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ANDREW PETRELIS - WITNESS PROTECTION PROGRAM 
Motion 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [6.48 pm]:  I move - 

That this house calls on the state government to -  

(a) apologise to the parents of Andrew Petrelis in light of the gross failure to provide him 
with proper protection under the Western Australia Police witness protection program 
as outlined in the Len Roberts-Smith, QC, report of June 2000 and the recent 
Queensland coroner’s report; and 

(b) provide an explanation to this house on the safety provided to protected witnesses if 
they go into the state’s witness protection program in light of the above reports. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  Could we have some silence in the chamber. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I would appreciate a bit of silence, because for the first time in 11 years, Mr and Mrs 
Petrelis are in the Speaker’s gallery and I would like to acknowledge them.  It has taken Mr and Mrs Petrelis 11 
years to get a finding of some sort in relation to their son; however, they disagree with it.  The Coroner’s report 
was handed down in Queensland a short time ago.  Even though the report states that Mr John Kizon and Mr 
Rippingale were obviously persons who would profit from the death of Mr and Mrs Petrelis’s son - I will go into 
that when this motion comes on again and I can develop my argument - and the court could have brought in an 
open finding, it brought in a finding of an accidental overdose.  The Petrelises do not accept that, and neither do 
I.  I first met Mr and Mrs Petrelis in July of this year when they came to see me.  I had not met them before, 
although I was aware of the events surrounding their son.  Who could ever forget the photograph of the re-
enactment of how their son was found dead in his unit in Queensland when he was on the witness protection 
program?  That sticks in my memory.  Mr and Mrs Petrelis came to see me because, after all that time, the 
Queensland coroner would not send them a copy of the transcript.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I had to listen to the debate on the wheat scandal.  I am just wondering if members would 
not mind, when I am speaking on a serious issue -  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  Members will take their conversations outside. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  There were protracted proceedings in the Coroner’s Court.  Mr and Mrs Petrelis attended 
at the bar table.  They are entitled to a transcript of those proceedings, but they still cannot get a copy of those 
proceedings from Linda Lavarch, the Labor Attorney General in Queensland, who is under a cloud herself. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  These are the Coroner’s proceedings? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  You know that it is the Coroner’s Court that is holding that up. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Perth will obviously have his say through the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission.  I am asking if he will respect my speaking on behalf of the 
Petrelises.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  No, you - 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will not respond to the member. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Perth! 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He should be quiet and listen to the member on her feet. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Hillarys! 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  You have taken up all the time and deliberately not allowed enough time -  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Perth!  That will be enough.  I will manage the debate.  I call the 
member to order. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I would say to the member for Perth that I did not know 
that all the time would be taken up.  He may want to have a say.  I will not politicise this issue.  The death of Mr 
Petrelis occurred during the term of the Court government.  The responsible minister at the time was Hon Kevin 
Prince.  I am not casting any aspersions on Hon Kevin Prince.  I have not had a chance to speak to him.   
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I am sorry that I cannot develop the argument on behalf of Mr and Mrs Petrelis, who feel that the name of their 
son has been sullied, which it has.  They have not had an opportunity to say the things that they would like to say 
about their son.  They would like to restore their son’s dignity in some way.  No-one can read the coroner’s 
report and think that John Kizon and Michael Rippingale were not involved in the murder of Mr Petrelis in some 
way.  I do not agree with the findings of the Queensland coroner.  Mr and Mrs Petrelis have written to the 
Queensland Attorney General who, as I understand it, has the power to order a new inquest.  That would be 
appropriate.  No-one could read the 2000 report of Len Roberts-Smith, QC, which was commissioned by Hon 
Kevin Prince in, I think, 1999, and not form the view that Mr Petrelis, who was 25 years of age when he was 
placed in the Western Australia Police witness protection program, was left isolated, unprotected and vulnerable 
and given no protection or assistance whatsoever under that program.  That service is for people at risk.  It is 
there to provide people with assistance and protection.  I do not have time to develop all the arguments so I will 
provide a cursory overview.   

One would think that if one’s relative were placed in the witness protection program because of a drug case that 
involved the state police prosecuting not only Mr Rippingale but also Mr Kizon, who was known as the 
organised crime figure in Western Australia - he may have now been displaced by Mr Mercanti - that that 
person, being the star witness in that trial, would have been protected.  I am staggered that Mr and Mrs Petrelis 
had to pay for their son’s accommodation and vehicle when he was sent to Queensland.  The state did not pay for 
a safe house for Mr Petrelis even though it knew that he would be giving evidence in an organised crime trial 
against John Kizon and that a contract was out on him.  It failed to give him armed protection.  There was no-one 
with him in Queensland.  The state sent him to Queensland knowing that Mr Kizon and Mr Rippingale knew his 
identity, knowing that they had intimidated his family, knowing that police officers had accessed the mainframe 
computer, discovered his identity and given it to Mr Kizon and Mr Rippingale, and knowing that he still had the 
same name.  He was escorted to Queensland by one police officer when, given the serious nature of the trial, he 
should have been accompanied by at least two officers.  He was a young man of 25.  He was known to use drugs 
socially.  He was not given any counselling or support.  He was not placed in a program of any sort.  I note, 
member for Perth, that the Joint Parliamentary Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission travelled to 
Queensland recently to determine whether people should be assessed before they go on the program.  The 
member for Perth may have sincere motives.  However, what I say is this: it does not matter who goes on the 
program, or whether a person is a chronic drug addict or an alcoholic, because the program exists to protect and 
assist people.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Hear, hear!  I agree with everything you’ve said.  The way Andrew Petrelis was treated was a 
disgrace.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  We heard the Western Australian side of the story in 2000 and now we have heard the 
Queensland side of the story.  When one reads the Queensland story of Mr Petrelis and the investigation by the 
Queensland police, it is nothing short of disgraceful and a shambles.  They made a complete a mess of the 
investigation when they found Mr Petrelis.  The Western Australia Police service treated Mr Petrelis and his 
safety in a most dismissive way.  I am not the only person who is saying these things.  The member for Perth 
knows that.  What I have said is contained in the report by Len Roberts-Smith, QC, who is now a Supreme Court 
judge.  Similar comments are contained in the Queensland report.  Reading that report is unbelievable - it is like 
a work of fiction.  It is unbelievable that some police officers in the witness protection unit were members of the 
Bob Jones corporation.  I remember the Bob Jones corporation, because I was junior counsel on a trial called the 
“Red Parrot” brief.  I remember it distinctly because the member for Mindarie was one of the defence counsel.  
Of all the defence counsel, I think only the member for Mindarie was able to have his client acquitted.  His client 
was one of the police officers in the Bob Jones corporation, which was connected to organised crime.  According 
to Len Roberts-Smith’s report, those officers were in the witness protection unit at the time.   

My motion seeks to find out - the member for Perth will probably tell me - how people in the state’s witness 
protection program are protected.  In addition to the death of Andrew Petrelis, there has been the death of Tony 
Lewandowski.  Other things have also happened in the witness protection program.  The first thing I am seeking 
is an apology for Mr and Mrs Petrelis from the state government.  They deserve it.  They wanted to keep their 
son with them.  However, the police insisted that because a contract was out on his name that he be sent to 
Queensland.  Can members imagine how they feel today?  When I look back at what happened, the very least the 
state government can do is apologise to them.  I do not say that in a political way.  After I was visited by a 
journalist, an article appeared in The Australian.  After I read the article, I asked Mr and Mrs Petrelis whether 
they had ever received an ex gratia payment because their ordeal had been so horrific.  They said no.  I told them 
that they deserved one.  I think $500 000 is an appropriate figure.  I have nothing against Mr Mallard, who the 
member for Mindarie believes should receive millions of dollars in compensation.  Mr Mallard spent 12 years in 
jail.  Mr Petrelis lost his life.  I will be making an ex gratia request to the Attorney General on behalf of the 
Petrelis family.  Mr and Mrs Petrelis were upset because the report in The Australian said they were going to 
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write to the Attorney General.  Writing to the Attorney General was not their idea, and I want to put that on the 
record.  The very least that is owed to them is an apology.  This case meets all the criteria for an ex gratia 
payment because it involves exceptional circumstances and because the state contributed to the loss suffered.  
The irony is this: when a person signs up for the witness protection program, he or she signs a memorandum of 
understanding.  The person protected signs a memorandum of understanding - what a joke!  Andrew Petrelis 
signed that memorandum of understanding when he was 25.  At 25 a person thinks they know it all.  However, at 
our age we think that a person aged 25 years is a baby.  There was a clause in the memorandum of understanding 
signed by Mr Petrelis.  One of the things that I find terribly sad about this memorandum of understanding is that 
Andrew Petrelis was asked to make 167 changes relating to minor matters.  The escape clause for the 
government in that memorandum of understanding reads -  

He . . . indemnifies and releases the State of Western Australia, the Commissioner, any member of the 
WA Police Force, or any employee, servant or agent of the Western Australian Government, and the 
above mentioned shall not be liable to his . . . parents, heirs, successors, executors or assigns for any 
claim for death, personal injuries, financial loss, economic loss or damages . . .  

The document reads on.  When a person enters the witness protection program, the police do not have to protect 
him.  There can be no claim if the person dies or suffers personal injury, because the person has signed his life 
away.  Mr and Mrs Petrelis trusted the police when they handed their son and his life over to them.  They do not 
trust anyone now.  I do not blame them.  They have been treated shabbily by a variety of governments and 
people.  I have one minute left.  I cannot do justice to Mr and Mrs Petrelis.  I hope that by talking to Western 
Australian members of Parliament they will get behind Mr and Mrs Petrelis and ensure that the Attorney General 
obtains the transcript of the proceedings.  The state owes them an apology.  I know that the Attorney General 
will consider an ex gratia payment.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

_________ 
 


