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MICKELBERG APPEAL CASE, MINISTER FOR HEALTH 

1072. Ms SUE WALKER to the Attorney General:  
I refer to the Minister for Health’s comment yesterday regarding the July 1982 interview of Peter Mickelberg at 
the Belmont CIB office, which was published in The West Australian and states -  

I was a peripheral player in this.  I was a waiter.   

I also refer to the Minister for Health’s clear evidence in the 1998 appeal that he entered the interview room 
three times and on the first occasion observed Mr Hancock talking to Peter, and Mr Lewandowski writing what 
appeared to be notes of that conversation; and that on the second and third occasions observed Lewandowski 
reading to Peter from some handwritten notes.   

(1) As Lewandowski now swears that no such notes were taken in that interview and that he and Hancock 
lied about that in successive appeals, does the Attorney General concede that the minister’s evidence 
played a pivotal role in supporting what Lewandowski now claims was a lie? 

(2) Will the Attorney General concede that the Minister for Health’s evidence in this issue is now in 
question? 

Mr McGINTY replied: 
(1)-(2) The answer to both questions posed by the member for Nedlands is no.  I give a little background to this 

matter.  The evidence given in the 1983 trial of Peter Mickelberg was clear that the role played by then 
Detective Sergeant Kucera was absolutely minimal.  He played no role whatsoever in the investigation 
or the interrogation that took place.  His entry into the room where the interview - or the events I should 
say - took place, was for a couple of minutes on two or three occasions to collect papers and bring in 
hamburgers and coffee.  That was the extent of his involvement while that transaction was taking place.  
After that, he sat with Mr Mickelberg for some time, exactly how long - maybe a quarter of an hour or 
20 minutes - we are not too sure.  Two or three minutes out of three or four hours is the extent to which 
the now Minister for Health was involved in the events on 26 July 1982.   

The evidence that was adduced at the 1983 trial is interesting.  Last night I took the opportunity to read 
the evidence given by Mr Peter Mickelberg on that occasion.  At page 1551 of the transcript, when Mr 
Mickelberg was cross-examined by - I presume it was Ron Davies for the Crown - Mr Davies opened 
his cross-examination by asking Mr Mickelberg how he could be believed when he was saying that all 
the police were fabricating the story.  I will briefly refer to that transcript because Mr Davies opens his 
cross-examination by putting this question to Peter Mickelberg -  

Mr DAVIES:  Then you have been totally framed by a large group of police officers - right?---
If that’s how you want to put it, yes.  

I am asking you if that is how you would want to put it?---I have been charged with the 
offences and certain things have been written and said about me which are incorrect. 

By a large group of police officers?---I believe they are a large group, yes.   

Which includes Det-Sgt Hancock?---Correct. 

Det-Sgt Lewandowski?---Correct.   

Det-Sgt Hooft?---Correct. 

Det-Sgt Henley?---Correct. 

Det. Tovey?---Correct. 

Det-Sgt Round?---Correct. 

Det. Gillespie?---Correct. 

Det. August?---Correct. 

Det. Porter?---Correct. 
Det-Sgt Silich?---Correct. 
Sgt Billing, the handwriting man?---Correct. 
Sgt Henning, the fingerprint man?---Yes; I believe they were all in the team.   

That is the end of the list of those then serving police officers who were identified by Peter Mickelberg 
at that time as having been associated with or involved in the framing of him and of fabricating the 
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evidence that was given.  There is a very notable omission from what Peter Mickelberg told the court in 
1983 as to the extent of the number of police and the involvement of different police officers in what he 
saw as the conspiracy to frame him.  The omission is obvious.  One would have thought that if then 
Detective Sergeant Kucera was playing any sort of a role, he might have been mentioned in the trial in 
1983 as having played a role.  The truth of the matter - as we all know - is that then Detective Sergeant 
Kucera played - to say it was a peripheral role would be an overstatement; he played no role 
whatsoever.  That is the truth of the matter and that is borne out by the evidence that was given in the 
trial in 1983.   

It is patently obvious that Detective Sergeant Kucera was telling the truth when he said that his role was 
peripheral.  He played no role whatsoever in the investigation and Peter Mickelberg did not identify him 
as a person about whom he had a complaint about any fabrication of evidence or misconduct.  In the 
numerous pages of transcript of the evidence given by Peter Mickelberg, there are two paragraphs in 
which he refers to Mr Kucera, who was associated with the Belmont Police Station or the Criminal 
Investigation Bureau on that day.  In none of those comments that preceded the identification of those 
12 police officers was there any great conflict or criticism of Detective Sergeant Kucera.  We all know 
that Peter Mickelberg and Mr Kucera have different recollections of what occurred and was said on that 
day in July 1982 at the Belmont Police Station.  That is not uncommon.  It is interesting that Peter 
Mickelberg did not identify Mr Kucera as one of the 12 people about whom he was aggrieved.  That is 
the best evidence we can get on the state of mind of Peter Mickelberg and of those who Mr Mickelberg 
wants to criticise in this matter.   

 


