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HEALTH — FEDERAL LABOR POLICY 
Statement 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [5.34 pm]: I do not typically rise to make a member’s statement, 
but I feel compelled to make a member’s statement tonight following an extraordinary series of events, which 
culminated in an answer provided post–question time today by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for 
Health. There is a bit of a theme developing here, Madam President. 

On 18 March, I became aware of a media statement issued by the Minister for Health, Hon Roger Cook, titled 
“Health funding boost for WA under a Shorten Labor Government”. This was issued under a state government 
media release and appeared to advertise a federal Labor election commitment to health projects in 
Western Australia. As the spokesperson for health for the Nationals WA, I took an interest in this, and particularly 
because it was making a commitment to health infrastructure in regional Western Australia that had been removed 
from the state budget by the incoming Labor government in this state. On 10 April, I asked the parliamentary 
secretary representing the Minister for Health question without notice 361, which states — 

I refer to the Minister for Health’s media statement on 18 March 2019 entitled “Health funding boost for 
WA under a Shorten Labor Government”. 
(1) What involvement did the minister, his office or the Department of Health have with the federal 

Labor Party in developing the $110 million election commitment? 
(2) Please table any correspondence between the minister, his office or the Department of Health 

and the federal Labor Party about this announcement. 
(3) Now that the federal Labor Party has committed to the redevelopment of Laverton Hospital, 

when will the state Labor government do the same? 
Hon Alanna Clohesy replied — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I am advised the following. 
(1)–(2) The McGowan government is committed to delivering the best health outcomes for all 

Western Australians. As such, we have worked and will continue to work with both the federal 
government and the opposition on how they can best contribute to ensuring that 
Western Australian patients are always put first. 

(3) The Western Australian Country Health Service has finalised the development of a revised 
business case for the Laverton health service for consideration by government as part of the 
2019–20 budget process. All announcements about government projects within the 2019–20 
budget will be announced in due course. 

Of course, as happens with many questions that are answered in this place, the answer did not answer the question 
that I had asked, so I asked question on notice 2154 on 14 May 2019, again to the parliamentary secretary 
representing the Minister for Health. It stated — 

I refer to question without notice 361 answered on 10 April 2019, and I ask: 
(a) will the Minister please table all correspondence, file notes, briefing notes and other materials 

in relation to the formation of, support for or communication between the office of the Minister 
for Health, Department of Health and representatives of the Federal Labor Party; and 

(b) if the Minister again evades to answer my question in this regard, when does the Minister intend 
to satisfy his legal obligations under Section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006? 

That question was asked on 14 May. In the dying days of our sitting period before the winter recess, the 
parliamentary secretary jumped up on 27 June—one day late, I should add, because the answer was due on 
26 June, which was the day prior—and extended the time to answer that question under standing order 108(2). 
The parliamentary secretary sought an extension to 6 August, which was our first sitting day after the winter recess. 
On 6 August, the parliamentary secretary jumped up again—members should keep in mind that this was five weeks 
from the granting of the extension under standing order 108(2)—and said that she was unable to provide the answer 
on that day and, under standing order 108(2), sought a further extension to 8 August. The question was asked on 
14 May and the answer was due on 26 June. The first delay was indicated on 27 June and the second on 6 August. 
I thought that I would give these guys the benefit of the doubt. I thought that maybe I had asked for a lot of 
information, and that they were busily preparing a dossier of information to table in the house today. It took the 
government 12 weeks, including five weeks of the winter recess, to get the answer that the parliamentary secretary 
has provided to me today in response to question on notice 2154. That response, all 74 words of it, that was devised 
in those 12-plus weeks reads — 

I am advised: 
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The documents requested comprise correspondence between the Minister and his Federal colleagues 
within the Australian Labor Party in the lead up to the last Federal election and were prepared solely for 
that purpose. The seeking of political communications of this nature through Parliament is not 
appropriate. Members of Parliament are entitled to communicate for political purposes with their Federal 
and State colleagues without that communication being sought and examined by Parliament. 

I cannot believe that the parliamentary secretary has put this on paper—the notion that a minister of the Crown is 
allowed by some law, immunity, privilege or power to deny the Legislative Council access to information on 
political grounds. It is going to be interesting, because I will not let this question go. I can smell something here 
that is not right. I suspect that when the minister complies with his requirements under the Financial Management 
Act, the Auditor General will not accept as an explanation that a minister of the Crown does not have to provide 
information to Parliament on the grounds that it is two politicians talking to each other. What a nonsense. It is 
a complete absurdity. 
My first question will be: who has advised the parliamentary secretary? The response begins, “I am advised”, so my 
first question will be: who was she advised by, because clearly that person is misinformed? My next question will 
be: which power, immunity, law or privilege does the parliamentary secretary believe prevents her from providing 
the answer to this question that I seek? Then, of course, when is the minister, or the parliamentary secretary, going 
to satisfy the requirements of section 82 of the Financial Management Act? Keep in mind that the original question 
I asked goes back to 10 April this year. It took the government 12 weeks to provide a 74-word response. It is just 
astonishing, and it is not what I have come to expect from the Minister for Health and the parliamentary secretary 
representing him in this place. I usually expect it of other ministers, such as Minister McGurk, who is a repeat 
offender, and Minister Roberts. From my perspective, they are the top two for non-answers, but this is not the type 
of form that I have come to expect from this minister and this parliamentary secretary. I put them on notice that 
I will not give this up. I think there is more to this than what has been presented, and I want to know what they are 
withholding from this Parliament. 
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