“Black Hand Gang” and the misuse of allowances to fund lifestyle. The title of chapter 7 is “Misuse of allowance to 
fund lifestyle”. The chapter goes over a number of pages about the misuse of allowances by MPs in the Liberal Party 
to fund their lifestyle. Who is in the “Black Hand Gang”? Hon Peter Collier, Leader of the Opposition in the upper 
house, said on radio that every Liberal Party member of the Legislative Council is a member of the “Black Hand Gang”. 
Who are the Liberal Party members of the upper house? Mr Chown is one. He is a member of the “Black Hand Gang” 
that Mr McKechnie, QC, investigated, and yet Mr Chown is on the committee deciding whether or not Mr McKechnie 
is reappointed, and members opposite allow that to stand! That is a corruption of the process by the Liberal Party. 
That is what it is; it is a corruption of the process by the Liberal Party. 
The SPEAKER: Premier! Point of order. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I believe the Premier has alluded to improper motives of a member of the upper house and 
I ask him to withdraw. 
The SPEAKER: In what regard? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The Premier referred to a member of the Liberal Party in the upper house as being, effectively, 
akin to corruption. 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: “Corrupt”, indeed. Thank you very much, member for Cottesloe. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Speaker, a further point of order. 
The SPEAKER: Just let me finish this one first. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Mr Speaker, a further point of order. If you actually listen to what the Premier said, he referred to — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Excuse me! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: — the corruption of the Liberal Party, not the corruption of any particular member in the upper 
house. I think the statement made by the Premier was crystal clear. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Well, I thought it was the corruption of the Liberal Party. 
Mr S.A. Millman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Mount Lawley, if you want to come and sit up here and make a decision, you can, 
but I call you to order for the first time. That is not a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, this form of corruption cannot be allowed to stand. It cannot be accepted and 
allowed to stand. It is wrong that members of the Liberal Party do this. It is wrong that they stop Mr McKechnie’s 
appointment in this way. It is wrong. It sends a message that members of Parliament are above the law. We are not 
above the law. We should be able to be investigated without the investigator’s job being threatened. We should not 
allow what the Liberal Party is doing to stand. Members opposite need to show some leadership here and support 
a fine institution with a fine leader. What it is doing is wrong. 
We will not allow this to stand. We will not allow the Liberal Party to do this to the finest corruption investigator 
this state has ever seen. Mr McKechnie is our nominee, he will remain our nominee for that position, and we will 
not abide by the corrupt practices of the Liberal Party here. 
The SPEAKER: Members, the question is that the bill be read a second time. Member for Cottesloe, if you want 
to make a comment, get up and say something instead of sniping from the back. Member for Hillarys. 
MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [12.22 pm]: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I rise to speak on the Corruption, Crime 
and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020. Given the previous contributions, it is simply extraordinary that we are 
dealing with this. The Premier rightly said in his contribution that this is a very simple bill. It has one operative 
clause, which is to appoint John Roderick McKechnie as Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
for a period of five years. What has led to this bill being introduced into this place is far from simple. I think 
the entire process that led to this bill being brought before the house was very well articulated in the debate, 
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particularly in the contributions of the Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the National Party and the 
Premier. Unfortunately, none of that process paints this place or the operations of parliamentary democracy in 
Western Australia in a very good light. 
At the centre of this debate is an individual who is named in this legislation. He is a fine, upstanding Western Australian. 
I think the public of Western Australia have got to know him not as an elected member of Parliament, but as 
a servant of this state as a crown prosecutor, a Director of Public Prosecutions, a Supreme Court judge, and, lately, 
in the last five years, the Commissioner of the Corruption and Crime Commission. He was a very, very effective 
commissioner, as has been outlined again in the contributions of the Leader of the Opposition, the Leader of the 
National Party and the Premier. Quite clearly, he is a very effective public servant. I think the public generally in 
Western Australia accept that and have a very strong and high regard for him. I personally also have a very high 
regard for him. I know him exceedingly well, and I need to put this on the record. Hon John McKechnie, QC, is 
the first cousin of my mother-in-law—the first cousin once removed of my wife. As far as family members in 
Western Australia are concerned, he is a close family member of my family, which, of course, as all parliamentarians 
will understand, places a member of Parliament in the position of voting on legislation that names an individual in 
significant conflict. I do not resile from the fact that not only my personal knowledge of John McKechnie, but also 
my knowledge of his work in Western Australia, paints him in the best possible light, as a fine, upstanding 
Western Australian, a distinguished Western Australian, and an honourable human being. I think it is unedifying 
that the Parliament of Western Australia collectively, through all our processes, has subjected any individual to 
the sort of machinations that we have seen over the last few months. It is unedifying on us as a class. Members 
have heard me say that before in this place, and I really mean that. 
I do not think I can add a lot in my contribution to what has been said by the members for Scarborough, 
Central Wheatbelt and Rockingham in their leadership positions, but I do want to emphasise a few points. The 
Premier said in his contribution—I do not want to misquote him—that the appointment process for a CCC commissioner 
is fundamentally flawed. I am not going to take issue with that comment; members have just heard me comment 
about how unedifying I think the process has been. But if that is the case, I think the obvious solution is to fix the 
process. I would have expected that legislation would come to this place that attempts to fix that process, whether 
it is negotiated between parties or brought forward by the government as a proposition that can then be debated. 
I recognise, as again has been pointed out in the debate, that that negotiation within Parliament is what led to the 
existing process that was introduced back in 2003, because what was originally proposed to Parliament back then 
and what eventually became law were two entirely different processes. But I point out again, as did the Leader of 
the Opposition, that, as stated in the comments made by former Solicitor-General Grant Donaldson, SC, in his 
letter that was tabled in this place earlier today, none of what we are doing today fixes any flaws in the process. In 
fact, it lets them stay there for the next time a similar impasse occurs. It would have been incumbent upon us all 
to fix any flaws in the process—identify the flaws, come up with a solution and fix them. I note that in the debate 
today, the Premier suggested that he might have been open to that. When the Leader of the Opposition pointed it 
out in her contribution, the Premier interjected, or perhaps just muttered under his breath, asking whether the 
Leader of the Opposition would have supported any changes to the process. I would have thought the starting point 
for a change to the process would have been the Premier or the government proposing a change and having 
a discussion, whether in parliamentary debate or any other process. I would have thought that would have been 
the starting point, and it may have been a starting point that enabled us to move forward without this extraordinary 
legislation that circumvents the existing act. It circumvents a process that, at the heart of it, requires an appointment 
to be made under the seal of the Governor, and it may have got us to a better place, but that did not happen. I think 
that is disappointing. It can still happen and I hope it does. 
If consideration is given to fixing any flaws in the process, I hope the government takes into account what the 
former Chief Justice of Western Australia, Hon Wayne Martin, said in his correspondence that was attached to the 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission’s 2016 report that has been referred to frequently 
in this place. I will repeat some of those words just to emphasise the importance of this debate. He states — 

… contemporary evaluations of the importance of the independence of the judiciary are such that it is 
undesirable, as a matter of policy, to require judges to perform purely executive functions unconnected 
with their judicial office. Those reasons of policy are strong indeed when the executive functions have 
potential political consequences. 
Over the 10 years upon which I have served on the Nominating Committee, its role has not been entirely 
non-contentious. As the Committee will be aware, there have been times at which it has been extremely 
difficult to solicit expressions of interest from appropriately qualified candidates for appointment to the 
relevant vacant position. 
… These various actions, which are characteristic of those involved in the recruitment process, are not, with 
respect, duties of a kind which should be required of serving judges, given the potential risk of contention. 

That was identified by Hon Wayne Martin, former Chief Justice, back in 2016 as a potential risk of contention and 
something that certain judges should not be subjected to. 
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In his letter, Hon Grant Donaldson, SC, also elicits a new concern. I will quote part of paragraph 38 of his letter. 
It states — 

Although the Act does not prohibit the nominating committee from expressing “resounding support” for 
one candidate over others, for judges who exercise federal jurisdiction under the Constitution, who are 
immersed in a pure executive function, to be doing anything more than is strictly legislatively required 
is problematic. 

He raises a constitutional issue as well for any judges who may be vested with federal jurisdiction. We know that 
that happens from time to time in our courts. If a flaw has been identified in the legislation, it is a serious flaw and 
one that has potential consequences for our senior judiciary that has been identified for quite some time, so let us 
fix that too. 
The other area I want to concentrate on is the role of parliamentary committees more generally. I do not think anything 
we have heard and seen in this place in the last couple of days has done wonders for what I consider to be one of 
the most important processes of our parliamentary democracy—that is, the operation of parliamentary committees. 
I have spoken about it in this place, and others have spoken about it more eloquently than I have. In my entire time 
as a parliamentarian both here and in the other place, and in another state, the role that parliamentary committees 
can play when they operate as intended is axiomatic to our democracy. It is the usually the place where we see 
members of Parliament acting at their best, putting aside partisan political considerations or issues of the day and 
considering broader policy issues for the benefit of all our constituents and for all Western Australians—considering 
them in the medium to long term rather than that immediacy of the short-term 24-hour news cycle. 
The results over decades have been tremendous. The operation of parliamentary committees has resulted in 
fundamental legislative changes but, more importantly, attitudinal and societal changes that have led to the betterment 
of our community. To bring the operations of parliamentary committees into disrepute, as has happened over the 
past few days in this place, is a disastrous by-product of this entire mess that we have gone through in the last few 
months relating to the appointment that we are contemplating in this legislation. The sooner we as parliamentarians 
take a step back and recognise that in the games we are playing, we are not only trashing individuals and exposing 
senior judicial figures to conflicts that they ought not be exposed to, but also running the risk of denigrating one of 
the most important and fundamental processes that we as parliamentarians have—that is, the bipartisan parliamentary 
committee process. That is why I caution everyone on all sides. 
Yes, we are in an extraordinary situation. Obviously, I am inherently conflicted, and I have put that on the table 
because I think that is fair for everyone to understand. When considering this legislation, let us move beyond that 
short-termism, that 24-hour news cycle, that gotcha moment, the “who won today?”, “who won yesterday?” and 
“who won tomorrow?”, as if someone is keeping a ladder or a league table on this, because they are not. Let us look 
at the broader consequences to our institutions—to the CCC, to our judiciary and to our parliamentary committee 
process. Let us take a step back and think that perhaps the petty politics, the pointscoring, the blame game and 
throwing silly labels around is not serving anyone. It is not serving the public of Western Australia, it is not resolving 
the impasse that we are trying to resolve—that is, appointing a CCC commissioner—and it is not doing any of us 
any favours. 
I am really disappointed in this process. We have ended up like this across the board because we have put short-term 
politics ahead of the collective good—the good of Western Australians. We have all done it. It is not a Liberal, Labor, 
Nationals WA or Greens issue; it is an issue for members of Parliament, politicians and elected leaders of our 
communities. I am not sure where this will end up. At the heart of it is an individual whom I respect and admire. He 
is obviously someone I know very well, who does not deserve anything other than thanks and proper recognition 
for the role that he has played in Western Australian life, and I am sure for the role that he will continue to play in 
whatever position he takes on in the future, including possibly continuing as CCC commissioner. 
But there is more. There is the judiciary. Let us fix that. Hon Wayne Martin acknowledged that. There is us. There 
are parliamentary committees and the standing that we have as members of Parliament. I do not know that this 
contribution will assist anyone in making a determination or in moving forward. I hope it does help move it 
forward. I hope that the members of Parliament on all sides and in both chambers listening to this recognise that 
the preservation of those important institutions, particularly those institutions that serve us well—the CCC has 
served us very well, parliamentary committees have served us very well and the independent judiciary in 
Western Australia has served us well for decades—should be at the heart of what we are considering here, not 
petty and cheap political pointscoring.  
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [12.40 pm]: I am used to the shadow Attorney General speaking for much longer, 
so it caught me slightly unawares. 
THE SPEAKER: It caught us all by surprise. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. As has been mentioned a few times in this place, we live 
in interesting times. The COVID-19 crisis is a once-in-a-lifetime event—at least we hope it is. Perhaps the 
people who have a less optimistic view of life will say that it may come again in a different form. It has required 
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a once-in-a-lifetime response. We have a bipartisan cabinet of state Premiers of a different ilk and the community 
coming together. To give credit where it is due, the Premier, as a member of the national cabinet, has done a good 
job in response to that crisis. That good job is reflected in the Premier’s approval rating. A report by Jacob Kagi 
of the ABC on 2 May states that according to a WA newspoll, the Premier is the most popular leader in the country, 
earning approval from a staggering 89 per cent of Western Australians. It is a stellar approval rating in response to 
that crisis. I might say that perhaps that should be tempered given that all world leaders—in fact, all state Premiers—
have seen a substantial jump in their approval ratings. 
Dr A.D. Buti: Not Donald Trump. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Can I say that Donald Trump substantially closed the gap on his rival during this period. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Member for Armadale, it is a rocky road. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member! Please! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It is a rocky road. 
The SPEAKER: Members! Excuse me; do not argue with this. He is eight per cent down; that is the latest poll. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much for that education, Mr Speaker. Nevertheless, the Premier can be satisfied 
with the way this crisis is being managed in WA. However—I think this bill is a demonstration of it—it seems that 
his high approval rating has gone to the Premier’s head. It seems as though the Premier believes he is omnipotent. 
This approval rating is a vindication of all the beliefs he holds, including his belief about who should be the head 
of the Corruption and Crime Commission, and that is no more evident than in this poor Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Amendment Bill that the Premier and the Attorney General have brought before the Parliament today. 
I believe that upon mature reflection, this bill will go down in history as one of the most ill-advised bills to come 
before this Parliament. 
There was a fairly long gestation period before the CCC came into existence in 2003 under Premier Geoff Gallop. 
In 1998, the Official Corruption Commission, the OCC, was brought in under Premier Peter Dowding in response 
to some of the concerns about what came to be known as WA Inc. It was criticised as a toothless tiger and described 
as a postbox, and relied on other agencies to investigate complaints. In January 1991, after considerable public 
pressure from an inquiry into dealings between government and private entities and individuals, especially during 
the Burke government era, a royal commission was established and it became known colloquially as the WA Inc 
royal commission. Some members might remember why that original inquiry was established. I think that as part 
of the induction process for all members who come into this place, it should be compulsory to go through the 
Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the Royal Commission Into 
Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers, which was the 
second royal commission relating to this matter, and to look at reports of both the committee of the ACC and the 
committee of the OCC, as they were at the time. Members might recall that the government was engaging business 
leaders, and those dealings led to at least $800 million, conservatively, being lost to this state. As everyone knows, it 
was headed by Justice Geoffrey Kennedy. As an interesting aside, it took only 21 months to come to its conclusions, 
which should be a benchmark for current inquiries. 
In terms of precedent for the way the CCC chair is selected now, chapter 7 of the report recommended establishing 
a Commission on Government to look at Parliament and government processes. In that recommendation, the 
Commission on Government established the principle that once the first chair was selected, a bipartisan parliamentary 
committee should be established to filter nominations for that process. It was clearly to take politics out of that 
appointment. The Anti-Corruption Commission was heavily criticised, can I say, by a member sitting in this 
chamber—that is, the Attorney General—who can probably take credit more than any other person for the demise 
of the ACC and the subsequent formation of the CCC as we know it today. 
The Gallop government established another royal commission into whether there had been any corrupt or criminal 
conduct by WA police officers, which says in part — 

… identifiable flaws in the structure and powers of the ACC have brought about such a lack of public 
confidence in the current processes for the investigation of corrupt and criminal conduct that the 
establishment of a new permanent body is necessary. 

It outlined improvements and recommended the establishment of the CCC and, obviously, that occurred. The 
Criminal Investigation (Exceptional Powers) and Fortification Removal Act 2002 was included with that act. When 
the CCC was formed under Attorney General McGinty and Premier Gallop at the time, the significance of appointing 
a parliamentary inspector with unfettered access to the CCC and continued monitoring by a parliamentary committee 
was recommended, and that was a key part of it. The CCC is not a body that stands by itself; it is a body that stands 
accountable to this Parliament. There are two parts to that. The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission has its own powers to investigate the CCC. The parliamentary inspector, as an officer reporting 
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to the standing committee, also has separate powers to investigate and report on the CCC. It is very important that 
we remember that. The CCC is not a body that is superior to Parliament; it is a creature of Parliament and it is 
accountable to Parliament through the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission and 
through the parliamentary inspector as an officer who reports to that committee. 
A couple of comments were made during this debate, and I wish to refer to one made by Dr Liz Constable during 
debate on the original CCC bill. She is quoted as saying — 

I understand a dedicated standing committee will be appointed to oversee the CCC. I hope that the current 
structure of the committee is maintained; that is, a joint standing committee that comprises an equal 
number of members of both Houses. It should be a balanced committee so that it conducts its work in the 
spirit of bipartisanship. It should never be the case that one point of view has a majority of votes on such 
a committee. I believe very strongly that the committee has worked well up till now and I would not like 
to see a change to that make-up. 

I think that reflects the sentiment of many people. It is a great shame that the member for Kalamunda has engaged 
in both public commentary and the commentary he has made in this place because it wrecks the spirit that was 
referred to by Dr Constable. 
 That royal commission established by the Attorney General of the day and Premier Gallop recommended that the 
new body be formed. It included the anti-bikie legislation and the parliamentary inspector but, critically, also 
included consultation on the appointment of the commissioner. The Premier alluded today that the committee’s 
involvement in vetting the appointment of the commissioner was somehow a creature of the Liberal Party—that 
the Liberal Party forced them. That is simply not the case. In fact, I have here part of a copy of the “Report of the 
Standing Committee on Legislation in relation to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 and the 
Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment Bill 2003”. Who chaired that committee? The Attorney General 
would know. It was chaired by Hon Jon Ford, who was a Labor MLC. That committee was very clear, and I will 
read a few sections of that report. Under the title “Political appointment”, it states — 

6.78  The Anti-Corruption Commission submitted that the proposed appointment process for the 
Commissioner creates a political appointment, — 

That was the old appointment process — 
which it does not support. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2756.] 

POLICE — TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS — HILLARYS 
Statement by Member for Hillarys 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [12.51 pm]: Since March 2017, I have been working with the local 
community and state, federal and local governments to obtain funding to make the intersection of Marmion Avenue 
and Mcwhae Road safer. All locals know that this is a very dangerous stretch of road and it was made unintentionally 
worse when the intersection of Marmion and Hepburn Avenues was turned into a three-lane intersection a few 
years ago. Despite raising the issue constantly with the Western Australian state government, the government 
indicated that this particular intersection was not a very high priority on its list of road projects. The Minister for 
Transport and Main Roads WA continue to indicate that. Thankfully, however, there was a very strong commitment 
from the Morrison federal government, which has committed $735 000 to fix this intersection, and the City of 
Joondalup has committed to delivering the works that are necessary. These new works will involve installing 
a left-turn lane on Marmion Avenue and a left-turn lane on Mcwhae Road, and that is something that the community 
has been calling for for a long, long time. Associated upgrades to pedestrian facilities will also be included, such 
as installing median islands on Mcwhae Road and a seagull island on Marmion Avenue. This has been a great 
commonsense outcome for my electorate. I thank the Morrison Liberal government for its support. My community 
looks forward to having this intersection improved for all road users, because it has been a blight in our local area 
for far too long. 

LOT 1 GHOSTGUM AVENUE, TREEBY 
Statement by Member for Jandakot 

MR Y. MUBARAKAI (Jandakot) [12.53 pm]: Treeby is a great place, and I will keep working to make it an even 
better place tomorrow than it is today. On Tuesday, 5 May, I hosted an online community forum with developer 
LWP Group and the Department of Communities on the new housing development at lot 1 Ghostgum Avenue, 
Treeby. The forum provided a space for discussion about what the estate would look like, including house types, 
a childcare centre, a village for over 55-year-olds and a dynamic public open space, with 11 per cent of the lots 
retained by the Department of Communities for social housing. Uncertain times call for innovative ways to connect 
with community members. This was a unique opportunity for the existing residents of Stockland’s Calleya estate 
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to engage in and provide their views and ideas on this exciting addition to the diverse and vibrant community in 
Treeby. I would like to personally thank Treeby Community Association president, Lani Slaughter, and secretary, 
Helen Miskell, for helping communicate with Treeby residents, and Nadine Robynne from Stockland for making 
this event a grand success. I would also like to thank LWP’s Megan Buckland, Emerge Associates’ Shane Caddy 
and, most importantly, Elton Consulting for facilitating the forum. Working together with residents to build new 
value-adding infrastructure will make Treeby a community for families and individuals to live in harmony in 
a flourishing and thriving neighbourhood with diversity at its core. I am thankful for this opportunity.  

CORONAVIRUS — FRONTLINE WORKERS AND VOLUNTEERS 
Statement by Member for Central Wheatbelt 

MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Nationals WA) [12.54 pm]: As we continue our collective 
response to COVID-19, it is important to recognise those on the front line of this unprecedented health, social and 
economic battle. Right across Western Australia, a legion of healthcare workers, emergency services workers, social 
workers and community groups have selflessly dedicated their time and used their skills to wrap around us all. We 
thank our doctors, nurses, public health workers and administrators, police officers and emergency services workers 
for their commitment—we have relied on them to get us through these tough times. Volunteers in regional WA have 
banded together to check on the welfare of our most vulnerable, by making phone calls, delivering food and 
organising services. They have been ably supported by our local governments and community resource centres, many 
of which have gone above and beyond to ensure that their communities were safe and informed. Everyone who 
continued to go to work, including our teachers, allowed the state to keep functioning. Small businesses have been 
under enormous pressure and have pivoted and adapted where possible. We know that it has been tough. We owe 
them all a debt of gratitude. The Nationals WA look forward to working hard to make good on these people’s selfless 
and caring approach by supporting and championing a recovery effort that leaves no-one behind. Regional WA will 
play an important role in recovery—our state’s economic and social recovery will depend on it. 

CORONAVIRUS — CITY OF BAYSWATER 
Statement by Member for Maylands 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands — Deputy Speaker) [12.56 pm]: I would like to pass on my most sincere thanks 
to the City of Bayswater’s mayor, Dan Bull, councillors and staff for showing leadership at this complex time in 
our history. I commend the prompt and direct actions of the city to map out support for the community’s recovery 
from the impacts of the pandemic. I note that many of the reprioritised capital projects and planning initiatives in 
the stimulus package are within my electorate. Specifically, the council’s commitment to kickstart major projects 
at Bayswater Waves, Bayswater Tennis Club and Maylands Waterland are much welcomed. I acknowledge that 
the city is committed to enabling the creation of denser and more diverse development appropriate to the key 
precincts of Bayswater and Morley, as the state continues to deliver the Metronet Morley–Ellenbrook line. I also 
welcome the city’s commitment to complete the Guildford activity corridor; I am sure there will be great local 
interest in this work. The city’s homelessness strategy will be a vital component to address the cohort of individuals 
who find themselves homeless. Whether generated by poverty, exclusion or accident, homelessness is a complex 
and multifaceted problem, and solutions require support from all levels of society and government. Finally, I share 
the city’s commitment to enabling an exciting future for Frank Drago Reserve. I applaud the city’s support of the 
Bayswater City Soccer Club as it moves forward in consultation with the community to create a facility that 
supports Metronet’s redevelopment of the train station precinct. These stimulus projects, in conjunction with those 
being fast-forwarded by the McGowan government, are well targeted to help bring Western Australians back 
online by offering jobs and security at an exceptionally challenging time. 

CORONAVIRUS — DARLING RANGE 
Statement by Member for Darling Range 

MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [12.57 pm]: I would like to take this opportunity to thank the people of 
Darling Range for their amazing efforts during the COVID-19 pandemic. When the crisis began, I put together 
a team of 90 volunteers to make sure that older residents were not forgotten. Together, we called more than 
2 000 people aged 70 and over and asked what we could do to help. We provided welfare checks over the phone to 
nearly 400 people and helped about 50 households with essentials such as groceries and medical supplies, in 
partnership with our local pharmacies and IGAs in the glades of Byford, Kelmscott, Roleystone and Mundijong. 
I also worked closely with Byford Woolworths. It was an incredible effort and it could not have been achieved 
without the dedication and support of so many within the community. It just goes to show how much we can achieve 
when we all work together. I cannot be prouder of the community in Darling Range. I want to thank all volunteers 
across Roleystone, Bedfordale, Mundijong, Keysbrook, Byford, Jarrahdale, Whitby, Oakford and many other areas. 
I want to give a special thank you and shout-out to two very special volunteers, Hayden and Brendan, and another 
one to Whitby resident Christopher Jacobs. I would also like to thank my staff, Amy B and Amy C, for helping to 
manage and put this all together. It has certainly been a chaotic time and one that has put a lot of pressure on my 
office, but we have been happy to step up and help the community. 
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CORONAVIRUS — JOONDALUP HEALTH CAMPUS 
Statement by Member for Joondalup 

MS E. HAMILTON (Joondalup) [12.59 pm]: Joondalup Health Campus is one of the largest hospitals in 
Western Australia in one of the fastest growing regions of Australia. The Joondalup Health Campus has handled 
one of the largest single intakes of COVID-19 patients with a zero rate of accidental transmission. Behind our 
frontline doctors and nurses at Joondalup Health Campus are thousands of hardworking people who keep our hospital 
running and provide us with world-class health care close to home. I would like to thank each and every one of those 
people at the Joondalup Health Campus—all 3 473—for their service to our community. I understand that many 
of them are part of our northern suburbs community. I am so grateful for their commitment to Western Australian 
health care and Western Australia as a whole. I would also like to mention an important staff member, the disaster 
management coordinator at Joondalup Health Campus, Mary McConnell. A seasoned nurse who worked in Ireland 
during the IRA bombings, Mary has spent years helping Joondalup Health Campus to train for situations just like 
the pandemic we are facing. In fact, in November last year she ran a pandemic-scenario training session involving 
all the Joondalup Health Campus’s infection control team and other staff, so when a pandemic was declared just 
two months later, Joondalup Health Campus employees were well and truly ready. That was in no small way 
thanks to Mary. I thank all our unsung heroes for helping to keep our community in Joondalup and WA strong. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

BARLEY EXPORTS — CHINESE TARIFFS 
285. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 
I refer to today’s The West Australian, which reported that the Premier has offered to the Prime Minister to use his 
close relationships with China to soothe tensions. Can the Premier outline to the house how he has used those close 
relationships to address the potential barley tariff that will hurt Western Australian farmers, the WA economy and 
WA jobs? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I may have answered this question yesterday after it came to my attention when I spoke to the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food over the phone on Sunday. She advised me of the tariffs to be potentially implemented by 
the Chinese government on malting barley exports out of Australia into China. I talked to her about her convening 
a meeting with representatives of the Chinese government and also farming groups and taking up the issue in that 
manner. Then I made contact with the Prime Minister to indicate that I am available to assist in any way that the 
federal government deems appropriate and to assist the commonwealth with any of those issues. That is quite an 
appropriate and proportionate response. It is obviously a devastating issue for many farmers and farming communities 
and it brings home the importance of having good trading relationships with our longstanding trading partners. 

BARLEY EXPORTS — CHINESE TARIFFS 
286. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the Premier explain how the situation has become so dire that 
Western Australian farmers are now facing an 80 per cent barley tariff with fewer than 10 days to respond, or was 
the government dealing with this issue prior to Sunday’s announcement? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I do not know whether the Leader of the Opposition has put her question to the Prime Minister. It is a matter that 
the commonwealth government largely runs, not the state government. Is the Leader of the Opposition suggesting 
that I make contact with the Chinese embassy? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: I am asking if you have made any contact or have you done anything about this over the last 
12 months. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I have explained that. I think the response has been appropriate and I have involved the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. Is the Leader of the Opposition suggesting that I make contact with the Chinese 
embassy? I am trying to understand what she wants me to do in addition to what we have done. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: I read in The West that that is what you offered to do. I am asking whether you have done that. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I have explained to the Leader of the Opposition what I have done. I reached out to the 
Prime Minister, with whom I have a good relationship, to offer our support. I have authorised the Minister for 
Agriculture and Food to convene a meeting and I understand that she has made those contacts. We have expressed 
our view that although foreign affairs is a matter for the commonwealth government, good diplomatic relationships 
with longstanding trading partners are more than appropriate. I do not understand what the member is asking me 
to do. Is she asking me to call the Chinese ambassador? She has asked me two days in a row but I do not know 
what she wants me to do in addition to what we have done. Is she saying that I should do that? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Can you explain what your offer is that was in The West? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I put the offer to the commonwealth to assist if it would like the assistance. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! You had two cracks. 

CORONAVIRUS — SCHOOLS 
287. Mr T.J. HEALY to the Premier: 
I refer to the consistent health advice that schools present a low risk to students and staff with regard to COVID-19. 
Can the Premier outline to the house why the government has made the decision to require all Western Australian 
students to attend school from next week? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I thank the member for Southern River for the question and all his work in and knowledge of education. I realise 
that it has been a difficult time for many people and families across the state. I would like to thank all 
Western Australians—parents, students, teachers and education staff alike—for all their work to resolve the issue 
in our schools. Yesterday, 85.2 per cent of our students were back at school. The advice I received this morning 
was that Queensland has 33 per cent, New South Wales has 37 per cent and Victoria has three per cent of students 
back at school. Western Australia, once again, is leading the nation in dealing with what has occurred with the 
COVID-19 pandemic. We respect the fact that it has been difficult. Getting back to school after the school holidays 
was a difficult set of circumstances in which we had to make some important decisions. The health advice has 
never changed—that schools are a low risk for students and staff—and we put in place arrangements that allowed 
for parental choice to get students back at school. We reviewed that over the last few weeks and as of next week, 
new arrangements will come into place. 
The feedback has been overwhelming from everyone we consulted; that is, all students will be expected to attend 
school from next Monday across Western Australia, with the exception of those who are medically vulnerable or 
those with a family member who has chronic health issues. Those students will be able to continue to learn from 
home and will be supported by their schools and the department. Additional teachers will be made available to run 
any such programs. We will assist schools to re-engage students who are not in that cohort I just mentioned and 
who are perhaps having difficulty returning. We will make sure that we work with those families to get kids back 
to school. We know that a lot of Aboriginal students are over-represented in the non-attending, disengaged group. 
Additional staff will work on getting those students back to school as well after the period we have been through. 
We are following the health advice in what we have done and we will make sure that schools can work with 
medically vulnerable staff to reduce their susceptibility or vulnerability. The strict cleaning processes will remain 
in place. We are coming up with measures to ensure that parents stay outside the school grounds and specific 
measures to deal with boarding schools so that students can go back to their homes on the weekends at the 
discretion of principals. The exams for ATAR courses will go ahead as scheduled on 2 November 2020. We expect 
that independent and Catholic schools will follow the lead shown by public schools across Western Australia and 
return students to school. 
The advice we have is that schools are safe and students should be back in the classroom. It is the best place for 
students to learn. We do not want our kids to be any more disadvantaged than they have been out of this situation 
and we want to do it in a safe way. We are very pleased to have made this decision and very pleased to get schools 
back. We already have over 85 per cent attendance and we expect that figure to grow as of Monday next week. 

PARLIAMENTARY BUDGET OFFICE 

288. Mr D.C. NALDER to the Premier: 
Will the Premier commit to immediately implement a parliamentary budget office so that opposition parties can 
properly cost election policies and the community can have greater confidence in a more rigorous, independent 
and accountable election-costing process? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I do not know where this question has come from or why the member is asking me about this in the middle of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The last government did not do it in two terms of government. It rejected it out of hand. We 
will consider it over the course of coming months. 

PARLIAMENTARY BUDGET OFFICE 

289. Mr D.C. NALDER to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Why did the Premier say during the 2013 election that he would implement 
a parliamentary budget office when in government, yet today he is unwilling to implement one in the best interests 
of Western Australia? 
Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: I call you to order for the first time, Minister for Health. 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

The member asked me about a commitment I made at the election before last that we lost. I made commitments 
prior to the 1996 election when I was first elected to Parliament. Why does the member not hold me to those 
commitments as well? The member’s questions are bizarre. I have tried to ignore it, but they are strange. I do not 
know whether he drafts them, but whoever drafts them, the member should look at getting a new draftsperson. The 
reality is that over the course of the last three years and one month when in opposition, the opposition has come 
up with just one policy. Go and check the website. There is very little there in the way of policies—very little. 
There are no policies for a parliamentary budget office to cost. The opposition wants us to spend money on 
a parliamentary budget office to cost policies that do not exist. Where are the opposition’s policies? When Labor was 
in opposition at this point in the electoral cycle prior to the 2013 and 2017 elections, it had numerous policies out 
there. We are implementing them and we will continue to implement them. All I will say to the opposition is that 
maybe if it did some policy work, there would be justification for a parliamentary budget office. 

CORONAVIRUS — GOVERNMENT RESPONSE — HEALTH SERVICES 

290. Ms L.L. BAKER to the Minister for Health: 

I am choking on Minties, not coughing. 

The SPEAKER: No Minties preamble, please! 

Ms L.L. BAKER: Can the minister update the house on the government’s response to COVID-19 by 
Western Australia’s health services and the actions that continue to be taken to manage the confirmed cases of 
COVID-19? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 

I thank the member for the question and wish her all the best in her recovery! 

We have had one new case today, which means that our state’s total now sits at 554. A female in her 30s from the 
metropolitan area who was a close contact of a previously confirmed case has tested positive. We continue to have 
only seven active cases of COVID-19 remaining in Western Australia, one of which is in regional Western Australia. 
More than 97 per cent, or 538, of people who have contracted COVID-19 in Western Australia have now recovered, 
with just one person in hospital in an intensive care unit. Yesterday, 655  people were swabbed at our COVID clinics 
and many more as part of our DETECT program and in our private pathology labs. To date, we have conducted over 
61 000 tests. A total of 61 267 tests have been performed in WA, with 10 901 of those in regional Western Australia. 
Yesterday, I touched on the DETECT program—that is the McGowan government’s partnership with HBF 
and the resource industry, led by Mr Paul Everingham from the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, with 
Mr John Van der Wielen from HBF and chaired by WA’s own Chief Scientist, Professor Peter Klinken. We are 
in a unique time when we can really appreciate the important role that health and medical research plays. As we 
work towards a COVID-safe economy, testing people without symptoms in a strategic, targeted fashion can build 
public confidence and encourage trade. But for such testing to be meaningful, it needs to be undertaken in 
a systemic fashion and interpreted using science. The Australian Health Protection Principal Committee, led by 
Professor Brendan Murphy, has made it clear that widespread asymptomatic testing is an important part of 
understanding COVID-19. However, it should be carried out only on selected cohorts while carefully managing 
the resources as part of each research study. 

That leads me to inform members that we have put on notice an amendment in the other place for the 
Western Australian Future Fund Amendment (Future Health Research and Innovation Fund) Bill that is currently 
before Parliament. We have committed to injecting into the first year’s funding out of the future health research 
and innovation fund some $6 million into COVID-19 research and innovation. This is important. It is not only an 
election commitment, but also, once passed, will significantly increase our investment in medical research. We 
must get this bill passed. I thank the member for Dawesville for his stated support for the bill, and we look forward 
to its speedy passage in the other place so that we can enter this partnership with HBF and the resource industry 
to vastly expanded the DETECT program and asymptomatic testing. 

We are all looking forward to Monday when many of the restrictions that have been in place will be relaxed. As 
I said before, with these relaxed measures comes risk. We believe it is inevitable that some new cases of coronavirus 
will bubble up throughout the community over the coming months. The message is the same: please practice good 
social distancing and good personal hygiene and download the COVIDSafe app. We want people to embrace the 
easing of restrictions, which are the most progressive in the country. We want our cafes and restaurants to open, 
our pubs open to serve beer and our kids to start training for their upcoming sporting competitions. We want people 
to embrace the new normal, and it is the new normal. However, we cannot allow outbreaks to occur quickly, which 
is why social distancing is more important than ever when easing these restrictions. We do not know when a vaccine 
will be available, so we must learn to live as safely as possible with COVID-19. Together, we will get through it. 
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CORONAVIRUS — BUSINESSES — SAFETY PLANS 

291. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Premier: 

I refer to the requirement for businesses to prepare COVID safety plans before they reopen next Monday, to protect 
staff and customers. 

(1) Which minister, agency or authorised officers will have oversight of COVID safety plan compliance? 

(2) Given COVID safety plan material or direction is currently unavailable through government or industry 
sources, is it fair that businesses are expected to fulfil this requirement before they reopen on Monday? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

(1)–(2) I thank the member for Roe for the question. It is a very fair question. The work that has been going on 
over the past week has been in consultation with industry to make sure that we get the plans right. I would 
like to have seen them available before now. The advice I have is that they should be available around 
now and are due to be available online at any point in time today. Hopefully, that will be resolved during 
the course of the day. The reason that there has been a delay is that there was ongoing consultation with 
various industry groups and a desire to get them absolutely correct. 

In terms of how comprehensive they will be, they will be an online application process, I am advised. 
They will be very straightforward and are designed to give staff and customers the security that the business 
itself will have done the right thing with respect to hygiene and the like to ensure that customers and staff 
will be protected as best as they possibly can. I do not think they will be difficult. They will be relatively 
easy. It just means that businesses have to think about these things as part of their reopening. 

The third part of the member’s question was about who is responsible. The Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet is coordinating, in conjunction with the Commissioner of Police, the people who will be responsible 
for enforcement and implementation across government. The police commissioner is working in 
conjunction with inspectorates or inspectors across governments. It may be that when an inspection is done 
for whatever purposes, whether it is fire safety or anything else, a COVID inspection is done at the same 
time. We are seeking to engage other agencies besides police in that because the police cannot do everything. 
I think it is a good use of resources across government to do it that way. The reality is that we do not 
intend to be heavy-handed about this. We just want to make sure that businesses and government work 
cooperatively in the implementation of the safety plan.  

CORONAVIRUS — BUSINESSES — SAFETY PLANS 

292. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Will the Premier apply leniency to businesses that have been given inadequate 
time to meet his compliance regime, considering that they have received nothing to date? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

Again, another good question. Yes, my expectation is that there will be leniency towards businesses. We gave 
a week—or eight days, if you like—from the announcement on Sunday until next Monday for cafes, restaurants, 
libraries and other businesses and places of work to reopen. We wanted to make sure that we gave them time to 
prepare, but also time to do their COVID-safe preparations. It is not ideal; nothing in this environment is ideal. 
Everything is difficult, everything is rushed. That is the reality of what we are dealing with, but officers across 
government are working on it. The advice I have is that it will be in place today. 

CORONAVIRUS — KEYSTART CUSTOMERS 

293. Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI to the Minister for Housing: 

I refer to the McGowan government’s response to the impact of COVID-19 on Western Australian households. 
Can the minister advise the house what the McGowan government is doing to ensure that Keystart customers who 
are experiencing hardship due to COVID-19 are being supported? 

Mr P.C. TINLEY replied: 

I thank the member for Kingsley for the question and for her enduring interest in ensuring that her electors are 
apprised of the issues relating to affordable housing opportunities in her electorate. 

Keystart provides a sparkling example of public policy done well. It was invented in 1989 by the then Labor government 
and has for more than 30 years contributed to and supported Western Australians into home ownership. More than 
104 000 Western Australians have been beneficiaries of Keystart loans, which are low-deposit, high-documentation 
loans. That has created a circumstance in which we now find, during the COVID-19 crisis that we are involved in, 
that Keystart is even more essential to the housing and construction industry. I advise the house that for the year 
to date, Keystart lending made up nearly 50 per cent of all first home owner loans in Western Australia. Housing 
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construction businesses are overwhelmingly complimentary and understanding of the position that Keystart has in 
the industry, ensuring its future viability. Without it, we shudder to think what the industry would look like now 
and the jobs that would be leaking from that industry into the unemployment list. 
We have gone further. Since coming to office, the McGowan Labor government has increased the borrowings of 
Keystart by nearly $1 billion, taking it to $5.3 billion worth of lending. I advise the house that about $4.8 billion 
in lending is out there now. We also increased the income limits for a couple to $130 000 to put it even more 
within reach. This was all pre-COVID-19 and in response to what the industry was telling us about the challenges 
around the five years of slow decline in the property cycle that we find ourselves in. We also went further in making 
sure that Keystart was responsive to its clientele and the nearly 20 000 active loans that are under management, 
and that arrears and defaults are consistently in line, hopefully, with the averages of its long-run history. I am 
pleased to report to the house that that appears to be the case, although we will wait until the next quarter to actually 
confirm that outcome. 
In managing that, we made sure we did not find too many distressed loans as a result of the consequences of 
COVID-19 and the unemployment impacts. We found there was a requirement to move resources internally and 
to retrain staff to move across to the risk section of the agency, which would look after them. In doing so, we have 
created active engagement with those at-risk loans and clients to ensure that they are engaging with us early and 
coming up with alternative plans. One thing that the government is very proud to announce is the fact that we will 
defer interest payments for up to six months on a particular loan. Indeed, in normal hardship arrangements, we will 
waive the interest fees. By way of example: even if it is deferred, a $350 000 loan over a 30-year term equates to 
estimated repayments of around $10 600 over six months, or $781 in savings to the household. 
I am very happy to announce that that has not been taken up in great numbers. I will report back to the house in 
the fullness of time about the total impact that that might have on the revenue source from Keystart. In this way, 
we are able to support the construction industry and ordinary Western Australians as they continue on the journey 
and dream of home ownership. 

WATER CORPORATION — LATE PAYMENTS — INTEREST RATE 
294. Dr D.J. HONEY to the Premier: 
I refer to the announcement by the Minister for Local Government on 8 May forcing local governments to cap late 
payment interest rates to eight per cent. Why is the Minister for Water and the government still charging 11.7 per cent 
interest rates on late payments on water bills, and what is the reason for the inconsistency? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
As we announced on 31 March, no Western Australian who is in financial hardship will be charged interest on 
deferred payments. No Western Australian will have their water disconnected. We have stated this publicly, it is 
on the Water Corporation website, and it is a pity that the opposition has not noticed. 

WATER CORPORATION — LATE PAYMENTS — INTEREST RATE 
295. Dr D.J. HONEY to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Given that water customers suffer from the impacts of COVID-19 as much as 
anyone from local government, will the Premier immediately make a commitment that all McGowan government 
interest rates for late payments from government agencies will not exceed eight per cent for the duration of this 
crisis, or is this just another example of do as I say, not as I do? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I just told the member the answer: No Western Australian in financial hardship will be charged interest on deferred 
payments. No Western Australian will have their water disconnected. We have frozen increases in fees and charges 
across the board for the first time in 16 years. In fact, I think it is the first time that has ever occurred, but it is 
certainly the first time that electricity has been frozen in 15 years or so, so I do not understand. 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No, the member had his question. He had two. The premise of his question is wrong. I just 
explained it to him again. When the opposition was in office, it put up water fees by 80 per cent. I think the member 
should just reflect on that. 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe, you had two goes. Crikey! 

CORONAVIRUS — LOCAL GOVERNMENT RESPONSE 
296. Mr Y. MUBARAKAI to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the important role local governments will play in helping local businesses recover from the impact of 
COVID-19. Can the minister outline to the house what measures local governments can take to not only support 
their communities but also assist local businesses? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN replied: 
I thank the member for Jandakot for the question. I appreciate his interest in local government and in small 
businesses, and the importance of small businesses to employment creation and maintenance in all the communities 
throughout Western Australia. As we are all aware, the COVID-19 crisis has impacted on all sectors and all parts 
of our communities. Indeed, it has impacted on all our communities across Western Australia, from our rural and 
remote areas through to the metropolitan area. Local governments exist throughout all those communities and are 
important collaborators and an important layer of government with regard to response. I am pleased that a huge 
number of local governments have already responded in a variety of ways with regard to the pandemic’s impacts. 
Indeed, the state government has, through directives from my office and through legislation that we have passed 
in this place, required local governments to respond, and I am pleased that the vast majority have. Many of them 
now have in place a variety of schemes and programs through which to respond. Many of them were asked early 
on by the Premier to look at their capital works programs, their reserves and reprioritising and unlocking money 
that might be held in reserve for this particular crisis, and I am pleased that many of them responded to that request. 
Many local governments responded by implementing business continuity plans and looking at issues associated 
with how they could assist businesses. Many of them have moved to freeze their rates, fees and charges, while others 
are looking at reducing them, with a particular focus on supporting small businesses. Many of them have understood 
that by supporting small businesses, that will ensure employment continuity as we emerge from this crisis and, 
indeed, move to the recovery. 
We know that on Monday, 18 May, some of the restrictions will be relaxed, which will have an impact on business 
capacity and capabilities, particularly in the hospitality area for cafes, restaurants and so on. Local governments 
will play a key role in liaising with businesses to support them to respond to the relaxation of those restrictions. 
I am pleased to hear that a number of councils are already working closely with businesses to allow them to 
smoothly transition under the new arrangements that will come into place on Monday. 
Of course, as we continue to refer to the health advice, the Minister for Health continually reminds us that as 
restrictions are further relaxed, local governments will need to continue to work with local businesses. I encourage 
them all to ensure that on Monday, they open as many of their facilities as possible—their libraries and community 
centres—while again adhering to the principle of having 20 or fewer patrons. It should be about opening everything 
that is possible under these new arrangements on Monday. Some of them will take a little bit longer. I have talked 
to some local governments that are responding and they might open some of their facilities a few days after Monday, 
but I am pleased that most of them understand the importance of that. I also refer to the earlier question about the 
assistance that local governments can and should give to the Commissioner of Police and others in the oversight 
of these new arrangements. I am very confident that local governments will rise to the challenge and I support 
them in their endeavours to get their communities back to work and support local businesses so that people can restart 
the economy in their community, because we know that benefits the people who live, work and run a business in 
that community. 

CORONAVIRUS — MENTAL HEALTH 
297. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer to modelling by the University of Sydney’s Brain and Mind Centre that indicates that there could be 
a 50 per cent increase in the rate of suicide as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, with rural and regional areas 
the hardest hit. Does the minister concede that the $455 000 campaign he announced on 9 April this year provides 
next to no boost to state government mental health service provision on the ground? 
Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 
These are difficult times. It is a time when we all have to pull together as a community. We know that there will 
be increased stress and anxiety in our community as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. That includes people who 
have underlying conditions, those who are tipping into moments of anxiety because they have lost their job or are 
concerned about their financial situation. It is a time for us to support each other. As the Premier said yesterday, 
counterintuitively, a lower number of people with mental health issues have been turning up to our emergency 
departments. But we know that that is not because they have resolved it; we know that they are not going to hospital 
for a range of reasons. First, they might be getting more support from their carers, networks and so on. Another 
reason is that they are just too frightened to go to an ED, and that is obviously extremely concerning. That is the 
reason that we put out a new mental health campaign to assist people to manage their wellbeing through the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 
The $455 000 campaign aims to help people manage their feelings, while linking them to support services. The 
McGowan government will invest $67 million in community-based mental health services this year. It is a record 
investment, but we always recognise that we must do more. Our policies are around addressing critical shortages 
and investing in addressing long-term demand. When we recently released the update of our five-year plan, 
“Mental Health, Alcohol and Other Drugs 2015–2025”, it was about making sure that we had more services in the 
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communities in which people live so that they can get help sooner, surrounded by the communities that support 
them. We are trying to make sure that, as a community, we are reminded that we all have a responsibility to look 
out for each other during this time. Our mental health services in the community and in the member’s area continue 
to work hard to try to make sure that we have the best mental health care. But it is tough; it is hard. They are 
working extremely hard to make sure that they can provide the services they need. 

I might just finish by reminding everyone that this is a time for us to pull together and continue to invest in each 
other, because it is those community networks and the family and community support that will ultimately help us 
get through this pandemic. 

CORONAVIRUS — MENTAL HEALTH 

298. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Mental Health: 
I thank the minister for his answer. 

As a supplementary question, given that the calls to Lifeline are up by 25 per cent this year and calls to Beyond Blue 
are up by 40 per cent, will the minister commit extra funding, specifically for regional mental health networks, 
given that they were already under pressure before the COVID-19 pandemic and regional Western Australians are 
probably feeling even more isolated than ever at this time? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
It is a fair question. The acting Mental Health Commissioner is working hard to ensure that our services, particularly 
in regional communities, have the support they need. The mental health services in the wheatbelt, for instance, 
have 66 employees, or just over 50 FTEs, working hard to make sure that we have those services right throughout 
our regional communities in that area. Ultimately, I suspect that mental health is one of those areas in which there 
will always be an ongoing need. From that perspective, I wish everyone in the community well, but I urge them, 
as the member for Moore has just reminded them, to continue to reach out to Lifeline and other support services 
so that they have someone to talk to and can be directed to the right service in their community. 

CORONAVIRUS — ECONOMIC RECOVERY — TRANSPORT PROJECTS 

299. Mr D.R. MICHAEL to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the key role that transport construction projects will play in the state’s economic recovery from the 
impacts of COVID-19. 

(1) Can the minister update the house on the work underway to deliver the new multistorey car park at 
Mandurah train station? 

(2) Can the minister outline to the house how the project will support local WA businesses and help protect 
local jobs? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
I thank the member for Balcatta for that question. 

(1)–(2) The McGowan government is committed to creating new jobs and opportunities for Western Australians, 
in particular through our rail and road projects. Earlier this month—I think about a week ago—we 
announced, member for Balcatta, that a Balcatta-based company, PS Structures, is the preferred proponent 
to build a multistorey car park, increasing the capacity of the Mandurah train station car park by about 
700 bays. The $32 million election commitment will build on the footprint of the existing northern car 
park and increase overall parking capacity to about 1 800 bays, member for Mandurah. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I’m going to park in every single one of them! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Mandurah has been a strong, serious advocate for this project and as a result we 
have delivered it. He has also been a strong advocate for the Lakelands train station, another project for which we 
went out to market for a request for proposal and we are keen to progress this as soon as possible. The open deck 
carpark will provide three levels of parking. It will have lifts and a staircase and a visually appealing mixed screen 
facade. This is just another example of Metronet delivering local jobs for local companies. 

The government is doing much with local companies. The Premier and I were in Bassendean earlier this week with 
a supplier of key parts to our local railcar manufacturing facility. A number of contracts have gone out to local 
suppliers. It is supporting Western Australian companies. Of course, a preferred proponent for the Tonkin gap 
project that we announced earlier this week has a series of local Western Australian companies. It is not a surprise 
to see what the opposition says about Metronet. The opposition spokesperson for transport, who unfortunately 
cannot be in the chamber today, said on 24 April that we are eliminating local companies from bidding on Metronet 
projects, which is completely untrue. Particular criticism was levelled at the Bayswater station contract, a contract 
won by Coleman Rail. I want to go through that because I think it is very important. One of the key participants 
in that contract is Decmil. People might know that Decmil hit some difficulty earlier this year and there were some 
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issues with its finances. On 27 April, The Australian Financial Review questioned that organisation’s ability to 
continue as a going concern. However, because of contracts under Metronet, it has relaunched itself through the 
stock exchange. In its stock exchange announcement it said that in Western Australia, Decmil had been confirmed 
as a contractor on the Bayswater station Metronet project by lead contractor Coleman Mail. 
On 1 May, The West Australian reported that as a result of its involvement in the Bayswater project, Decmil shares had 
skyrocketed after it beefed up its order book for two new contracts, including work on Perth’s new multibillion-dollar 
Metronet project. We continue to see Western Australian companies at the forefront of winning work in 
Western Australia. The level of criticism being applied by the Liberal Party to many good companies out there 
such as BMD and Coleman Rail is incredible—criticism of companies of Western Australian workers. They are 
all aware of what is happening. There will not be a contractor of Metronet that the opposition has not criticised by 
the next election. They are Western Australian workers delivering our key projects. I, for one, support WA workers 
to deliver our projects, as do all members of the government. 

DARREN FOSTER 

300. Mrs A.K. HAYDEN to the Premier: 
Can the Premier advise the Parliament of the circumstances in which his former chief of staff, Darren Foster, lost 
his job as director general of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Seven to 10 weeks ago Mr Foster moved positions, from DG of DPC to assist in Treasury in the COVID-19 
recovery. As I recall, a press release was issued at the time that he had some medical conditions he needed to deal 
with. He also may have indicated that he had some difficulties with some of the conduct with respect to the committee 
of the upper house dealing with the privileges matter, so they are the circumstances. 

DARREN FOSTER 

301. Mrs A.K. HAYDEN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. I am sorry to hear about his medical difficulties. However, given those circumstances, 
how is Darren Foster able to fulfil his duties at the level that attracts a wage of $440 000, especially when there 
are so many struggling businesses and people who have lost their jobs or had their pay cut? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
That is a very nasty and defamatory question. I do not intend to answer it. 
The SPEAKER: That is the end of question time. 

DANGEROUS OFFENDERS 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed time of 
a letter from the member for Hillarys seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 
[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 
MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [2.45 pm]: I move — 

That this house expresses its deep concern that the public of Western Australia are threatened by dangerous 
sex offenders and other dangerous criminals due to early release, lack of electronic tracking on release or 
being able to taunt victims and their families from prison. 

It is with great regret that once again we have to bring such a motion to this place. It would be far better if the 
government of Western Australia could provide a safe and secure environment for the law-abiding citizens of this 
state to go about their daily lives without being subjected to the fear of further harm from dangerous criminals. 
However, again in the past few days we have seen that that is not the case. Despite talking tough and making 
outlandish claims when in opposition, now that it is in government, it cannot look the public of Western Australia in 
the eye and say that it is doing the best it can to look after them. The revelations of multiple rapist Nicholas Rodney 
Troy McDonald, who now goes by the name of Faulkner, wandering around in our community with the bare 
minimum of supervision, after he completed his sentence for his horrific crimes, was a big wake-up call to everyone, 
including the Premier, who recognised that it was wrong and indicated that he would conduct a review. Reviews 
are wonderful; reviews are great. We can look into these things all we like, but the fact is that here is someone 
who should have been put up before the courts to determine whether he was a dangerous sex offender but was not 
put up. He was not considered a dangerous sex offender. He was paroled, we now find out, into our community 
quite some time ago and breached the terms of his parole. He went back to prison, got out again and is now on 
a post-sentence supervision order, which includes a few conditions, including that he cannot consume alcohol or 
drugs. That would be the absolute bare minimum. However, there is no real-time electronic monitoring of this 
man; the sort of electronic monitoring about which the Attorney General and the Minister for Corrective Services 
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jump up in this place and in the media and tell the world how wonderful it is and how it helps to track those potentially 
dangerous people when they are in the community, so we can release more of them out onto the streets because 
we know we are monitoring and tracking them. 
We know that Nicholas Rodney Troy McDonald is dangerous. He proved that almost 10 years ago with a horrific 
crime spree. He committed three horrible sex attacks in two days, cruising up and down the northern train line 
between Glendalough and Edgewater. It makes people’s hair stand on end just thinking about what he was doing. 
He is a dangerous criminal. He is back on our streets.  
What would people say if we pulled up the average punter on the street and asked, “Does someone who commits 
three rapes in two days qualify as a dangerous sex offender?” 
Mr J.R. Quigley: Yes. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The response would be, “You betcha”, or as the Attorney General says, “Yes, 
a dangerous sex offender.” Not only is this person not classified as a dangerous sex offender in Western Australia, 
he was not even considered under the dangerous sex offenders legislation because we are told by anonymous 
people speaking on behalf of the Department of Justice that there was some failure and his case was not considered. 
As we were told in an article in The West Australian by Phil Hickey on 13 May, the Dangerous Sexual Offenders 
Review Committee did not refer McDonald’s case to the Director of Public Prosecutions. If the public thinks that 
this guy is a dangerous sex offender, if the Attorney General of Western Australia by interjection today considers 
him to be a dangerous sex offender — 
Mr J.R. Quigley: Don’t you? 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I will pick up on that interjection—don’t I? Why am I raising this? 
We have a Dangerous Sexual Offenders Review Committee that did not even bother sending his case to the 
Director of Public Prosecutions to give the DPP a chance to get an order. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It is wrong under the Attorney General’s watch—under his government’s watch. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: That is why we’re having an inquiry. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: An inquiry is cold comfort when this man is roaming the streets. How long is the 
inquiry going to go for? How long is a piece of string? This man ought to have been classified as a dangerous sex 
offender. If he had been classified as a dangerous sex offender, it would have been up to the court to determine 
whether he could remain in prison beyond the term of his sentence. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: “Remain” is a funny word—imprisoned and contained. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: “Imprisoned and contained”—the Attorney General can use whatever words he wants; 
the public knows that this man is dangerous. Furthermore, the court, if it turned its mind to releasing this man into 
the community, may have imposed an electronic monitoring condition. That way, with an electronic monitoring 
condition, knowing, as we know, that this man is able to get on public transport, including the Joondalup train line, 
if he gets on a train, perhaps a buzzer will go off somewhere and an alert will go out saying, “Hey, let’s monitor this 
guy and watch what he’s doing.” I know the Attorney General would like to see that—I would like to see that—but 
under the Attorney General’s watch, it did not happen. This man is not being monitored and the Attorney General 
says, “We are conducting a review.” The Premier was ambushed yesterday. I understand that the man is busy. 
He has been working on the pandemic. He is busy. He is not there on every one of these cases. He expects the 
Attorney General and the Minister for Corrective Services to be on top of their portfolios, to be on top of their games 
and not to let these people slip through. If there were thousands of these people in our justice system—thank goodness 
there are not—perhaps the argument could be that the review committee was so swamped it missed one. There are 
not thousands of these people, and thank God there are not thousands of these people, but there are enough of them 
to know there is another one coming up soon. Will that person be missed? What confidence, what assurance, do 
we have, as the public of Western Australia, that the next person will not be missed either or the one after or the 
one after that? We know that these decisions happen quite frequently. We have also found in the media in the last 
few days that a decision was made to release a dangerous sex offender, Mr Yates, into the community. That was 
made by the Chief Justice of Western Australia, and the Chief Justice weighed it up. He said it was a most difficult 
decision. I am referring to an article by Kate Hedley in WAtoday published on 13 May in which the Chief Justice 
is quoted as saying that it was a difficult decision. The Chief Justice, Mr Peter Quinlan, said — 

“Under the law, I am not allowed to release you on a supervision order unless I think that you will follow 
the standard conditions of a supervision order,” … 
“That includes that you will not commit any sexual offences. 
“In making my decision, I also have to make sure that the community is properly protected. 
“If I don’t think the community will be properly protected by a supervision order, I can’t make one.” 
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The judge went on to say that Yates had previously breached supervision orders, although his breaches had not 
involved sexual offending. Reluctantly, the Chief Justice released this man. At least this man is going to be subject 
to some electronic monitoring. I raised his case to indicate that this is happening quite regularly in our system. There 
are plenty of these people in our system. We do not want them going back out on to our streets if we can establish 
that they will not comply with their conditions, and we do not want them going out on to our streets unsupervised, 
particularly for a period of time after they are released. Going back to McDonald, we found out overnight—the 
information comes out in dribs and drabs; it is not as if this government is forthcoming with this information—
that McDonald had been released on parole, breached his conditions of parole, was hauled back in and then let back 
out again through the revolving door of the justice system of Western Australia, presided over by the Attorney General 
and the Minister for Corrective Services. He was let back out, and now he is out on a post-sentence supervision 
order without electronic monitoring. It just does not pass the test. 

Not that electronic monitoring is a panacea, as we know. We saw that in the case of Edward William Latimer, who 
in September last year breached his supervision order. He was being electronically monitored in real time, but it took 
nine days for the authorities to haul him up—nine days after the breach to knock on his door and say, “Excuse me, 
please, Mr Latimer, we think you have breached your order. Would you like to come with us?” We know that even 
then under this government the system did not work to pick these people up straightaway, but at least it is some 
form of discipline. It is not good enough for this government to say that something went wrong and it will look into 
it. Something went wrong? Something went catastrophically wrong in that a person who the Attorney General himself 
says ought to be treated as a dangerous sex offender was not even put up for consideration under that legislation. 

The Attorney General is not a commentator anymore. Does he remember that a few short years ago, when he was in 
opposition, he used to go out on the steps of Parliament House carrying a wad of papers under his arm and yelling 
and screaming, “If I was the Attorney General, I’d be marching up to the steps of the Supreme Court right now and 
making an application myself to get these people back in.” How convenient that was for the Attorney General—
grandstanding. He has described it in the past; I am using his own words. The public of Western Australia does 
not want grandstanding. It does not want a shadow Attorney General telling them he is going to do something and 
then not delivering. He is the Attorney General now. I do not see him marching up to the steps of the Supreme Court, 
and I am sure he will tell me in due course that he does not have the power, even though he claimed that he would 
have had that power. He has now been made Attorney General, but I do not see him doing anything to bring 
Mr McDonald, or Mr Faulkner, before our justice system now to impose some stringent conditions on him. I do 
not see the Attorney General doing that. He is not there. He is not at the Supreme Court asking for it. I hope that 
in his contribution, if he makes one, which I am sure he will, he tells us that he will do that, because that is the 
least he could do. The least he could do is to instruct the DPP to find a way to get these conditions reconsidered.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: On Faulkner. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, on Faulkner. A better way would have been to consider them before he was let 
out and to let the process work. The legislation is in place; it is there but it was not followed, and it was not followed 
under the Attorney General’s watch. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Regrettably — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Regrettably! Is that what the Attorney General is going to say to any victims if there 
are any? I hope to goodness this man is rehabilitated and that he does not offend ever again. In his short time on 
parole he proved that he could not follow his parole conditions, so what faith and confidence can the public have 
in this man or any other man who is let out after having committed heinous crimes? He ought to have been 
considered a dangerous sex offender but the case did not even go up for consideration. The file got lost. The dog 
ate the homework. It happened on the Attorney General’s watch. He should not come in here and give the public of 
Western Australia a heap of glib answers, throwaway lines and a bunch of grandstanding. Rather, he should deliver. 
He should do the job he is paid to do—namely, to protect the public of Western Australia. The Attorney General 
should give us all the confidence that he has worked out what has happened here and that it will not happen again 
in the future. In the meantime, he should make sure that Mr McDonald, who is now known as Mr Faulkner, is 
subject to the conditions that he ought to be subject to. 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [3.01 pm]: I thank the member for Hillarys for his excellent opening 
remarks on this very serious matter. We are deeply concerned about the government continuing to mismanage 
dangerous sex offenders and dangerous criminals throughout its term. There are numerous examples. I note that 
the Attorney General is wearing dark sunglasses. No doubt it is for medical reasons and he has had eye surgery or 
something is going on there. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: A postoperative complication. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I hope the Attorney General recovers as quickly as possible. He reminds me a bit of 
Zoot, the balding Muppet who plays saxophone in the Muppet band, which was called Electric Mayhem. It is quite 
appropriate that today, while he is wearing those glasses, we are talking about law and order mayhem. Perhaps the 
band for which the Attorney General is the lead saxophone player can try to help the people of Western Australia 
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by sorting out dangerous sex offenders and dangerous criminals so that we can have effective law and order in 
Western Australia and not the law and order mayhem that we have had under the watch of the Attorney General and 
the Minister for Corrective Services. Clearly, as outlined by the member for Hillarys, the government’s incompetence 
is causing the community to feel significantly unsafe. There is story after story in local newspapers, on talkback 
radio and in the news about the government allowing dangerous sex offenders and dangerous criminals to roam 
the streets and reoffend, which makes people feel unsafe. I will cover off on some of those examples. 

The first one that we know of was Laurie John Dodd. Members will remember him. He punched a police dog, 
created havoc and was arrested. While under Corrective Services guard, he legged it for a few days. Goodness 
knows what he was up to. The community was concerned. Finally, the police saved the day, when the Corrective 
Services side of government was unable to, by getting a hold of him and putting him back in custody. That is the 
first example of incompetence that I will use today. 

The second example is quite interesting. In November 2018, Hakea Prison let somebody out—“Out you go”—
and they went home. They had no reason to be let out; they just let him out. That was quite unusual. An article in 
WAtoday stated — 

A second prisoner has been mistakenly released from custody after an apparent miscommunication 
between Hakea prison staff and the courts. 

“Whoops. No worries. Any prisoners want to come to the front office? Let us know if you want to go home. Off you 
go, no worries at all.” It is law and order mayhem. The little rock band has got back together. The Attorney General 
has his sunnies on because he has a crook eye. It is all happening. We jest about letting a prisoner out the gate to 
go home. Fortunately, the prisoner in that instance rang up and said, “I probably should come back.”  

Another very serious matter that hit the airwaves only recently, on 3 May this year, was to do with the person 
named the “lollipop paedophile”. I am sure the Attorney General and Minister for Corrective Services recall this 
one. This is really quite dangerous and concerning. Michael Cyril Hyde, who is aged 60, was convicted of the 
abhorrent abuse of three children aged from 22 months to 10 years. He was jailed for 12 years. Judge David said 
that Hyde had shown no remorse and considered him at high risk of reoffending. On 3 May this year, it emerged 
that he had sent two letters to his victim’s sister despite the family having a violence restraining order against him. 
The Minister for Corrective Services has to admit that that is obscene. WAtoday reported that — 

Despite being convicted in 2019, and slapped with a violence restraining order, Hyde has been sending letters 
to a teenage girl who still lives at the Perth address where many of his sickening crimes were committed. 

He had befriended the girl’s family while working as the cross-walk attendant for a western suburbs 
primary school. 

The teenager whom Hyde was communicating with is the sister of his youngest victim, who was a 22-month-old 
infant at the time, and she was filmed by the paedophile during some of his depravity. This sick individual, who was 
deemed by the judge to have no remorse, openly communicated with the family—the people whose lives he had 
ruined. How on earth could that be allowed to happen? The Minister for Corrective Services quipped earlier that 
there were problems under our watch. I think the minister would be hard-pressed to find an example as bad as that. 

Mr F.M. Logan: I don’t know about that. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister would be hard-pressed. The Minister for Corrective Services had eight years 
in opposition to identify the issues that needed to be fixed. He went on and on about them when he was in opposition. 
He has had almost four years in government to fix them, yet incidents of utter depravity are occurring in our society 
under his watch. It is completely and utterly unacceptable. I am glad that the Attorney General and the Minister for 
Corrective Services have gone silent on that topic, because it does not deserve any interjection whatsoever. It simply 
should not have happened. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Would you like me to interject? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: No. I would like the Attorney General to do a complete and thorough review of the standard 
operating procedures of how prisoners can communicate with the outside world. I would like him to do a complete 
and thorough review of how prisoners are supervised and managed while under his care and supervision so that 
they do not get the opportunity to simply write letters to their victims’ families or the victims themselves. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Did that happen before he was released or after? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: While he was in jail. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: From inside jail. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Yes, from inside jail. That was the lollipop paedophile example. 

I will now move to breaches of supervision orders. Nine of the state’s worst sex monsters living in the community 
under strict conditions were convicted or accused of breaching their court-imposed release orders in 2017. That was 
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reported in 2018. The Minister for Corrective Services will remember that one. In 2018–19, Western Australia’s 
Community Corrections branch within the Department of Justice reported that only 39.6 per cent of restricted 
movement orders were without a breach. Sixty per cent of the people whom that department was supervising in 
the community at that point breached their supervision order. That is an appalling statistic. When we compare that 
with how other jurisdictions scored on that particular key performance indicator, we see that they were achieving 
over 70 per cent. Under this government’s watch, Western Australia achieved just under 40 per cent on that KPI 
while the rest of the country achieved 70 per cent. The minister thinks that is good enough! It is not good enough. 

Let us get back to some basics. Yes, this government is dealing with a coronavirus situation, which it has no choice 
but to manage, and it has no choice but to manage the health aspects of that well. Might I remind the government 
of Western Australia that it has a duty of care to be effective and efficient in its handling of law and order as well 
as health, education and the economy. It cannot hide behind all of the COVID-19 problems in the community that 
it must address. The government must simultaneously ensure that this fundamental duty is still taken care of—that 
is, the duty of providing law and order in Western Australia. It cannot drop the ball, regardless of what else is 
going on. COVID-19 has caused a serious situation in our community and is impacting on the lives of everybody 
in Western Australia, the nation and the world right now. More than ever, the government needs to step up to its 
responsibilities in law and order and make sure that dangerous sex offenders and other dangerous criminals are 
managed properly so that they do not endanger the lives of Western Australians from prison or when they get out 
of prison early and are mismanaged on their release. There are many more examples of the government’s 
inefficiency in managing this system with regard to letting people out early. 

The member for Hillarys talked about Edward Latimer, another dangerous sex offender. He mentioned that it took 
nine days to capture Latimer, who had breached his supervision order. What the member for Hillarys did not 
remind members of, which I will right now, is that for two days, even the police were not aware of the breach. The 
Attorney General found out that a breach had occurred but it took two days to notify the police. That is unacceptable. 
If the Attorney General did not get on the phone straightaway to tell the Minister for Police that there had been 
a breach and that this guy needed to be found, there is a problem. We reminded the government of that at the time. 

We have many other examples that extend to the management of the prison sector, which has an impact on the 
safety of Western Australians. The Greenough prison riot in July 2018 is one example. After the riot took place, 
prisoners ended up on the run and the community was endangered. I understand the member for Darling Range 
wants to make a few remarks as well, but the government can take from my contribution and that of the member 
for Hillarys that its performance card on law and order has, frankly, been atrocious. 

MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [3.13 pm]: I stand today to speak on a motion as terrible as this: 
Western Australians are threatened by dangerous sex offenders and other dangerous criminals due to their early 
release, lack of electronic tracking on release, or being able to taunt victims and their families from prison. It is 
a sad day that we have to stand here, in 2020, and say that the system the Attorney General is in charge of is 
not working. It is appalling that one step was overlooked which allowed an evil, disgusting individual back onto 
our streets. I think everyone in this house is hanging their heads in shame and embarrassment that this has been 
allowed to happen in our day. 

The Attorney General has been very proud and loud out in the public arena on his passion for keeping these people 
locked up and throwing away the key. Sadly, under his watch, we have seen a gentleman released—a gentleman 
who stalked women at Glendalough train station. I am not even going to call him a gentleman; he was an evil 
individual who stalked women at Glendalough train station. Glendalough train station is used by school students 
from Churchlands Senior High School, Perth Modern School, Shenton College and many private schools, as well 
as women travelling along the train line to go to work. At the same time that we are saying it is okay for students 
to go back to school, we are allowing evil sex predators out on the street, ready to target our children and women as 
easy pickings. We cannot stand here and let this go by. We need the Attorney General to stand up and fix the system—
to take responsibility. 

The Premier’s words were, “I’m surprised and disappointed”. I am sorry, Premier, but “sorry and disappointed” is 
not good enough. If one constituent comes through my door saying that they or their daughter was a victim of 
one of these evil individuals who have been let loose due to the failure of this government’s system, I will be bringing 
them to the Premier’s doorstep because this is simply not good enough! 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [3.15 pm]: I feel a bit embarrassed standing here in these 
glasses, but the Speaker has given me leave to address the chamber in them because I have some postoperative 
issues. I cannot tolerate light, unfortunately. 

During the member for Hillarys’ presentation, I was asked rhetorically whether I agreed that Faulkner is a dangerous 
sex offender. The answer is that I would regard him so. I would regard him as a candidate for a post-sentence 
supervision order issued by the Supreme Court of Western Australia, with attendant conditions placed upon him. 
A committee called the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Review Committee, DSORC—I hate these acronyms but that 
is what it is called—sits within the Department of Justice. It reviews people who are coming up for release who 
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have committed these sorts of crimes and makes recommendations to the Director of Public Prosecutions about 
whether to bring on the application. In this case, regrettably, it did not happen; another route was chosen. That 
other route had been put in place by the former government under former Attorney General Hon Michael Mischin. 
The member for Darling Range was present in the Council at the time and will recall that the former government 
introduced, for the first time in Western Australia, post-sentence supervision orders. Those orders were not to be 
made by the court but by the Prisoners Review Board. The Prisoners Review Board could make these determinations, 
quite apart from the court. 
I will go back to the debate on the bill that was introduced by the former Liberal government. It is the system that 
Faulkner is currently under; he is currently under a supervision order. When the Sentencing Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2016 was introduced, former Attorney General Michael Mischin said in his second reading speech — 

For the first time, a post-sentence supervision order will enable the supervision of seriously violent criminals 
beyond the completion of their sentence. The offences that determine a serious violent offender are outlined 
in clause 44 as a new schedule 4 to the Sentence Administration Act 2003 that includes the offences of 
manslaughter, unlawful assault causing death, grievous bodily harm, robbery, arson and a number of 
sexual offences — 

Which Faulkner has obviously committed. It continues— 
In addition to the listed offences, clause 20, which inserts a new section 97A into the Sentencing Act, enables 
the court to declare any indictable offence carrying a penalty of imprisonment to be a “serious violent 
offence” where the offence involved serious violence or resulted in serious harm or death, as defined in 
the section. In deciding whether to make such a declaration, the court must have regard to any history on 
the part of the offender of violent offending, the commission of the offences in a family or domestic 
relationship, or if the victim was aged less than 12 years old, as an aggravating factor. This can be done 
by the court of its own initiative or upon the application of the prosecution. 

For eligible offenders, the chief executive officer of the Department of Corrective Services must give the 
Prisoners Review Board a report at least three months prior to the offender’s term being completed, which 
addresses a number of considerations set out in the new part 5A of the Sentence Administration Act. 
Before the end of the prisoner’s term, the Prisoners Review Board has the discretion to consider whether 
a post-sentence supervision order should be imposed. Once an offender has completed his or her sentence 
for an offence that was declared a serious violent offence at sentencing or for an offence listed in 
schedule 4 — 

There are two routes. Either the judge can declare the person a serious violent offender or, if he has committed an 
offence as listed under schedule 4, which Faulkner’s offences were, the following applies — 

the offender will be identified by the Department of Corrective Services and the Prisoners Review Board 
will have the discretion to apply a post-sentence supervision order. 

This is exactly what happened. Faulkner was released under precisely the system that was set up by the previous 
Liberal government. Today, the Liberal opposition has claimed that it is a catastrophic failure for the Department 
of Corrective Services to have recommended Faulkner to the Prisoners Review Board for a post-sentence supervision 
order without any reference to the Director of Public Prosecutions. That is the system that the previous Liberal 
government set up. The post-sentence supervision orders have effectively introduced a lower rung for post-sentence 
supervision of serious offenders. It is a lower rung of supervision than the dangerous sex offender regime, which 
this government is expanding or intends to expand to the high-risk offender regime. 

When the Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill 2016 went through Parliament, Labor argued that instead of 
lowering the rung for post-sentence supervision orders, the government of the day should be broadening the 
dangerous sex offender regime to serious violent offenders. The Liberal government of the day declined to do so. It 
was left to the McGowan Labor government to introduce the High Risk Offenders Bill 2019, which has been held 
up for hours in the Legislative Council. It was left to the government to introduce the High Risk Offenders Bill, 
which has been held up in the Legislative Council with hours of debate over the bill’s name. 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was left up to this government to introduce the High Risk Offenders Bill, which has been — 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Hillarys! That is your first warning or I will — 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: No, he is not wanting interjections judging by that expression, so I ask you not to 
interject, please. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was left to this government to introduce the High Risk Offenders Bill, which has been 
held up in the Legislative Council with hours of debate over the bill’s name. The Legislative Assembly third read 
the bill, with the support of the members for Hillarys, Darling Range, Carine and Warnbro — 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Dawesville. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Member for Dawesville! I am so sorry. It is the painkillers. They all supported the bill at its 
third reading and it was remitted to the Legislative Council on 13 August 2019. The bill has since been considered 
by the Legislative Council on 3 September 2019, 4 September 2019, 17 September 2019, 24 September 2019, 
11 February 2020, 12 February 2020, 18 February 2020, 19 February 2020, 20 February 2020 and 12 March 2020. 
It is yet to achieve passage through the Legislative Council. A significant portion of the Legislative Council’s time 
in these debates has been on the title of the bill for which the opposition has moved several different options, the first 
of which was “High Risk (Sexual and Violent) Offenders Act 2019”. The opposition then tried other amendments: 
“High Risk Dangerous Offenders Act 2019” and “High Risk Violent Offenders Act 2019”. The last option that 
has taken up time is “High Risk Serious Offenders Act 2019”. This is the big issue—the title of the bill—that has 
gripped the mind of the opposition in the Legislative Council. The government has gone so far as to concede 
a meaningless amendment to rename the bill the “High Risk Serious Offenders Act” just so that we can get back to 
debating the bill and not its title. The opposition’s go-slow approach to this bill in the Legislative Council illustrates 
its lack of true commitment to community safety. 
The member for Hillarys in his address said words to the effect that the government has shown utter disregard for 
law and order and it is chaotic. There is no more evidence of chaos amongst the Liberal opposition than what we have 
witnessed regarding the reappointment of the CCC commissioner and the Parliament’s failure to get concurrence 
on the CCC bill, thereby decapitating the leadership of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Attorney — 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I will now move on, Madam Deputy Speaker. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I use this as an example of hypocrisy. What difference would it have made? We, the 
government, as the Premier has pointed out, are more than disappointed that—I will get the acronym right—DSORC, 
the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Review Committee, failed to refer the case of Faulkner to the DPP for an application 
to be made to the Supreme Court. We are more than disappointed, and that is why we want to get to the bottom of 
why there has been a failure. When members of the opposition point to us and say that it is just another inquiry, what 
do they want? Do they want us to not find out what happened and not be able to inform this house of what occasioned 
this failure? The Premier is clear that he wants to get to the bottom of it. The member for Hillarys interjected by 
saying, “What difference would it have made if the High Risk Offenders Bill had already seen its passage through 
the Council?” It will no longer be the DPP who makes these applications because, as was explained when debating 
the bill, the DPP’s primary role is prosecuting offenders, and these applications are civil in nature, not criminal; 
they distract the DPP from the heavy workload that it has already, which is why it is going to the State Solicitor. 
Let me tell members: in advance of the passage of the bill, the DPP has been going through the list of prisoners who 
may be eligible for an order under the High Risk Offenders Bill when it is enacted. So there we have it. The DPP can 
ask the State Solicitor to bring on an application. I understand that the DPP, after going through the prison muster, 
if I can call it that—the list of prisoners and offenders—has identified over a thousand prisoners who could be eligible 
under the High Risk Offenders Bill, which is parked in the Legislative Council. We cannot get it out of there and 
pass it. Council members want to talk about the title but they are not interested in talking about how to get the bill 
through to protect the community. Over a thousand prisoners that the DPP has identified may be eligible for orders 
under the new High Risk Offenders Bill. 
A member interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Faulkner certainly would have fallen within that category. 
We have been asked: what are you doing about this and what system is coming in? There will be a High Risk 
(Sexual and Violent) Offenders Board, the function of which will be to identify any flaws in real time. The function 
of the board will be to see what is happening in real time and to attend to those matters expeditiously. That is the 
purpose of the high risk offenders board and our bill, which the opposition is holding up in the Legislative Council. 
Members come in here and point the bone at us and try to sing us a song. That is quite hypocritical, I submit. 
The member for Hillarys raised the case of Yates. The DPP, on the nomination of the Dangerous Sexual Offenders 
Review Committee, brought an application before the Supreme Court, and the Director of Public Prosecutions, 
through her counsel, sought the continuing detention of Yates for his breach. This was heard by one of the most 
distinguished jurists currently in Western Australia, Hon Peter Quinlan, SC, Chief Justice of Western Australia. 
Might I add that he was formerly the Western Australian Solicitor-General, appointed by the former Liberal government. 
In his capacity as Solicitor-General, he offered advice to the government on the construct of the High Risk 
Offenders Bill. He is really alert to the problems. The application went before the Chief Justice and the Chief Justice 
bore in mind the amendments that the Labor government introduced to the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act, which 
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is still in force but which will be replaced by the High Risk Offenders Bill if it is ever passed in the other place. 
The Chief Justice noted the reverse onus of proof that the then opposition opposed when I stood on the other side 
of this table. I moved an amendment that the onus of proof would fall upon the prisoner to satisfy the court that he 
would not breach any of the primary conditions. One of those conditions was that Yates would not consume alcohol. 
He breached by consuming alcohol. I will read a passage from the judgement. It states — 

Under the law, I am not allowed to release you on a supervision order unless I think that you will follow 
the standard conditions of a supervision order. That includes that you will not commit any sexual offences. 
In making my decision, I also have to make sure that the community is properly protected. If I don’t think 
the community will be properly protected by a supervision order, I can’t make one. 
This has been a difficult decision. Not because you have committed any more sexual offences while on 
supervision. You haven’t done that. It is difficult because when you have been released on a supervision 
order before, you have breached the order by using drugs or alcohol. The best way for the community to 
be protected is for you to stay away from drugs and alcohol. It is the only way you are going to be able 
to stay out of prison. 
Dr Wynn Owen and Dr Bannister have said good things about you. They have said that you want to settle 
down and have a good life. That you want to stay away from crime. And that you know what you have 
to do to stay out of prison and that you want to do it. 
Dr Wynn Owen has told me that you find it hard to stay away from drink and drugs because you have been 
lonely in Perth and you don’t have people from your country around you. I realise how difficult that is. 
But you have to do it. 
I have decided to let you out on a supervision order. I think that you will follow the standard conditions 
and I think that you will not commit sexual offences and that the community can be protected by having 
strict conditions on you. 
All the people from the Department and from Uniting Care West have worked had to find ways to help 
you stick to the conditions of an order. They have worked out a plan to help you. You will have counselling 
and help with daily living. 
But you have got to help yourself. You have got to stay away from alcohol yourself, and from doing 
crime and from putting yourself in risky situations. It depends on you. If you don’t do that you will just 
be back here.  
The order will last for 5 years. You won’t be able to drink. You will have to wear a GPS. You will be 
tested for alcohol and drugs. You will have to tell your community corrections officer about anyone you 
become friends with and do a whole lot of other things to protect the community. 
I am also going to make you go to Derbarl Yerrigan, the aboriginal health service, to see if they can give 
you the medicine to stop you drinking. 
But in the end it is up you. You will have to sign the order saying that you will follow all the conditions 
I am going to make. I’ll sign it too. 
That’s all I need to say to you now. I now have to speak to the lawyers about the conditions and my reasons. 

That was the case that the member for Hillarys referred to—a very considered judgement by the court. I want to stress 
that the position of the state of Western Australia, as expressed by the independent Director of Public Prosecutions, 
was for continuing custody. We lost the case and the Chief Justice made his rulings. 
I was told—warned, more properly—by the member for Darling Range that if these sex offenders commit any 
more sex offences, she will send them to my office. Since this legislation was introduced in, I think, 2006 by 
Hon Jim McGinty, of all the people who have been dealt with under the dangerous sex offenders legislation and the 
many, many orders that have been made since 2006 to the current date—14 years—only one person has reoffended 
by committing a sexual offence. We would therefore have to say that the former Labor government’s legislation, 
introduced 14 years ago, has been an overwhelming success in protecting the community from further sexual 
offences committed by these offenders on dangerous sex offenders orders. 
Numerous breaches of these orders have resulted in people being charged with offences. We will look at some of 
them. One of them was a person whose name escapes me at the moment who was charged with turning up at the 
police station without his logbook—the diary that he was required to attend with. He was breached for turning up 
at the police station without his diary, not for committing a sexual offence. He was charged on summons to appear 
in court. Labor said, “This is not good enough”, so when we introduced the amendments to the Dangerous Sexual 
Offenders Act, there were no more summonses. If a person is charged with breaching an order, they are to be 
arrested and returned to custody until the hearing of the matter, unless an exceptional circumstance exists, as would 
be the case for a murder charge. For example, the person might be under treatment at the cancer centre down at 
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, or something. Otherwise, they go back into custody. 
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What happened when the Labor opposition introduced this? The then government opposed it. We had to thrash the 
then government at the election, wipe the floor with it, get hold of the levers of power and do what the community 
wanted. It wanted these people locked up. The Premier has said that he is very concerned about the failure of the 
Dangerous Sexual Offenders Review Committee to make the reference in this particular case. We are going to get 
to the bottom of it, and when we do we will come back here and tell the opposition about it. It is not a secret. We 
have to have transparency; the community expects it. What happened to Faulkner and his post-sentence supervision 
order? He was dealt with exactly in accordance with the regime introduced by the Liberal government of 
Hon Colin Barnett. He was dealt with in accordance with the scheme introduced by the former government—
a scheme that we do not agree with. That is why we brought in the High Risk Offenders Bill, which is drifting in 
light air—I should say hot air—up in the Legislative Council, where they are arguing over what to call the bill! 
The public is not concerned with the title of the bill. Do the Liberals understand that? They do not care if it is the 
“Lock Me Up Forever” bill. They do not care if it is the “ABC” bill. They want the provisions of the bill, and they 
want them now. It is that old unionist cry: “What do we want?” “We want the bill!” “When do we want it?” “Now!” 
That is what the community wants. Get off the title of the bill. Let us get these dangerous sex offenders and other 
serious offenders under control. Let us pass the bill. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have a minute left? What can I say! Let me gather my thoughts. Sorry; the opposition is 
hopeless! We oppose the motion. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy Speaker casting her vote with the noes, with the following result — 
Ayes (14) 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr J.E. McGrath Mr P.J. Rundle 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr S.K. L’Estrange Ms L. Mettam Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.C. Nalder  

 

Noes (33) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr M. Hughes Mr P. Papalia Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr W.J. Johnston Mr S.J. Price Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr R.R. Whitby 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr M.J. Folkard Ms S.F. McGurk Ms C.M. Rowe Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms A. Sanderson  
Mr T.J. Healy Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms J.J. Shaw  

            
Pairs 

Mr D.T. Redman Mr M.P. Murray 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr D.T. Punch 

Question thus negatived.  

PROCUREMENT BILL 2020 
Appropriations 

Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the bill. 

CORRUPTION, CRIME AND MISCONDUCT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [3.52 pm]: Before the break, I was reminding members of the report by Hon John Ford’s 
committee. I did not mention before that this was the Standing Committee on Legislation—this was the group 
to review it—that recommended the changes to the then Corruption and Crime Commission Act. The then 
Anti-Corruption Commission claimed that the proposed appointment process for the commissioner would create 
a political appointment, which this committee did not support. It submitted that the then current process under 
the Anti-Corruption Commission Act was an inappropriate procedure and was recommended by the WA Inc royal 
commission. It is very clear that the committee that looked at this—it was a bipartisan committee and there was 
not a dissenting report—chaired by a Labor member of the Legislative Council, Hon John Ford, was in fact the 
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group that recommended that we have an apolitical appointment. I will cut to the chase at footnote 270, which 
refers to the initial appointment, which would be an appointment with the Premier of the day discussing it with the 
Leader of the Opposition of the day. It states — 

Thereafter, Parliament should exercise a significant role in relation to the selection of the person to be 
the Commissioner. The proposed Joint Parliamentary Committee should receive advice from the 
Auditor General … 

That committee was recommending that we have a joint bipartisan committee for that process. That is really 
important. This is not a position to discuss in public. This is not a sheriff’s position, like they have in America, 
which is decided by a popular vote. Someone got up a GoFundMe-type public opinion poll—I assume it was from 
the Labor Party. What a disgrace! The head of the Corruption and Crime Commission is not chosen by a popular 
vote in public. The head of the CCC is appropriately chosen by the committee that is apprised of many facts. Much 
has been made here about — 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I do not want any interjections, thank you very much, minister. Much has been made here about 
whether it did or did not receive reports. That committee has received reports, including — 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I seek your protection, Chair. This is wasting my time. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Certainly. Minister, the member is not taking interjections. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: That committee has received numerous reports throughout its life and before—numerous reports 
about the CCC itself and numerous reports critical of the CCC. So to say that that committee has not received any 
information or any reports is false. In fact, it has received numerous reports. I will say right here that other than 
the member for Kalamunda, who I think has disgraced himself in the role on that committee with what he has done 
outside and inside this place, the other members of that committee are fine, upstanding people. The assertions by 
the Premier and the Attorney General about those members is disgusting, absolutely disgraceful and shameful! 
This is not some petty little Labor Party internal branch squabble. 

Point of Order 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Madam Deputy Speaker, in the absence of moving an appropriate motion, the member should 
not be casting aspersions on any member of this place, as he well knows, so I ask that you draw his attention to 
the standing orders. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: That is not a valid point of order, but good try. Go ahead, member for Cottesloe. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Madam Chair; I appreciate your support. 
Hon Jim Chown is an outstanding member of the Legislative Council, a fine, upstanding person, someone I know 
well and someone who has honesty and integrity—much more integrity than is shown by the government in putting 
this bill before Parliament. Hon Alison Xamon is someone I have immense respect for and someone who is a superb 
legislator. Hon Alison Xamon and I may not agree on everything, but I suspect that we would agree on most things. 
I doubt there is a person in this place who would not recognise that she is an outstanding legislator who takes her 
job seriously. It was absolutely shameful for the Premier and the member for Kalamunda to stand and say the 
things that they said today. They are fine, honest, decent legislators and to cast aspersions on them in the way that 
has been done does the Attorney General and the Premier no service. Being popular is no substitute for being decent. 
If we go through that history—I will not have time to go through it all now—it is very, very clear that for a long 
time it has been determined that a committee should decide that position. It is not for the Premier of the day to 
decide just on his own cognisance. It is not for the Leader of the Opposition to decide on their own cognisance. It 
is for that committee to make a recommendation based on a recommendation from a nominating committee through 
the Premier to it, and for it to comment on that and forward another recommendation. 
When I came to Parliament, I said that I had great respect for Parliament and parliamentary process. Of particular 
relevance to this debate, I have learnt considerable information about the important work carried out by our 
parliamentary committees. It is one of the few forums in this place in which members get to know other members 
of Parliament. That is a wonderful thing. Members get to know about other members of Parliament; they get to know 
them as a person, if you like. What I see on the committees that I have been involved in—I am on two committees—
is that on those committees, we work as representatives of the public. We work together. We work cooperatively. 
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We might not always agree on things, but I will tell members what we do not do. We do not go out into the community 
and tweet when we are unhappy about something. We do not complain publicly about that and we do not come to 
this place and table minutes. We do not do that. We have those discussions and we have those conclusions. There 
can be a dissenting report if someone wishes to do that in here; otherwise, we do not bring the proceedings of that 
committee into this place or into the public. What have we had? We have had not just the member for Kalamunda 
doing that, but the Premier of this state — 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister might think it is funny, but I think this is disgraceful. He ought to look and learn 
and read because what the Premier of this state has done is disgraceful. I do not care how popular he is. He released 
the deliberations of that committee, as he thinks he understands them, to the community. Where he found that out, 
we do not know, but I can tell members what: it would appear that that is completely against the standing orders 
of this place. The Attorney General has made statements as well. The Premier of this state has not only brought 
the candidacy of this position into the public discussion, to expose the previous head of the CCC to public discussion,  
he has then seen fit to release the names of the two candidates. Imagine that! I hear talk in this place that the 
government is concerned that other people will not stand for that position, but if they stand for the position and 
they are unsuccessful, the Premier of this state will release their name publicly to score political points. What an 
absolute disgrace! 
The truth is that the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission plays a pivotal and 
important role, and perhaps the minister should learn. It also has the critically important role of recommending 
candidates for the appointment of the CCC committee. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I do not know why that important committee did not recommend Mr McKechnie as a possible 
candidate. I do not know that. I will not speculate. Mr McKechnie and I would know each other to say hello in the 
street but — 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Mr McKechnie as far as I know is a fine and reputable person. That is not the point of the debate 
in this place, neither is it appropriate for us to have a debate about whether Mr McKechnie is the appropriate person. 
That is not the point. What we are debating here is a process. We say that the process the Premier has embarked on 
is the incorrect process. We say that the Premier should have stuck to the process as it was. We know that in the past 
the previous Premier has not been satisfied with this process. Did we go through this charade of the Attorney General 
of the day making public statements? Did we go through this charade of the Premier of the day making public 
statements? No. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Members! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: No. The Premier of the day lived with that decision, whether or not the Premier of the day liked 
that decision. 
I will go through some of the statements that have been made, because they are appalling. I cannot believe that 
any member of Parliament would go outside this place and say the things that the Premier and the Attorney General 
have said about their fellow members of Parliament. It is an absolutely appalling indictment on them. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! Sorry, member for Cottesloe, do you seek to take interjections? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: No, it is a waste of my time. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members and ministers, please allow the member to continue his contribution. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much. Here we go. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for South Perth, please do not interject on the member. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Let us go through some of the references that have been made in this place. On ABC News 
online on 14 April, an article by Benjamin Gubana quotes the Premier as saying — 

I might also add, the people who don’t want Mr McKechnie reappointed are the crooks and criminals 
out there. 

The crooks and criminals out there? Is that an inference that the members of that committee are crooks and criminals, 
or that they want to defend crooks and criminals? What an absolutely obscene contention of fine members of 
Parliament. I have heard no substantive comment in this place, other than slur, against those members. What a thing 
to say about fellow members of Parliament. 
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I understand that the Premier has been under a lot of pressure and is working hard on the COVID-19 situation. 
I can understand that the Premier may make one unfortunate remark. Everyone does it from time to time; that is 
life. However, I will continue with the quotes. Nathan Hondros writes on 14 April — 

The state government has accused opposition MPs of attempting to stymie a corruption inquiry by failing 
to support the reappointment of Corruption and Crime Commission boss John McKechnie. 
… 
Mr McGowan blasted the opposition’s only member on the oversight committee, upper house Liberal 
MP Jim Chown. 

Apparently the Premier was privy to that information. To continue — 
“Clearly Mr McKechnie put together a report last year — 

Here we go to the grubby core of the Labor Party contention on this. It is an absolutely grubby core, minister. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I do not know how you can sit there and be satisfied as a member of your party — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I do not require you to sit down where you are. Members and ministers! 
Member, if you please continue to talk through the Chair, I can help give you the protection of the Chair rather 
than seeking interjections. Please continue to make your remarks. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, because I am certain that someone of your calibre would not 
stoop to this depth. 
The next paragraph states — 

“Clearly Mr McKechnie put together a report last year which exposed some pretty awful dealings on the 
part of some Liberal party members and consequently, or subsequently, his reappointment was not supported 
by a Liberal party MP on the CCC upper house committee … 

What is the inference from that? The chair of that committee, the member for Girrawheen, is a fine, upstanding person 
and is someone who would not stoop to these grubby depths. The inference from that paragraph is very clear, and 
we have heard various forms of this. The inference is that the people who were not supporting that reappointment—
we assume by some deductive reasoning that it was Hon Jim Chown and Hon Alison Xamon—are doing it to impede 
an investigation by the CCC. What a disgraceful contention! 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: They can have any reason, minister. They can have a dozen different reasons, and I have no 
doubt whatsoever that they are good reasons, because it is not a sheriff.  
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: If you were on that committee — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Sorry, if the minister — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I know you cannot sit down; just pause while I am standing. I really seek to 
give you the protections you ask, and I am happy to try to limit the interjections, but could you direct your comments 
through the Chair as opposed to directly speaking to other members, because they cannot resist, but I will do 
my best. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Acting Speaker. As always, I appreciate your guidance. 
The article continues — 

“The CCC’s role is to root out corruption. Mr McKechnie is good at that. He exposed some of the dealings 
of some of the upper house Liberal MPs and now the Liberal party is opposing his reappointment.” 

There we see the direct assertion, and we know what the inference of that is, because the Premier and the 
Attorney General have said this publicly. We know what that inference is. We know that that inference is that those 
members are not acting in the interests of the state. They are not acting on their own best consideration of the 
appropriate candidate for this position. They are doing it to protect someone who is subject to an investigation, in 
effect saying that that is corrupt behaviour. What an absolute disgrace to allege that of those two outstanding members 
of Parliament. We have had some doubling down today on that. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The article states further — 

Mr Quigley said Mr Chown was acting on the wishes of the ‘Black Hand group’, the colloquial name 
used by Liberals to refer to upper house MPs mentioned in a CCC report handed down by Mr McKechnie 
covering former Liberal MP Phil Edman’s use of electorate expenses. 
“This is a disgrace on Western Australia,” Mr Quigley said. 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe, there are members on all sides interjecting. Please allow the 
member for Cottesloe to continue his remarks. Members from all sides please stop interjecting. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Can I say that this article does exemplify the fine standing of Hon Jim Chown because when 
Mr Chown was asked about this, the comment goes — 

Mr Chown declined to comment on the accusations levelled at him by the government, but noted it would 
be a breach of privilege for anyone to undermine the confidence of a parliamentary committee in relation 
to its deliberations. 

That is because he does his job properly and that is because he knows his job. We go a little further. This matter 
goes on. The Premier and the Attorney General have made absolutely egregious inferences and assertions about 
fellow members of this Parliament. Then what do we see? On page 11 of The West Australian of 17 April we see 
an article titled “Labor MP’s anguish as CCC boss in limbo”. Can I say that compared with what has been said in 
the last two days by the member for Kalamunda, this is pretty weak. He has gone soft on this one! Let us dwell on 
this for a while, members. The simple fact is that this member who was dissatisfied with an outcome from the 
committee he sat on thought it was entirely appropriate to tweet this to the world and then to make public comment 
on radio and in other places. Just imagine if that happened on every committee we were on every time we were 
unhappy. Let us be clear here. The manager of opposition business sensibly moved a very temperate, moderate 
motion, and gave an excellent justification yesterday to show why that matter should be referred to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee. This goes to the core of those committees working effectively and cooperatively. Yet this 
house, with the Labor Party using its numbers, said that is okay. Every member of a committee in this place who 
is unhappy can now tweet about how they are unhappy. They can go to the media and talk about it, and that is okay. 
It is not okay. We do not know what the outcome of that matter would have been had it gone to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee, but I doubt it would have said that it is just dandy, because as far as I understand, this breaks 
a precedent that has lasted in this place for decades, in fact probably for its life. This is how far the Labor Party 
has sunk in this place. The government has said that it is just fine to make those claims. 
I now go to an article titled “CCC row gets personal”. Fortunately, there are some good journalists in the state who 
look at these matters in a sober way. Paul Murray has also done some excellent work in this relation. I will dwell 
a little while on his piece titled “Public in dark over CCC row”. It appeared in The West Australian of 18 April, an 
outstandingly important date for the nation. It states — 

… the CCC Act also requires “the support of the majority of the standing committee and bipartisan 
support” for the person recommended by the Premier. 
But, faced with the committee not being able to meet those required elements of support, the Government 
this week embarked on a bastardised process to reappoint McKechnie that is completely against the 
long-established apolitical process. 

That is the point of it. Let us be very clear here. Let us imagine for a moment that this shameful bill gets through this 
Parliament. As I said, and as all members on this side have said, none of us cast any aspersion on Mr McKechnie. 
We all think he is a fine upstanding citizen. There are many fine upstanding citizens in the legal profession, but 
Mr McKechnie by reputation is a fine person. Imagine that the bill gets through and Mr McKechnie is appointed. 
In the whole world, what is Mr McKechnie regarded as? Mr McKechnie will be regarded as a partisan political 
appointment forced through by the Premier and the Attorney General of this state. Let us move forward in time 
a little bit and imagine that Mr McKechnie was to look into either of those individuals. He has been fundamentally 
compromised in his potential candidacy for this position by the actions of the Premier and the Attorney General. 
Their own actions have fundamentally turned Mr McKechnie from a fine independent candidate for this position to 
be the Premier’s and Attorney General’s candidate. That is why the original legislation has a reference to a bipartisan 
committee and that is why bipartisan support is required. 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [4.14 pm]: I am going to speak fairly briefly on the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020. I want to speak about process. I have heard a lot of members from both sides 
of the chamber speak on this bill. Most members who have spoken today agree that Mr McKechnie has done an 
outstanding job in his time as the Corruption and Crime Commissioner. To have him indicate that he was willing 
to serve another term has been an opportunity lost seemingly due to an appointment process that has been found 
wanting and needs reform. Unfortunately, for one reason or another this political stalemate does not look good for 
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my party, the Liberal Party. Almost every day in my electorate I am asked by Liberal supporters, “John, what is the 
issue with McKechnie?” I answer, “I do not really know. I cannot tell you.” My supporters and supporters of the 
Liberal Party are asking this question, because out there in the public perception there is a view that the Liberal Party 
is not being supportive of John McKechnie due to his inquiries into members of Parliament and their expenses. 
I notice that assumption has not been supported by the committee chair. 
I listened to his speech and I think the Premier made some good points. The most salient of those points was when 
he talked about bipartisanship. Bipartisanship support is defined in the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 
as support of — 

(a) members of the Standing Committee who are members of the party of which the Premier is 
a member; and 

(b) members of the Standing Committee who are members of the party of which the Leader of the Opposition 
is a member; 

The Premier made a point about the members on that committee. Unlike other committees we have all been on, if 
there are any deliberations or there is any advice they might need, members of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission cannot go to their leader and ask what to do. They just cannot do it. They 
cannot discuss anything that is part of that committee process. If the act provides that the appointment of the new 
Corruption and Crime Commissioner can be made only with bipartisan support, how can a member of that committee 
act as just a member of that committee when really he is representing his party? I would think that a member of 
the committee from one of the two major parties would have to get the party position, and I am not sure whether 
that has happened in this case. I think that is one of the weaknesses that has come to light as a result of a system that 
has really worked. The system of selection has stood the test of time. Up until now, there has not been a problem. 
I think the recommendation of a certain person to be commissioner needs the bipartisan support of the two major 
parties, and I do not think that has happened. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: Sorry, member, I just missed the last sentence. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I do not think it has happened. I think bipartisanship really means that if I am on that 
committee, I have to get the view of my party. I carry the message from my leader. Who would I be if I was on that 
committee to make a decision on behalf of all my members here without it going to my party room or without our 
leader making a decision that this is what we as the Liberal Party will do? I would have to know whether we would 
support the recommendation or we would not support it. What has happened in this instance further illustrates the 
need to have the legislation amended. 
I do not believe this bill in its current form is the answer. I do not believe that we should have legislation carrying 
the name of a candidate, because what happens if the successful candidate suddenly is indisposed for all sorts of 
reasons and cannot continue the job? It could lead to all sorts of issues. I would prefer to see a review of the section 
of the act that governs the appointment process. Earlier today, I heard the Premier say to our leader, the member 
for Scarborough, that he would like to talk to our party, the opposition, to see whether there is a way forward. I am 
not sure that the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020 will do the job that is needed. I am not 
against the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition getting together to work on a way forward that provides an 
outcome that is acceptable to all parties. The process certainly needs to be more transparent. In this instance, the 
person recommended by the Premier and a very powerful nominating committee is being blocked from reappointment 
without any explanation. My constituents are asking, “What’s happening? What’s behind it?” No-one knows because 
the committee cannot divulge —  
Mr J.R. Quigley: Yes, it can.  
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes, it can, but the committee would have to agree to make it public and that has not happened. 
What I am saying is that in the past, especially with this process, committees have never divulged ongoing discussions 
of the various candidates.  
Mr J.R. Quigley: Because the opposition has always supported it.  
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes, the opposition has always supported it. It comes down to transparency. I do not know 
Mr McKechnie—I have never met him—but he is highly respected and probably one of the most qualified people for 
the job in Western Australia. We are told that he is not aware of the reasons for the parliamentary committee’s 
refusal of his nomination. What a terrible position to be in. There are all sorts of media reports that certain submissions 
were made by other parties against his appointment. If I were Mr McKechnie, I would like to know what complaints 
were made about me—“What have I done wrong? Why am I not regarded as the person who should get this position?” 
He has not been afforded that.  
I do not agree that Mr McKechnie should be named in this amending bill because, as I said before, what happens 
if he becomes unwell in the near future or is otherwise not able to take up the role? The bill has to be amended. 
I am sure that we can find a way. I am sure that the Leader of the Opposition will get together with the Premier—
I hope so—because this impasse has to be sorted out. The loopholes in the legislation have come to light only in this 
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instance. Every other nomination has gone through. We can amend the legislation so that the loopholes are sorted 
out. There has been a suggestion that maybe the appointment could go through provided it has the support of the 
Premier of the day and the Leader of the Opposition of the day.  
Mr J.R. Quigley: Will the Council support that?  
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I do not know because I am not in the Council, but I support it. If the Leader of the Opposition 
decided to support it or not support it, she would run it past our party because that is the process. Personally, I would 
like to see the Leader of the Opposition get together with the Premier to come up with a way forward to expedite 
any necessary legislation to overcome this impasse.  
MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.23 pm]: I am conscious that six more 
opposition members want to speak on the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Amendment Bill 2020 so I will be as 
short as possible. I will not go over any new ground, but I start my comments by saying that I know John McKechnie 
reasonably well. I agree with all the comments made by other people about his outstanding character. He is a strong 
member of my hockey club, as are his wife and grandchildren. I have attended quiz nights with him. We came last. 
He would probably blame me.  
Mr J.R. Quigley: I bet you he didn’t come last.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: We did. It was a —  
Mr J.R. Quigley: It must’ve been your answers!  
Mr W.R. MARMION: It was. In fairness, the quiz night was on junior hockey stuff and it was pretty hard. He 
blames me.  
John is also a strong member of the Nedlands Yacht Club. Every year, the Nedlands Yacht Club has a special 
memorial yachting regatta to commemorate HMAS Perth, which went down in World War II. John is always there 
because he is the starter and he is always dressed up in his white regalia. He is always a very pleasant chap. This 
debate is not about John himself. The member for Hillarys is related to him. I think John is his wife’s first cousin 
once removed. I do not know whether I am related to John McKechnie. It is very possible. We go back not on the 
Marmion side but on other lines of our family where there are hundreds of kids, and it is very likely that we, too, 
are related, but that is beside the point.  
The genesis of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act has been covered quite well by previous speakers. It 
emanated in 2003 as a result of a recommendation from the royal commission of Geoffrey Kennedy, who concluded 
in one of his interim reports that —  

… the identifiable flaws in the structure and powers of the ACC 
Which was operating at the time —  

have brought about such a lack of public confidence in the current processes for the investigation of corrupt 
and criminal conduct that the establishment of a new permanent body is necessary. 

The government at the time accepted that recommendation and, as a result, Jim McGinty, who was the 
Attorney General at the time, brought in the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act. One of the principal foundations 
of the act, which was mentioned by the Leader of the National Party, was accountability. In his second reading 
speech, Mr McGinty said that the new structure would have one commissioner, with the provision for an acting 
commissioner, a parliamentary inspector and continued monitoring by a parliamentary committee. His second 
reading speech states —  

To ensure the community and Parliament will have confidence in the commissioner, the appointment of 
the commissioner can be made only after the Premier has consulted the parliamentary leader of each party 
in the Parliament. 

The act was proclaimed with section 9 identifying the process, and today we are talking about the process for the 
appointment of the commissioner. The process was put into a 2003 bill, which went through both houses of 
Parliament. The act sets out the legal rules of how to appoint a commissioner. My understanding of legislation is that 
we make the rules and if we do not like the rules, we have to go through Parliament to change the rules. Section 9(3) 
of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act states —  

The Commissioner is to be appointed on the recommendation of the Premier by the Governor by commission 
under the Public Seal of the State. 

That is how they are appointed. The process is outlined by section 9(3a), which states —  
Except in the case of the first appointment, the Premier is to recommend the appointment of a person —  
(a) whose name is on a list of 3 persons eligible for appointment that is submitted to the Premier by 

the nominating committee; and  
(b) who, if there is a Standing Committee, 
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There is a standing committee —  

has the support of the majority of the Standing Committee and bipartisan support.  

If that is not achieved, we are not complying with the act. If we do not like the rules, we have to suggest another 
process. I was not here in 2003, but I know that there are reasons behind the provisions of legislation. I think there 
are strong reasons why this process was put in place. It needs the support of the committee. The committee deals 
with the commissioner on a regular basis and it is best placed to make that decision. That was probably the opinion 
of Hon Jim McGinty when he put this legislation through. Hon Jim McGinty was a very smart, sensible and intelligent 
man; he was also a hockey player, but with the wrong club—University of Western Australia. It is interesting to 
note that Hon Jim McGinty was a left winger, not a right winger. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: On the hockey pitch? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, on the hockey field. He was a left winger in both respects. This bill is very simple with 
one, workable clause. Clause 4 amends section 9 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 by inserting 
a new subsection (4B), which operates despite section 9(3). It operates against the original intent and specifically 
provides for the reappointment of John Roderick McKechnie for a period of five years. No-one has said anything 
bad about John. He is well regarded. If I was going to appoint someone, I would not be opposed to John McKechnie, 
but I am not a member of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. I have no role 
to play in selecting John, and nor do any members, except if they are a member of the committee; that is the 
process. As previous speakers have said, it is no use bringing in specific legislation to appoint someone every time 
we do not like an appointment. I know that John is disappointed with what has happened with the process. The 
committee has not selected him. Suggestions have been made that third party presentations have been made to the 
committee. We have all gone through selection processes and not got the job. Sometimes we do not get feedback 
on why, but sometimes we do and we do not agree with the feedback, but that is not the point. The point today is 
that the act tells us how to appoint the Corruption and Crime Commissioner and we have to follow the act. What 
is the point of having a Parliament that puts the rules in place but does not follow them? These are the rules and 
the government knows that, which is why we are debating this bill today. This bill will override the process that 
Hon Jim McGinty put in place in this house in 2003, and was reaffirmed by the other place. 

I know that there are six more speakers to follow. The approach to change the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 
is wrong. If the government does not like the rules, the proper process is to move a motion to go through a consultation 
process so that we can all agree with the new process, which will operate the next time a commissioner is appointed. 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [4.32 pm]: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for allowing me to come 
forward and speak on this significantly important topic. I want to start on the role of parliamentary committees. 
Speakers in this place have alluded to the role of parliamentary committees before. They are formed to represent the 
people of Western Australia as part of the Parliament of Western Australia. They have a very important role to play 
in that they are able to bring to the attention of the government of the day, issues and problems related to the areas 
over which those committees have remit. For example, the responsibility of the Economics and Industry Standing 
Committee is to look into matters of economic significance and importance to the people of Western Australia, to 
conduct an inquiry or a series of inquiries and then make recommendations to the government minister and the 
Premier of the day as to how it thinks the government should respond to the issues it has identified. The government 
of the day is then given a period to respond to the recommendations made by that parliamentary committee. It is 
a very significant role because those committee members work collaboratively, in whichever committee of the 
Parliament it is, through these issues and problems and come up with recommendations. Occasionally, a dissenting 
member of the committee might be given the right to write their own report on that committee’s deliberations, but 
that is all agreed to by the committee and a process is followed. We all understand how committees work for the 
Parliament of Western Australia. 

The joint standing committee that oversees the Corruption and Crime Commission is quite a different committee. 
Members in this place who have served on that committee, of which I am one, understand that its role is more of 
an overwatch role. The significant offices that it must overwatch are the Office of the Parliamentary Inspector of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Corruption and Crime Commission, and there is a reason for that. 
It is important that that committee must oversee those two offices because it is a committee of the Parliament of 
Western Australia, and the Parliament of Western Australia represents the democracy of Western Australia. It does 
not represent the executive government or the ministers; it represents the Parliament. An important role of the 
Parliament is to represent that democracy. I remind members present that our system of democracy is stabilised by 
three separate pillars. The first pillar is the executive—the government, the ministers and the cabinet. The second 
pillar is the judiciary—the people who run and oversee the courts to deal with how the laws are being adhered to by 
the community. The third pillar is the Parliament. Those three pillars must be separate for a reason. If the executive, 
the government of the day, were to remove the independence of the Parliament, and if the executive were to have 
wrongful influence over the judiciary, our democracy would collapse. All members are studiers of history and know 
that to be the case. We know of examples of history in other nations around the world where that has happened 
and the consequences. 
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As I said, I have been a member of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
I served on it with Hon Nick Goiran, a former lawyer, who took very seriously his role as chair of that committee. 
I served with Hon Paul Papalia, a former naval officer, who was deputy chair of that committee at the time. I served 
with Hon Adele Farina, also a former lawyer and a highly respected member of the Legislative Council. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Could I ask one question? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: No. When I served on that committee — 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, thank you. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: When I served on that committee, our deliberations were kept private. The material 
brought before us was of a serious nature and, in particular, any matters pertaining to the interactions of the CCC 
commissioner and the parliamentary inspector had to be kept private and were overseen by the committee. Our 
role as a Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission was necessary in that overwatch 
capacity. It was necessary in listening very carefully to the issues, concerns and matters of the day that were being 
dealt with by those two very significant office-bearers. This leads us to what we are dealing with today—the actions 
of the Premier and what he is proposing to achieve through this bill, which the opposition opposes. The Premier’s 
action does two things. First, it undermines the three crucially important pillars of our democracy. Second, it 
disregards the independence of the Joint Standing Committee overwatch of the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
The Premier said that he and the Leader of the Opposition have representatives on the Joint Standing Committee 
of the Corruption and Crime Commission that follow direction from the Premier—he said that today—and they 
follow direction from the Leader of the Opposition. That is straight-up wrong. They are not there to follow any 
directions of any leader of a political party, because it is an independently elected parliamentary committee that has 
a very serious role to play in overseeing the officers of the parliamentary inspector and the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. Premiers and party leaders from this year to the next are elected by their parties; they are not elected 
by the Parliament. Members of parliamentary committees are elected by Parliament. Yes, there might be party 
political work in the Parliament over who the party wants to put forward in the election process, and that is fine. 
However, once those people are elected, they are elected to be a member of that committee, and that is a committee 
of the Parliament. It is not a committee of either the government or the opposition and it is not a committee of the 
Premier and the Leader of the Opposition so they can get together and decide what they think the committee should 
do. That is not what those committees are there for, and they never have been. If anyone in this place wants to 
stand up and say that I am wrong, they themselves are undermining the democratic pillars of our society. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: You’re wrong. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I will not rest my case on that point right now. 

For the Premier to say that the committee members must confer with their leader over private deliberations on their 
committee, particularly the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, is wrong and, if 
it occurs, warrants investigation by the Parliament’s Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Rubbish. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The Premier has previously demonstrated his efforts to break down the parliamentary 
pillar of our democracy. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Rubbish. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: He was elected in a landslide in March 2017. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: True. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Minister, I know you will give a wrap-up at the end of the deliberations. 
The member has indicated he will not take any interjections. I thank you for your contributions at this time. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: In June 2017, the Premier used his numbers in Parliament to break standing orders 
and had elected to the joint standing committee with overwatch of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
three government-nominated members instead of two. I gave a warning back then when we debated at length our 
concerns over this highly unusual interference in what had been, up to that time, a committee that was treated with 
respect by both sides of politics to get on with its job without interference. I warned back then, on Tuesday, 13 June, 
that Lord Acton warned us that absolute power corrupts absolutely. I also said — 

It is a slippery slope when the government, three months after being elected, decides to not abide by the 
convention of this place in the appointment of members to the committee that oversees the integrity of 
government and of public office bearers. This government has the will to decide that it does not need to 
stand by convention and can say to the opposition that it will get only one member on this committee. 
That has never happened before. 
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All members of this place—Labor and Liberal—need to look at what that committee was created for. We 
need only look at the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003 for guidance on what constitutes 
bipartisanship. Section 3 of the act states — 

bipartisan support means the support of — 

(a) members — 

I emphasise that “members” is plural — 

of the Standing Committee who are members of the party of which the Premier is a member; 
and  

(b) members — 

Again, my emphasis is on the plural — 

of the Standing Committee who are members of the party of which the Leader of the Opposition 
is a member;  

It is very clear in that act. The inference from that act to the creation of this committee is clear, and that 
is why this has never been done differently before. There are two members of the committee from the 
government and there are two members of the committee from the opposition. 

I heard the Leader of the National Party warn the government today by reminding the government of what 
happened back in June 2017. Again, on Tuesday, 13 June, I warned —  

… members that if they decide to use that power to usurp a standing convention based on the 
Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003—that the parliamentary committee that oversees the 
Corruption and Crime Commission is to have two government members and two opposition members—
they will be setting themselves up for failure. It will be a failure that the people of Western Australia 
cannot afford, because they have seen it before, back in the 1980s, which was the genesis for an 
anti-corruption commission … 

That was a very, very clear message given back then for why there should not be political interference in trying to 
set up the committee membership to become a committee that is answerable to the government of the day. 

Without the Attorney General’s interjections, I am going on what I heard him say today. He referenced on numerous 
occasions former Premier Colin Barnett’s view. In relation to this government’s corruption of the selection process 
of the joint standing committee overwatching the Corruption and Crime Commission members back in June 2017, 
I share with the Attorney General what former Premier Barnett had to say on Tuesday, 13 June 2017 — 

I remind members again that during the term of the Gallop–Carpenter government five ministers resigned 
from cabinet. That is unprecedented in Western Australian history and probably in Australian history. 

… 

One of those five ministers resigned over a serious conflict of interest. He did the proper thing; he resigned. 
The other four either resigned voluntarily or were forced to resign by the then Premiers because of 
investigations by the Corruption and Crime Commission, not because of debates or activities of the then 
opposition … I would think it absolutely imperative that members of the Labor Party do all they can to 
make sure the integrity of the whole corruption and crime commission process is kept. 

He went on to say how extraordinary it was — 

… that under a Westminster system a Labor government is trying to escape scrutiny from parliamentary 
oversight of the CCC, when its record is four ministers being forced to resign under independent 
investigations by the CCC. 

Following the advice of a former Premier and the extensive debate in this chamber back in June 2017 when we were 
very concerned about how the process of electing members to the committee was being corrupted by the government 
of the day, the government got its way by force of numbers and ended up with the three people out of four that it 
wanted on the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. I am not privy to the 
deliberations of that committee. I am privy only to what is reported in the newspapers and other media. I have been 
led to believe from those reports that this committee not only did not achieve bipartisan support for the Premier’s 
choice, but also did not achieve majority support for the Premier’s choice. On two counts that committee—we do 
not know why—said no. That is a part of the process. As we have heard just about every member of the opposition 
parties say today, no-one is disputing whether or not Hon Justice McKechnie is suitable. In fact, I have heard 
everyone say that he is eminently suitable; that is not what is at stake. What is at stake is a debate over changing the 
law and changing the process for how the Corruption and Crime Commission, the overwatch committee and the 
Corruption and Crime Commissioner are selected. That is what it is. As we have heard several members in this 
place say, this is about holding the government to account for corrupting a process. It is as simple as that. You cannot 
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have in any parliamentary democracy the Premier of the day dictating to the Parliament of the day, “No, if you’re 
not going to do it my way, I’m going to create a law that changes parliamentary process. We’re going to throw 
that out the window because it’s my way or the highway.”  
I return to my original point. The minute we start messing with the three pillars that underpin our democracy by 
removing one of those pillars so that the executive can get its own way, we are on a pathway to destroying our 
parliamentary democracy. That is simply unacceptable. That is what the opposition is concerned with, and that is 
what the Nationals WA and the Liberal Party are concerned about today. That is why we are standing up in this 
place, holding the government to account for the Premier’s actions, which has never happened before on such 
a significant and important committee as the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
It is quite astonishing to think the Premier can do this with the numbers in this place and not be held to account 
for it, on behalf of the people of Western Australia, by the members of this place. For the government to think that 
that is not something we should be doing is in itself something the government would not agree with if it were in 
opposition, and it knows it. Members opposite know perfectly well that if any Liberal Premier had tried to do what 
is happening today, they would be on the opposition benches saying, “This is outrageous and this should stop.” 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: We are not talking about the person, minister, we are talking about the process. If the 
minister was here when I explained that, he would understand. I suggest that before he interjects on me while I am 
wrapping up, he makes sure he has been in here to listen to the key points being made. He should know better, 
because he was deputy chair of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Members! 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Mr Acting Speaker, I have two minutes left on the clock. 
To conclude, I bring it back to where I started. The role of parliamentary committees is to represent the people of 
Western Australia. They are elected by the Parliament and the Parliament is independent of the executive. We 
need to do all we can to ensure that these three pillars of our democracy are maintained and defended for the benefit 
of Western Australia and for the benefit of democracy here in Western Australia. 
MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [4.52 pm]: I will make my contribution to this debate short because I think my 
colleagues have covered off the majority of the points I had intended to cover. I would like to share a couple of 
my observations on this place. Having been a member for approaching eight years, I have now sat on both sides 
of the chamber and if I were to sum up some of my observations and feelings towards the activities of this place, 
I would say I have greater disdain for the political games that are sometimes played, yet I have greater respect and 
appreciation for the importance of this place. In talking about appreciation and respect for the importance of 
Parliament, I am talking about the conventions of the house and due process. I believe it is incumbent upon all of us 
in the short time we spend in this place to respect those who have come before us and who have laid out the path 
for all members of Parliament. When we entered this term of Parliament and the Premier played a political game 
to handpick three of the four members of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, 
it was an indication of the standing the Premier would have in the future of Western Australia. The government 
actually played a game in the upper house, where Labor’s choice was Hon Alison Xamon, a Greens member, and 
then it came to this chamber after we had accepted that and nominated the Liberal candidate—when, historically, 
it had always been two Liberal members and two Labor members—and insisted that because it did not have a Labor 
member on the committee, it was entitled to appoint two Labor members from the Legislative Assembly and no 
Liberal members. We automatically saw the politicisation of the process. 
What is interesting about this process is that we have a situation in which the Premier is unhappy about a majority 
decision not having been reached on the appointment of the Corruption and Crime Commissioner, and he is now 
accusing the Liberal Party of playing politics in the process. We understand that there was not a majority. It was 
not bipartisan and there was not a majority. The allegations that have been levelled at both Hon Alison Xamon and 
Hon Jim Chown are an absolute disgrace. From everything I have heard, they can only have been made based on 
assumptions. From what I have heard today, I have not been provided with any evidence of corrupt action by either 
Hon Alison Xamon or Hon Jim Chown, as has been implied by the Premier. The Premier has made some fairly 
serious allegations about the activities of members of that committee without any basis. This is not about the 
appointment of Hon John McKechnie; this is about a change of process. I believe it is incumbent on the Premier to 
provide evidence to this chamber of actual corrupt activity that would justify and warrant overriding the decisions 
of that committee. At this point in time, I have not seen any such evidence. 
I have known John McKechnie from before my time in this Parliament, and I have no qualms about him having 
done an outstanding job and having been a suitable candidate for the role, but I am not privy to the information 
that was provided to that committee, and I have not been given any evidence whatsoever that there was corrupt 
activity, as was alluded to by the Premier in this process. Therefore, I find it difficult to try to substantiate the 
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actions that we are trying to take in this chamber to overturn processes that have been developed by those who 
came before us. In looking at the processes that have been developed, we need to look back at what occurred for those 
processes to be established. The member for Cottesloe talked about some of the royal commissions that have been 
held. We know that the basis for the decision-making and the formation of the committee was determined based 
on some of the actions that have occurred in the past. There are good reasons for those. 
I have sat here, listening quietly, trying to understand. I am not arguing about the merits of John McKechnie, because 
I support his merits. But in all good conscience, I have to be able to be convinced that there has been a breakdown 
of process here that requires intervention by the Parliament. From my perspective and my observations, the 
government has failed to present cogent arguments as to why the rest of the Parliament should adhere to the 
Premier’s request. I have previously touched on some of the actions the Premier has undertaken on this committee. 
There was the appointment of three of the four handpicked members, but there are also other things. When 
I observe the political games that have been played by the Premier, I believe he has disrespected the former 
Corruption and Crime Commissioner in the way in which he has played those games. It seems as though, in some 
respects, he is trying to distract from some of the underlying issues that have been going on and put all the politics 
on the Liberal Party, when in fact the President of the other house has taken the former commissioner to the 
Supreme Court over privileges issues—over the issue of the Premier employing special staff to trawl through 
thousands upon thousands of Liberal Party emails and then hand them over to the commission. The process that 
he followed has been referred to the Supreme Court by the Labor member Hon Kate Doust, as the President of the 
Legislative Council, whilst, at the same time, the Premier has instructed the Attorney General to take Hon Kate Doust 
through the Supreme Court. We have these actions outstanding that all stem from the activities of our Premier and 
they need to be brought into question by this Parliament. With a lack of cogent argument about the breakdown in 
the process, other than allegations of corruption by the Liberal Party, I cannot help but think that he is playing 
political games. Because I view that he is playing political games, it begs the question: why? 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 
Mr D.C. NALDER: We know that there is Supreme Court action by the Premier and the Attorney General against 
Hon Kate Doust and by Hon Kate Doust against the former Corruption and Crime Commissioner. It begs the 
question whether this is a ploy to try to take the focus away from that mess and put it on the Liberal Party. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: How much money did they spend in the brothels! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! Member, please continue. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I am referring to the process of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. I am not talking about the findings of the commission; I am talking about the process that has been 
put in place and has knocked back other appointments in the past. Comments were made that they have never been 
knocked back; they have been knocked back, from my understanding. Therefore, without a cogent argument about 
the breakdown of process from this commission, I feel that I cannot accept this bill. Irrespective of my views about 
the commissioner, I need to see a breakdown in process and that has not been identified. Therefore, I oppose this bill. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House). 

MANDATORY TESTING (INFECTIOUS DISEASES) AMENDMENT 
(COVID-19 RESPONSE) BILL 2020 

Returned 
Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [5.02 pm]: I move — 

That the house do now adjourn. 
In doing so, I would like to make a brief comment about the estimates sitting week. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Would we vote on that first? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I just want to inform the house about the estimates sitting week. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: With the indulgence of the house, we are enthralled. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: In moving to adjourn the house, I just need to inform the house that it is the intention that 
the week indicated on the calendar as estimates week will indeed be a sitting week. I alert all members to ensure 
that they note that in their diaries. 
Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 5.03 pm 
__________ 
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