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ALMA STREET CLINIC — PATIENT SUICIDE 
Statement 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.50 pm]: I am not sure how 
much time I have.  

The PRESIDENT: There are approximately eight and a half minutes of normal time. If the minister wants 
me — 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No; I will not need that much time. Thank you very much, Mr President.  

I wanted to rise again. I did not hear the first part of the Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s statement, but what I have to 
say relates to what I heard. The questions asked on, I think, Wednesday by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich were the exact 
same questions that were asked of me in my parliamentary office by a local newspaper. It is not the first time the 
local newspaper has asked questions of us seeking personal, private, confidential details about a particular 
patient, and, appropriately, have not been given that information by us, only to have the exact same questions 
asked by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. I always get very concerned when I hear that because I find it very disrespectful 
to the families in the first instance. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us hear from the minister.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Just be quiet please.  
I find it very disrespectful in the first place when information is sought in this manner when everyone knows the 
ministerial office is available and open to anyone to make contact with us in an appropriate way. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Who do you think it is disrespectful to?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: The families and the person who has died, to be honest. If members opposite 
understand the Mental Health Act, it makes it absolutely clear that because a person has died and is now no 
longer able to give consent, the situation does not change. The next of kin cannot give consent on their behalf. 
The State Solicitor’s Office has made it absolutely clear that if an implied consent is found in some form or 
another through the clinical notes—that is the reason we get to look at clinical notes before we go blasting out all 
this private, confidential information about people—that information will be provided. There is no question 
about that whatsoever. That question was asked on Wednesday. I do not know what time it went into my office, 
but say it was about 11 o’clock; by three or four o’clock, whenever we answered questions, there had not been 
an opportunity for the Chief Psychiatrist to have a look at that information at a clinical level. Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich knows very well that written on the bottom of that answer, although I did not get around to reading it out 
to her, was a comment to the effect that because there had not been time for the Chief Psychiatrist to look at the 
clinical notes, the member should put the question on notice. I did not get around to saying that because there 
was a point of order and the member wanted to raise the issue about hiding behind the Mental Health Act and all 
of that sort of stuff. But I was in the process of explaining why, under the Mental Health Act, I will not provide 
that sort of information until I have had a look at the clinical notes to make sure that the family has been given 
the opportunity to have that information provided to them in a private manner first. If the member does not want 
to hear it that way, she has the option of bringing a motion forward to force me to talk about these details 
publicly in this way so that she can feed the local newspaper the information that she wants to feed it. I have said 
before that I am very protective of the individual reputation of people and their families. Some of these families 
are undergoing the most traumatic stress that we could imagine. I do not actually believe that the member can 
imagine it, because these people do not want that information to be made public if they can have it provided to 
them in a private manner. Very few of them want it to be made public in that way and blasted through the 
newspapers. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: So why haven’t you contacted the family and spoken to them privately? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Just be quiet, please. You have had your turn. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let the minister have her say through the Chair. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: My preference—I will continue to do this—is for my office or for me to speak 
personally to these people before I provide that information in a public manner such as this. My office has 
spoken to Mr Edwards, and he was told by someone—the name of the person was not given to me—that my 
answer amounted to nothing more than hiding behind the Mental Health Act. This is an example again of the 
total disrespect for that family, when whoever spoke to Mr Edwards could have quite easily said to him, “The 
minister doesn’t want to talk about this in the public but is more than willing for you or for her to meet” — 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: So why haven’t you contacted him? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member has asked me over and again why I have not contacted him. I do not 
make contact with the family of every person in this state who dies from suicide. I would like to be able to do 
that, but I do not because I quite often do not get to hear about it until much further down the track. They are 
going through an excruciating grieving process. I do know that, with this particular family, numerous attempts 
have been made for people from the health service to make contact with the family, and they have indicated that 
they do not want the contact. Why would I then come on top of that and say, “Oh, you don’t want to talk to those 
people but you might want to talk to me”? They know, and they will continue to know, that when they wish to 
speak with me or if there is something they want in terms of clinical knowledge from the health service that they 
cannot get, I will assist them to get it. They know that, and I will assist them. The person I will not assist to get it 
is the person from the local newspaper, who wants to blast it all over the local area just for fun, as though these 
people do not have a life or do not have a reputation or do not have feelings or something. This is what the 
member is feeding. She is feeding that sort of use of this information, and I know that the member has form in 
this area. She does not care one little dot about these people and their families. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Point of Order 
Hon ED DERMER: Mr President, I think there is a very sensible reason for the requirement for members to 
address their comments to you or whoever the acting Presiding Officer may be. I do not believe for a moment 
that Hon Helen Morton was endeavouring to make allegations that you, Mr President, had been conducting 
yourself inappropriately, but it is very important that people understand that when they refer to you or someone 
in that direct personal way, they are actually referring to the President. 

Hon Helen Morton: Fine. 

Hon ED DERMER: The use of that expression to another member is inappropriate. It could lead to confusion. I 
just think it is timely, Mr President, that members be reminded of those facts.  

The PRESIDENT: I made that point just a minute before your remarks and the point of order. There is no point 
of order, but I will require the minister to finish her answer, ignore any interjections and direct her comments 
through the Chair.  

Debate Resumed  
Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Mr President. The point I was making was not referred to you, Mr 
President, but was referred to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That’s not acceptable either. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: What I was saying was that Mr Edwards was very satisfied with the conversation that 
he had with my policy officer. 
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