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ANDREW PETRELIS - WITNESS PROTECTION PROGRAM 
Motion 

Resumed from 18 October on the following motion moved by Ms S.E. Walker - 

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. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.01 pm]:  The state of Western Australia owes an apology to the parents of 
Andrew Petrelis; that is, Mrs Lesley Anne Petrelis and Mr Nick Petrelis and their family.  Their son Andrew was 
25 when he died while on a Western Australia Police service witness protection program in 1995.  It is only now, 
11 years later following the coroner’s findings, that we have a full picture of the incompetency of the WA Police 
witness protection program.  People who want to look at this issue would have to read not only the coroner’s 
findings in Caloundra, but also the 2000 report of Len Roberts-Smith, QC.  Then they would get a picture of 
what was happening in Western Australia.  The coroner’s findings give us a picture of what happened in 
Queensland.  The Queensland coroner actually came out with some very poor findings, not only on the Western 
Australia Police witness protection program, but also on the way the Queensland police looked at the issue.   

I first met the parents of Andrew Petrelis on Friday, 28 July this year, after they telephoned my office and asked 
if I could help them.  We have recently seen the publicised findings of Coroner Halliday in Queensland.  I also 
looked at a letter that was tabled in the Assembly by Hon Kevin Prince, the then Minister for Police, in 1999.  I 
will read that letter because it is very relevant to one of the comments made by the Queensland coroner.  In 1999 
the police officer who was assigned to look after Andrew wrote to Hon Kevin Prince, who tabled this letter, 
which states - 

Dear Sir,  
I am a former Sergeant in the Western Australia Police Service.   
I was the only Case Officer responsible for Andrew Nicholas PETRELIS. 
I have been reading with interest the recent press regarding Andrew’s death 
I have spoke with Senior Sergeant Sutton . . . regarding my own personal safety at this time. 

He goes on to say that he spoke to another officer.  The letter continues - 

Briefly, I have harbored concerns for years about the overall handling of the witness by the W.A. Police 
Service and offer some thoughts for you to ponder; - 

 1. Why were officers (including the O.I.C.) with confirmed links with Northbridge organized 
crime figures and the Bob Jones Corporation attached to the Witness Protection Unit? 

 2. Why when operational needs were identified were they simply discounted or totally discarded? 
 3. Why wasn’t there a suitable budget allocation for the relocation? 
I am reading this letter because the eyewitness who was there summarises what was happening very well.  It 
continues - 
 4. Given there had been major security breaches and several overt attempts to directly intimidate 

Andrew why wasn’t he taken into protective custody immediately? 
 5. Why was he left living at home with his parent until the day of his departure despite the 

breaches? 
 6. Why was only one officer ordered to carry out the relocation?  
 7. Why did Andrew’s father have to pay for his son’s relocation?  
 8. Why wasn’t the relocation aborted, given the security breaches? 
 9. Why was Andrew deliberately abandoned in Queensland?  
He was deliberately abandoned - 
 . . . Why were his cries for help ignored? 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 22 November 2006] 

 p8642b-8659a 
Ms Sue Walker; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Hyde; Deputy Speaker; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr 

Paul Omodei; Mrs Judy Hughes 

 [2] 

 . . .  Why were my cries for help ignored? 
 . . .  Why was my security compromised? 
 . . .  Why weren’t the officers identified responsible for the security breaches interviewed? 
 . . .  Why was it necessary for the O.I.C. of the W.P.U. to travel to Queensland only weeks before 

Andrew’s death (genuine concern or holiday)? 
 . . .  Why was an officer who did not have any contact at all with Andrew or the case sent to 

Queensland to assist with the inquiry and to tie up all loose ends and not the case officer?  

 There are many other why questions that need to be asked.   
My concerns about the credibility of several members of the W.P.U. and other units involved in this 
matter are well documented at the Internal Affairs Unit. 
I will never accept that police officers with confirmed links with Northbridge organized figures are 
involved in the protection of any witnesses let alone one such as Andrew.   

If all facts of this case are ever released your Government and the W.A. Police Service would suffer 
irreparable damage and a Royal Commission would be inevitable.   

At the time, in this chamber, the then Labor opposition promised that there would be a royal commission.  That 
royal commission into police was held, but Andrew Petrelis’s death was never investigated.  He goes on to say - 

I firmly believe compensation is in order.   

Len Roberts-Smith carried out an inquiry in 2000, and his report is very damning of the Western Australia Police 
service.  I do not accept his findings that the WA witness protection service at that time was developing after 10 
years.  Many years later there have been published findings by the coroner.  Page 19 states - 

At the conclusion of the hearing, all represented parties, including the parents of the deceased, were 
expressly asked whether any further witnesses were required to be called.  There was no such 
application.  Counsel Assisting the Inquiry, Mr MacSporran SC, Senior Counsel, and with him 
Mr Grealy, informed the Inquiry and the Inquest that it was their submission that there was no further 
avenue of investigation that ought reasonably to be undertaken.  However, Mr MacSporran submitted 
that there well may be warranted a further Royal Commission with appropriate terms of reference.   

I find it very interesting that the senior counsel, after listening to all the evidence, says that a further royal 
commission may well be warranted with appropriate terms of reference.  I do not want to politicise this, but the 
royal commission that the government was supposed to have into Mr Petrelis’s death never happened.   

We are left with two findings.  I do not intend to go into why this whole sorry story has lasted for so long.  
However, I would like to read comments from the findings of Len Roberts-Smith, QC, and Coroner Halliday.  I 
will read from page 71 of the first transcript of proceedings of the Queensland coroner’s findings.  Coroner 
Halliday states in part -  

I make the following formal findings: 

. . .  

I further find that the medical cause of death was opiate toxicity;   

I further find that there is no evidence which would suggest that the cause of death was other 
than by self administration;   

I further find that no person or persons will be committed for trial.  

I raise that because recently the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission was 
involved in what I call a publicity stunt.  It issued the press and the people present with a document that said that, 
according to the Queensland coroner’s findings, Andrew Petrelis had committed suicide.  I put it on record in 
this Parliament that that is entirely wrong.  The parents of Andrew Petrelis, who are in the Speaker’s gallery, 
would like those findings to be overturned and an open finding to be declared.  I agree with them.  I will come to 
the comments of Len Roberts-Smith, QC, in just a minute.   

I do not know why this issue has caused such concern for members opposite, because it happened under a 
Liberal government, and I accept that.  However, the Labor Party is in charge now and it can apologise to Mr 
and Mrs Petrelis and seek to uphold the promise it made prior to being elected that a royal commission would be 
held specifically to examine this issue.  Compensation should certainly be paid to Mr and Mrs Petrelis for the 
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loss of their son.  We need only read these reports, which not many people will do, to see why that is the case.  In 
his summary, Mr Len Roberts-Smith states - 

While in fairness it must be acknowledged -  

I put on record that it appears that the WA Police did not request an inquest.  To continue - 

that even had an inquest been requested by WAPS that request may not necessarily have been granted, 
nonetheless there were in my view four basic reasons why WAPS should have urged the holding of a 
formal inquest in Queensland.  The first was the great element of public interest in the plain fact that 
Petrelis was a protected witness on the SWPP when he died.  The second was that his parents were 
actively urging there be an inquest.  

I note that the letter sent to the director general in Queensland urging an inquest did not get that far.  When the 
director general in Queensland made her decision, firstly, not to hold an inquest, she was apparently unaware 
that the Petrelises had written.  The finding continues -  

The third was there is a common perception (albeit unprovable) in the community that the giving of a 
“hot-shot” is a means of murder which, if done properly, will usually be extremely difficult to prove as 
anything other than an accidental overdose.  The fourth is that the results of the investigation were in 
fact inconclusive:  the evidence did not establish that Petrelis died of a heroin overdose (although that 
was circumstantially a reasonable inference) nor that he had not been given a “hot-shot”.   

To my mind some features which should have prompted an inquest included:   

I seek your indulgence to read this one page, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.P. O’Gorman).  It continues - 

•  The fact that Petrelis was right-handed yet is said to have used his left hand to inject himself 
(apparently for the first time) in the right arm, and to do so cleanly;   

•  The absence of a spoon or any other container on which the drug was mixed.  D/S Thompson’s 
suggestion to me that Petrelis may have used a spoon and then washed it up is wholly 
speculative, as was his implication that Petrelis may have used (the bottom of) a drink can to 
mix the drug.  The first suggestion is extremely improbable; both are unsupported by any 
evidence that either a spoon or drink can which might have been used, was found.  

•  The absence of anything that could have been used as a tourniquet.  This itself may mean 
nothing.  Not all drug users always use a tourniquet.  . . .  

He explains what it depends on.  It continues - 

Petrelis had not often (or at all) used his right arm previously, . . .  However he was known to 
have used a tourniquet in the past.  The photographs of the scene show a belt on the kitchen 
sink, but that is rolled up neatly and not near the table near which Petrelis’ body was found.  
Unlike the spoon theory (which postulates him preparing the drug, washing or removing the 
spoon and then injecting himself) if he did use a tourniquet he would need to have done so at 
the time he was actually injecting himself.  It is not likely he would then, whilst becoming 
stupefied, have walked to the sink, rolled the belt neatly and then returned to the chair by the 
table.   

Once concerns about the forensic science aspects of the case are also taken into account the 
inconclusiveness of the outcome of the Queensland investigation is made more apparent:   

•  No DNA analysis was done, so there is no direct proof the syringe found was the one used.   

•  In the absence of analysis of the urine or the presumptive injection site(s) there is no direct 
evidence Petrelis died of heroin overdose - as opposed to eg morphine. 

•  As no quantitative test was done on the contents of the syringe or the presumptive injection 
sites, the strength of the drug is unknown.  

•  Given the ratio of total to free morphine in his blood Petrelis would have died within 20 
minutes.  It is problematical whether he would have been able to break off the needle, drop it 
through the small opening into the syringe and then reinsert and press down the plunger whilst 
being rapidly stupefied.   

This is the important point  - 
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In advancing these propositions I should not be taken as saying the conclusion arrived at by the QPS 
and the Caloundra Coroner was wrong - it may well have been quite correct - and I stress that none of 
these considerations show he could have been murdered - but the problem is that nor do they show 
Petrelis accidentally overdosed himself, and they do raise concerns that call for resolution. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I remind the member that for the remainder of her speech, 
when she quotes from a document, it would be appropriate to quote only a few lines, not the whole page.  It 
would be much better for the house if she paraphrases them in future.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is why I asked for your indulgence, Mr Acting Speaker.  I wanted to make that point 
in relation to Mr and Mrs Petrelis.  They say to me that, more than anything, they wish to restore dignity to their 
son.  Over the past 11 years they have had to endure a great deal of bad publicity.  On record, I personally thank 
Linda Callaghan from my local Post newspaper for interviewing the Petrelises and giving the human side of 
what this whole botch up by successive governments - the stalling, delaying and subterfuge - has meant to Mr 
and Mrs Petrelis.  I thank the Minister for Police and Emergency Services for apologising in the newspapers to 
Mr and Mrs Petrelis, albeit he has not done it in Parliament.  I hope that the Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services and possibly the Attorney General will stand, as they did today concerning Mr Mallard, and make the 
same sort of statements about the Petrelis family.   

The important thing that the family has conveyed to me is their concern that no-one else in the witness protection 
program should suffer the same fate as their son.  They do not want to see that happen again.  The Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission is considering whether to take the witness protection unit 
out of the Western Australian police service and place it under the Corruption and Crime Commission.   

On ABC news on 9 October this year, the member for Perth said that he was travelling to Queensland to 
investigate the death of Mr Petrelis.  The fact is that everything about Mr Petrelis that has been investigated so 
far is in the reports.  The member for Perth said that he hoped that the coroner would be able to give the 
committee a lot of insight into best practice for getting people into protection programs and that the committee 
thought that would be the big lesson to come from the Petrelis inquiry.  I do not believe that is the big lesson that 
will come from the Petrelis inquiry.  The big lesson that will come from the Petrelis inquiry is not how to get 
people in and out of protection but how people who go into these programs are protected.   

I want to give an example of what happened to Mr Petrelis when he was on this program.  I will use some short 
extracts from the coroner’s report, as they are objective analyses of the facts, not just facts coming from me.  It is 
important to record what the coroner and Mr Len Roberts-Smith had to say.  The WA program that Mr Petrelis 
had been on was described in the findings of Coroner Halliday at Caloundra.  At pages 60 and 61 of the findings 
under the heading “The quality of the witness protection program”, Coroner Halliday said - 

It is abundantly clear, in my view that the program failed the deceased, as, amongst other things, he was 
a completely inappropriate person to be placed on such a program . . .  

That is because he was a social drug user.  However, the memorandum of understanding, to which I referred the 
last time I spoke on this matter, contemplates that the program could be used by someone who uses drugs.  We 
are dealing with people who will be protected from organised crime figures or people who may be involved in 
the drug scene in some way.  It is contemplated by the program, and it was contemplated at the time Mr Petrelis 
entered the program, that it was possible that someone who was a social drug user could be in the program.  The 
coroner continued - 

Secondly, I am clearly satisfied that, at no relevant times whilst he was in Western Australia or in 
Queensland, was he adequately supervised by those who were responsible for his well-being.  And, in 
that sense, I am not referring to the common law duty of care, but to the fact that, if a person is placed 
on such a program, that he must surely be a commonsense approach that he is to be protected.  That is 
the very purpose of the program, and it has failed.   

Thirdly, he was let down, grossly in my view, by the program by his being permitted to remain with his 
then identity when it was known, to those in the authority, that that identity had been compromised. 

And, further, that he ought not to have been permitted to remain at the then intended place of his real 
location once that identity had been compromised. 

And, further, by permitting him to drive, at any time, a motor vehicle which was clearly identifiable as a 
former police vehicle with Western Australian plates, just beggars belief. 

As I said, the coroner referred to the quality of the police investigation.  However, I do not have time to talk 
about the quality of the police investigation in Queensland, except to say that it was absolutely abominable. 
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What happened to Mr Petrelis?  On 11 February 1995 Mr Petrelis was granted an indemnity from prosecution if 
he turned state’s evidence against two - it was first one and then two - well-known, local organised crime 
identities.  Indemnities in this state are rare.  It says so in the “DPP Prosecution Policy and Guidelines 1999”.  
Paragraph 31, headed “Indemnities Against Prosecution”, states - 

In rare circumstances it may be necessary to grant concessions to people who have participated in 
alleged offences, in return for the provision of evidence against others. 

It appears to me that when a person does that, he must give a statement before he is granted indemnity.  
Paragraph 36 of the guidelines states - 

Prior to being granted an indemnity, the person seeking it must provide a truthful, full and frank 
statement in writing or on video tape, detailing all that the person may know concerning the matter 
without embellishment and withholding nothing of relevance.  If necessary, this statement may be made 
pursuant to an undertaking under . . .  

It refers to the relevant section of the Director of Public Prosecutions Act. 

It is most important to note the guidelines in considering the grant of indemnity given to Mr Petrelis.  Paragraph 
37 of the guidelines states - 

A request from police to grant an indemnity to a person believed to be involved in criminal conduct in 
order to use their assistance to further investigations will not be acted upon unless approved by the 
Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner, Assistant Commissioner (Crime), Assistant Commissioner 
(Professional Standards), or their Federal counterparts. 

I am trying to convey to the Legislative Assembly that an indemnity such as that granted by the then DPP, Mr 
John McKechnie, QC, on 11 February 1995 was rare.  It was an indemnity that could not be granted without the 
most senior - I repeat the most senior - police officers knowing that it was about to be granted.  I am saying that 
it is a very serious step.  What did a person get by way of protection from the WA police service?  Since Mr 
Petrelis was found - murdered, as his parents believe, by organised crime figures - the evidence that has emerged 
is that he had been completely abandoned in Queensland.  The police officer, Detective Thompson, whose letter 
I just read out, flew over there with him.  I think Mr Petrelis’s parents paid for him to fly over.  There was no 
money from the witness protection program.  Mr Petrelis’s parents paid for his unit; his parents paid for his car; 
his parents paid for all his upkeep; and he was just left there at a relative’s house.  That is it.  That was the 
protection that he was afforded.  Throughout his report, the coroner in Queensland used the words “bizarre”, 
“strange”, “suspicious” and “sinister” to describe the circumstances surrounding Mr Petrelis’s death. 

The reason I recall the case so vividly is the photograph on the front page of The West Australian of Mr Petrelis 
and how he was found when he died.  I will read a few short extracts from The West Australian editorial on 
Thursday, 2 December 1999 -  

A week has passed and more new information has come to light on the Petrelis affair . . .  

It refers to the then Minister for Police and states - 

He and Police Commissioner Barry Matthews maintain that there is nothing suspicious about the death 
of 25-year-old protected witness Andrew Petrelis in Queensland four years ago. 

. . .  

It is clearly their intention to try to quell public disquiet about this mysterious death by assembling and 
releasing information that supports their contention that there are no suspicious circumstances. 

But if they are to convince people that Mr Petrelis’ death was from a self-inflicted drug overdose, they 
must provide compelling and specific answers to a range of questions. 

First, Mr Petrelis was to be a witness in a high-profile drugs trial and feared for his life.  Surely, in these 
circumstances - coupled with the contortions of the body - a coroner’s inquest should have been 
automatic.  Why wasn’t it? 

That is one of the planks of why I believe the state owes the Petrelises an apology.  The editorial continues - 

Given that the WA police had lost a key witness for an important case, did they press for an inquiry?  Is 
it true that the officer assigned to Mr Petrelis asked Queensland police for an inquest?  Was that officer 
sent to Queensland to help police inquiries? 

. . .  
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But the WA police have given no satisfactory answers on why they abandoned Mr Petrelis to his fate 
(instead of giving him an armed guard) and why they didn’t give him a new cover and move him 
elsewhere after police officers exposed him. 

They have given no formal explanation . . .  

Mr Petrelis was given a new identity of Andrew Parker.  He was supposed to be kept safe until he could give 
evidence in the trial of two organised crime figures.  He died before trial and the trial failed.  After I spoke about 
this matter last time, I tried to contact the well-known criminal lawyer in town who wrote to me.  I intended to 
give him the credit for this but I have not been able to get hold of him.  He said to me - 

Dear Ms Walker, 

Protection of witnesses 
The protection of witnesses, especially those under the Witness Protection Scheme, would be greatly 
increased by an amendment to the Evidence Act to provide that in the event of the suspicious death or 
unexplained absence of a witness then, at the discretion of the trial judge and subject to appropriate 
warnings, any statement of that witness in any form made to any person at any time would become 
admissible. 

I am hoping that my party at some future date, when the Parliament resumes, will endorse that comment. 

Mr Petrelis’s identity was accessed on the police mainframe by two police officers and that information was 
somehow relayed to organised crime figures.  By March those organised crime figures were aware that Mr 
Petrelis was informing the police, and the coroner in Queensland found that his new identity of Parker was 
known to organised crime figures, as were his car registration and details.  The coroner said that the compromise 
to his safety was very real.  Page 20 of the coroner’s findings states -  

It is apparent from the evidence that various individuals, who will be mentioned shortly, had a motive 
and purpose for the disposal, if that is the right word, of Mr Petrelis.  He was an important, vital and 
crucial prosecution witness with evidence against . . .  

Certain crime figures - 

for reasons that I have previously referred to. 

The fact is that this was known to the police, yet they left Mr Petrelis in Queensland on his own, with no 
protection whatsoever.  The coroner acknowledges that Mr Petrelis feared for his life.  His parents, Mr and 
Mrs Petrelis, have told me that he was petrified.  They have also told me that Andrew told them that he would 
never kill himself, and if the crime figures found him, he would be offered the choice of a hot shot or a gun.  On 
page 9, the coroner states -  

The circumstances leading up to and surrounding this most unfortunate death, are not only grossly 
unfortunate but may well be described as bizarre and highly suspicious. 

The truth is that Mr Petrelis was dumped in Queensland and left on his own, and, as his mother said, he was like 
a lamb to the slaughter.  He was highly vulnerable, he was a social drug user, he had no protection, he was 
isolated from his family and he knew a contract was out on him.  His parents had been threatened and 
intimidated before he left.  I will come to the Len Roberts-Smith report shortly.  As I said, Mr Petrelis was 
found, believed by his parents to have been murdered, one morning. 

I will read from page 265 of Len Roberts-Smith’s report on this matter.  In relation to the conduct of operations 
for the witness protection program for Mr Petrelis, he said in paragraph 1371 -  

Petrelis had effectively been left to his own devices in Queensland since 4 June 1995.  He telephoned 
Thompson -  

That is, Detective Thompson - 

on 7 and 8 June.  There had been no further contact with him by 13 June . . . he was . . . unstable at his 
new location, wanting to return to his family in WA. 

In paragraph 1377, he states -  

Hersey’s recollection of this period was that Thompson was pressured by telephone calls day and night, 
and then the calls ceased.  He says his understanding was that Petrelis had settled and seemed happy.  It 
appears WPU were either unaware of Petrelis’ serious problems with accommodation and otherwise 
between 12 and 17 June or ignored them. 
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Mr Len Roberts-Smith’s report is very damning.  I want to make sure that I quote straight from these reports so 
that nobody thinks that I am making up things as I go along.  In paragraph 1266, he states -  

The sources of threat to Petrelis were identified as . . . and their associates.  The threat was assessed to 
be high.  These were reasonable conclusions. 

I am trying to convey - I think I am doing it - that the witness protection unit in Western Australia was meant to 
protect a vital witness, according to the coroner.  The unit abandoned him and offered him no money.  His 
parents had to pay.  His parents wanted to keep their son with them.  However, as I said last time, they entrusted 
the life of their son to the WA Police, and he died.  That was attributable in some way, according to Len Roberts-
Smith, QC, and the coroner in Queensland, who conducted extensive investigations, to the fact that he was left 
so vulnerable, and that was because the witness protection unit in Western Australia failed him. 

Other disturbing features arise from the Len Roberts-Smith report.  The fact is that members of the then witness 
protection unit were members of the Bob Jones Corporation.  I had some dealings with the Bob Jones 
Corporation when I was a junior counsel in a trial.  I think I said last time that the member for Mindarie was one 
of the defence counsel.  The Bob Jones Corporation is an organisation that is connected to organised crime.  
There were police officers involved, and they were in the witness protection unit.  What is relevant about that?  
We have had the Len Roberts-Smith report.  Frankly, since this topic has emerged again in Perth, the police have 
been silent about what has happened since the death of Mr Petrelis.  What happens to protected witnesses now?  
How has the system been improved?  Has the budget been improved?  The Commissioner of Police has been 
totally silent.  He has said that the police do not have a copy of the coroner’s findings.  I do not know whether he 
is being silent so that the police can offload the witness protection program onto the Corruption and Crime 
Commission - I think ex-police officers work for the commission.  However, I would like an assurance that the 
witness protection program is properly funded and that people who will give evidence in these sorts of trials to 
bring organised crime figures and people who commit serious crimes to justice will be protected.  In my view, it 
is not good enough for the Commissioner of Police to say nothing.  I would like the minister today, if he could, 
to assure the Parliament and the people of Western Australia that since the death of Andrew Petrelis, the witness 
protection program has been improved, because I cannot find anything on it.  I would like to know, and so would 
Mr and Mrs Petrelis, the parents of Andrew Petrelis, whether the program has been improved, because they do 
not want what happened to their son to happen to somebody else’s child. 

I have been reading from the coroner’s findings that were given to Mr and Mrs Petrelis.  Recently, those findings 
have been published, and there are some corrections in them.  Mainly, I can see spelling corrections.  However, 
on page 60, I think, the coroner said that Mr Petrelis was used as bait and left out in the open, exposed and 
vulnerable, so that the police could catch other criminals.  That is reprehensible.  Even if that was not the case, 
the fact that the police were so incompetent is unbelievable. 

I will deal briefly with the quality of the Queensland police investigation.  I have with me the notes that I took 
from the coroner’s findings.  It really is Keystone Cops stuff.  The unit was not secured by police as a crime 
scene.  The objects found were interfered with.  The photographs taken were not a faithful representation of the 
scene at the time of police entry.  The mobile phone, one of the exhibits, was deliberately used by police officers.  
It was not used once or twice; I think they made three phone calls.  The coroner said that any death scene should 
be a potential crime scene, and that basic crime scene management principles should be applied.  They were not.  
There was no continuity of evidence.  There was no clear chain of evidence.  There was not one photo of the 
door lock, which is one of the fundamental issues in the circumstances surrounding the death of Mr Petrelis.  
There was no identification of the owner of items in the unit.  Items depicted in the photos that were taken 
simply disappeared, such as the computer.  The identification of Mr Petrelis was pitiful.  I could go on. 

The fact is that the parents of Mr Petrelis had to wait a long time to get an outcome regarding the death of their 
son, only to find that the coroner said that on all the evidence that was before him, the death was by self-
administration of a drug.  In my view, that is at loggerheads with the evidence that was before the coroner.  I 
think it is expressed most succinctly in the comments of Len Roberts-Smith that I have already read out.  Also, it 
does not really sit with the medical evidence, given on page 41, that the possibility that Andrew had been 
smothered with a pillow could not be ruled out.  The markings on his wrists may well have been suspicious.  The 
right wrist showed restraint with a ligature or handcuffs.  Could the deaths have been caused by another person?  
At page 46, it is shown that the coroner believed it glaringly obvious that it could have been.  I will not go into 
what he says about some organised crime figures and their alibis.  People who want to look at that, and what was 
said by organised crime figures about violence towards Mr Petrelis, can have a look at the report themselves. 

I thank the house and members on this side for allowing me to present this motion today.  I will not get all 
passionate and fiery about this subject because I think it is very serious, and I will not get political.  I really 
wanted to place on the parliamentary record, not what I think, but what respected figures in the community who 
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have been judicially appointed have said about this issue.  On behalf of the Petrelis family, I would like to 
restore dignity to their son, and it is incumbent upon politicians who are here today to do that.  I ask the Minister 
for Police and Emergency Services to obtain for the Petrelis family what they have been seeking for months - the 
daily transcripts for all the days of the last sitting of the inquest, from 8 May to 26 May 2006.  They still have 
not received those.  The copyright of the transcripts rests with the Queensland Attorney General.  The transcripts 
are published daily and there is no reason they cannot be given to Mr and Mrs Petrelis.  I ask the minister to 
inquire into that and see whether he can get those transcripts.  They have all the rest of the transcripts.  

The minister might consider the comments by the coroner about the royal commission, and the fact that senior 
counsel have said, after working daily on this inquest, that there should be a royal commission with specific 
terms of reference.  It is something that the government promised but failed to uphold. The Petrelises wrote in a 
letter to me that the witness protection unit failed to provide the basic requirements for the protection of a 
witness, culminating in the death of their son.  They would like an apology.  He was not provided with a safe 
house or a counsellor.  He was not provided with the means for his day-to-day living, the rent for his apartment, 
or transport costs to Queensland for him and his belongings.  The state failed to return his body and his 
belongings from Queensland, and failed to contribute to the cost of his funeral.  The family has endured stress 
and bad publicity as a result. 

The police officer assigned to the case felt that compensation should be payable.  I feel that the state should pay 
compensation to Mr and Mrs Petrelis.  I will take the time during the parliamentary recess to write to the 
Attorney General outlining in more detail and more specifically why I think the Petrelises are entitled to 
compensation.  I note that today Mr Mallard was given an interim payment of $200 000 for the 12 years he spent 
in jail.  This is not about money, but I believe that the Petrelises are entitled to at least $500 000 in 
compensation.  I place on record again that that was my suggestion to them, because they fit the criteria under 
which an ex gratia payment can be made on behalf of the state.  I will be writing to the Attorney General.  I 
thank the Minister for Police sincerely for apologising to the Petrelises.  I have not provided all the detail on this 
subject.  I do not believe that I can do the Petrelises justice after what they have gone through.  After talking to 
them I feel that they are not the same people today as they were 10 years ago.  That is the fault of the state and 
the witness protection unit.  I do not feel that I or anyone else who has spoken to the Petrelises can adequately 
convey to the Legislative Assembly what they have been through. 

It is not easy to convey to members what happened in a short space of time.  Members must look at the reports to 
see just how appalling the situation was at this end, and from the Queensland police end.  In fact, I found only 
out relatively recently that the Queensland police did not know that Mr Petrelis was on the witness protection 
program.  Not even the police were there; there was no-one there.  As the coroner said, it just beggars belief.  I 
ask in my motion for an apology to the Petrelises and some indication from the minister that the witness 
protection program in Western Australia has improved.  I would like to know how it has improved, on behalf of 
the Petrelises.  

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [4.46 pm]:  Deaths generally 
are accompanied by a degree of tragedy, but the case of Andrew Petrelis is attended by a range of strange and 
unique circumstances that create a particularly tragic picture.  Many people in the community, following the 
coverage the media gave to the death of Andrew Petrelis, have been aware of some of the strange circumstances 
and very suspicious activities surrounding his death.  It is far worse for his parents, because they are caught up in 
it all.  The things that bring to their attention, and the attention of friends and family, what actually befell 
Andrew Petrelis simply continue that misery and grieving.  This is certainly a special case for the community in 
general, and the community can sympathise with what little it understands about what the Petrelis family has had 
to go through.   

It has been very clearly highlighted that there are deficiencies in the state’s witness protection program.  As the 
member for Nedlands indicated, these events took place some years ago.  Following the report of Mr Roberts-
Smith, QC, a range of changes have been made.  As the member indicated, I did apologise to Mr and Mrs 
Petrelis.  The system was clearly inadequate to protect their son Andrew, and it should have been much better.  
Changes have been made based on the Roberts-Smith report, and witness protection is now operating in a very 
different way from that which failed to provide the required expectations in the case of Andrew Petrelis.  The 
first part of the member’s motion deals with the failure to provide proper protection under the Western Australia 
Police’s witness protection program.  That is clearly acknowledged and has been addressed by making sure that 
other people are not caught in the same set of circumstances. 

The issue then becomes what guarantee there is of the effectiveness of the witness protection program.  That is a 
difficult matter to go into, because although the Western Australia Police and its witness security unit had 
accepted the 2000 report from Mr Roberts-Smith, and undertaken a range of reforms, it is not an area that can be 
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publicly explained to people.  The very nature of witness protection is that it must be secretive.  It involves 
privileged information that, if shared with the general community, would undermine the effective operation of 
the state witness protection program.  The Commissioner of Police has given me some information to give an 
understanding of the state witness protection program and the stronger guarantees that now exist for people who 
are in receipt of support from the program.  The witness support unit continues to improve its processes and 
procedures and the WA Police and the state witness protection program are complying with world best practice.  
I accept that advice from the commissioner.  Also, in terms of recognising what has been done, I am told the 
Advanced Diploma of Public Safety (Witness Protection) is now the benchmark for all witness protection 
officers throughout Australasian law enforcement agencies, and that the WA Police, through its witness support 
unit officers, is working towards this qualification.  Four officers have already gained that qualification.  The 
witness security unit of 2006 bears no resemblance to the witness support unit of the 1990s in relation to the 
processes, procedures and methodologies that it applies. 

I appreciate that those three statements I have made on advice from the commissioner are fairly general, but I 
know from the way the WA police are now working that a genuine effort is being made to make sure that we 
have the required standards, and that across the whole of policing there is an assurance that standards are at a 
higher level and there is a continuous effort to make sure that we improve those standards.  That is what I can 
say about how things have progressed and how the police now see the situation. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You could tell us whether witnesses have to pay for their own safety.  Has that changed?  Are 
there dedicated safe houses or do they have to find their own accommodation?  I think people need to know that 
if they are going to give evidence against organised crime.  Are they given armed protection? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Those are matters that would relate to particular cases. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, I am talking generally.  If a person says that he will give a statement and testify against 
organised crime, is he given armed protection? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Clearly that is the intent.  We are providing the resources.  When it comes to each 
individual case, there may be cases in which the cost is not fully covered from the public purse.  That may or 
may not be the wish of the person who comes under the protection service.  Each case will be judged on its 
merits.  I understand what the member is saying; she is quite correct.  In this case there was a lack of resources to 
provide the support that should have been there.  That support went right down to the costs of living and 
relocation etc.  The member has quite rightly highlighted those points.  There has certainly been vast 
improvement since then.  Can it be improved further?  I suspect it can.  Does it mean then that the state should 
bear the full cost?  I think that is a judgment to be made on a case-by-case basis depending on the desire of the 
person who has been taken into the witness protection program and where he or she is located and all those other 
matters.  Although it might be nice to give an absolute guarantee that all costs will be met in all cases, I do not 
think that is practical in the cases the police have to deal with.  However, I think it is quite right to expect that the 
costs will not be pushed back onto the witness when the public should be bearing fair and reasonable costs to 
secure that witness. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  It is to protect them. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yes, for protection and also for the normal shelter and sustenance of that person, who 
may be away from relatives.  I suppose it would depend on the individual case as to whether that person has 
limited movement in the desire to make sure that the person’s cover is not revealed.  All those matters go to -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  And also counselling and support for them for any drug addictions.  That should be taken into 
account. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  It is.  Currently there are a number of obstacles to police taking into protection people 
who are clearly drug addicted.  A whole range of problems go with that, and people have their protocols.  My 
understanding is that currently the police would not as a standard procedure take people with an addiction into 
protection. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  So do they not take in anyone who has an alcohol or drug addiction? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I said that each case is decided on its merits, but I have given the member what I 
understand to be part of the protocols that are currently in place.  I do not want to quote at length because I know 
it is not appropriate, but I have a copy of the findings of Coroner Halliday, from Queensland, and I think a few of 
the salient points support what I have said and what has been put on the record about matters relating to the 
Petrelis case, and how they relate to witness protection in Western Australia.  I will quote in part from the 
coroner’s findings.  Page 60 of the report, under “Recommendations”, reads -  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 22 November 2006] 

 p8642b-8659a 
Ms Sue Walker; Acting Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Hyde; Deputy Speaker; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr 

Paul Omodei; Mrs Judy Hughes 

 [10] 

It is a further requirement of an Inquest to make recommendations in an appropriate case, which may be 
necessary for the prevention of a similar type of occurrence in the future.   

It has been said that it is the paramount duty of any State to protect the lives of its citizens.  To this end 
it is important that the coronial system monitor all deaths and particularly that it provides to the 
community a review of the circumstances surrounding deaths, that may appear to be preventable and 
every effort should be made to obtain recommendations which might prevent similar deaths in the 
future.  It is the role of an Inquest, as it has been said, to speak for the dead in order to protect the living. 

It goes on to make a number of clear recommendations.  Again, in the interests of brevity and not wishing to put 
on the record a whole lot of things that people can obtain, I want to refer to two of those recommendations.  The 
first recommendations says -  

Firstly, in relation to witness protection.  It is recommended that there be implemented by relevant law 
enforcement agencies a system of protocols for the securing of the safety and personal wellbeing of 
persons placed upon a witness protection program. 

I think that goes without saying.  We have accepted that and it has been the basis of improvements that have 
been made to our witness protection system in Western Australia.  I now turn to the fourth recommendation, 
which states -  

Fourthly, investigations into the deaths of protected witnesses and the like.  During the course of this 
inquest, the only evidence which has been submitted to it involving any investigation into the death of 
the deceased, other than the report by POTTS, has come from the investigations carried out by Police 
Officer Dale THOMPSON.  It is clear that the deceased was a most important and crucial witness in the 
criminal proceeding contemplated in Western Australia.  Relevant crime authority bodies interested in 
the deceased as being a prospective witness were the National Crime Authority, the Australian Federal 
Police and the Western Australian Police.  It seems quite unusual that in the event of the death of such 
an important witness, in suspicious circumstances, that law enforcement agencies of such stature would 
not thoroughly investigate the matter both in the terms of the relevant death and with a view to the 
prevention of further deaths of a similar nature in the future.   

It is therefore recommended that in the event of a death of such an important witness as a protected 
witness that such death be thoroughly investigated by the relevant law enforcement agency. 

That sums up a whole range of things that the member for Nedlands has touched on, which really go to the fact 
that one would expect in any normal and proper process a much more thorough investigation of all the 
circumstances surrounding the death of Andrew Petrelis, and the coronial procedures involved in it.  There were 
just so many deficiencies in terms of what people would expect to be the proper process, given, as I have just 
quoted, the importance of Andrew Petrelis to a number of proceedings that were going to go through the 
National Crime Authority and the courts. 

We have here a very special case and one that has caused a great deal of disquiet.  As a result of that, we have 
seen a whole range of improvements.  We need to be assured that those improvements are continuing and that 
they come up to the standards we expect because clearly, in the case of Andrew Petrelis, the basic support and 
the standards that should have been in place simply were not.  That is something for which we can express 
regret - and I have - but I think that all people concerned are hoping that what will come from it is a greater 
security for people in future so that Andrew’s death will not be in vain.  At least we should see some benefit to 
others who will need the assistance of witness support programs. 

I have sought to deal with the first part the member for Nedlands’ motion relating to the failure and also to give 
some explanation of what is happening.  I hope the member will accept an amendment to her motion, because we 
have delivered on that. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I move -  

To delete all words after “house” with a view to inserting the following words -  

acknowledges that -  

(a) the tragic death of Andrew Petrelis revealed clear deficiencies in this state’s witness 
protection program; 

(b) improvements have been made to the witness protection program since the report by 
Len Roberts-Smith, QC; 
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(c) the Corruption and Crime Commission has indicated its interest in all reports relating 
to the Petrelis case; and  

(d) the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission is currently 
inquiring into the future of witness protection programs in Western Australia.” 

The amendment highlights, first, that matters relating to the death of Andrew Petrelis were clearly deficient.  It 
highlights, secondly, that improvements have been made since the report by Len Roberts-Smith, QC.  It 
highlights, thirdly, that while we do not know exactly what the Corruption and Crime Commission is doing, it 
has an ongoing interest in these reports, and it may or may not shed further light on these matters.  That is just 
noting that further work is being done by the Corruption and Crime Commission, which clearly has the power to 
take matters further if it believes evidence exists on which it can act.  It highlights, fourthly, that with regard to 
the future of the witness protection program in Western Australia and whether changes should be made to that 
program, the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission has made that matter an item 
for investigation.  We are not just saying that we have improved things, and that is good enough.  We need to 
learn from the disastrous events surrounding the death of Andrew Petrelis and ensure that in the future the 
witness protection program in Western Australia is effective and of the highest standard.  If justice is to be 
served in Western Australia, it is important that witnesses who place themselves in jeopardy in the hope of 
securing a conviction against people who are involved in criminal activity can be assured that the state witness 
program will protect them.  Without that assurance, it will be difficult to get witnesses to come forward.  If we 
cannot bring to justice people who are involved in criminal activity and seek to prey on people in our society, the 
justice system in this state will not be as effective and efficient as it should, and the rule of law will be placed in 
jeopardy.  I hope the member for Nedlands will accept the amendment in good faith.   

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [5.02 pm]:  I support the amendment.  I thank the member for Nedlands for again 
correctly restating many of the arguments that were put by the member for Midland in 2000 when the Len 
Roberts-Smith, QC, report came out.  That report revealed the huge deficiencies in the witness protection 
program in this state, and the under-funding and neglect by the previous coalition government of the witness 
protection program at that time.   

It is important to correct a few errors that were made by the member for Nedlands in her speech.  Many members 
in this place have been interested for nearly 10 years in the sad death of Andrew Petrelis in Queensland and have 
been waiting for the coroner’s final report.  It is important to realise that the reason the WA Police has not been 
able to comment further on the cold case review, and that the CCC has not been able to progress this matter 
further, is that they have had to wait for the Queensland coroner’s written report.  The written report from the 
Queensland coroner was provided only late on Friday.  It surprised me that so many people did not realise that 
the report had arrived on Friday.  I am speaking today as the member for Perth.  However, I can also comment 
publicly, as can anyone else, on the public deliberations and activities of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission.  The committee expressed its frustration that a coroner could leave a six-
year gap in an inquiry, and, more importantly, in the findings.  Given the problems with the statute of limitations 
and so on, it is regrettable that a coroner’s inquiry has lasted for so long, and that no interim written findings 
have been made on which appropriate agencies could have taken action.  As the member for Perth, I can 
comment also on the coroner’s report.  There are huge discrepancies in this report.  I will not itemise the issues 
individually.  It is important, however, to record that the coroner made three findings.  Those findings are listed 
as A, B and C.  He also made some recommendations.  The coroner states in finding C -  

I further find that there is no evidence which would suggest that the cause of death was other than by 
self administration; 

I share the view of the member for Nedlands that given the evidence that the coroner has provided in this very 
slim 76-page report, it would have been understandable had he made an open finding.  However, he did not do 
so.  I acknowledge that people have different views on what the coroner’s finding should have been.  He states 
also -  

I further find that no person or persons will be committed for trial. 

It is important, when we are discussing this report, to acknowledge that and to move on from that position.   

The Corruption and Crime Commission is the most effective corruption-fighting body that has ever existed in 
Australia.  I would argue strongly that the CCC is the most effective corruption-fighting body that exists 
anywhere in the world.  The CCC is operating at the height of best practice.  The CCC is the appropriate body to 
review a number of reports, some published and some unpublished, relating to the death of Andrew Petrelis.   

One of the points on which the member for Nedlands has misled the house is with regard to how the Labor 
government has failed to address this issue through a royal commission.  When the Labor government come to 
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power, it instituted a royal commission.  Chapter XIII of the report of the royal commission relates extensively to 
matters concerning the death of Andrew Petrelis.  That may have been a slip-up by the member for Nedlands.  
However, it is unfortunate that some people have tried to politicise this issue.  The member for Nedlands has 
acknowledged that the Len Roberts-Smith, QC, report was brought down in 1999 and 2000 under the coalition’s 
watch.  The member for Midland, as the then Labor opposition police spokesperson, and the then Leader of the 
Opposition, Geoff Gallop, committed a Labor government to holding a royal commission. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.  

Mr J.N. HYDE:  The member for Nedlands was listened to in 100 per cent silence.  The member is already on 
three warnings from the Speaker.  When the member last spoke on this issue, she caused a trial to be aborted.  
The member has seriously misled the house.  She should please listen in silence.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  How have I misled the house? 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  The member for Nedlands has also misled the house on a number of other issues.  They have 
been dealt with in a number of ways.  I am thankful that the member has not caused any more trials to be 
aborted.  The member is already on three warnings from the Speaker. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  How have I misled the house? 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  The member is already on three warnings from the Speaker.  I ask her to please not change the 
tone of this discussion.  The member for Nedlands has tried to politicise this issue.  She tried to blame the current 
Labor government, which set up the royal commission.  Its findings in chapter 13 are part of the literature that 
has to be considered, along with the report of Len Roberts-Smith.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Sit down, will you.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The member for Perth has the call.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  A number of reports have provided a body of very important information.  It is appropriate that 
the CCC look at that information, including the final recommendation of the Queensland coroner that no person 
or persons be committed for trial. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Madam Deputy Speaker, the member for Nedlands was listened to in complete and utter 
silence.  She has had three warnings today. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why don’t you get on with your debate, you boofhead! 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I believe that the Leader of the Opposition made an unparliamentary remark that he 
should withdraw.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I did not hear it.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  He actually called the member for Perth a boofhead. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  That is very unparliamentary language. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Thank you very much.  We would prefer members to respond to each other in more 
appropriate terms.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  The member for Nedlands has rightly brought to the attention of the house the Len Roberts-
Smith report that was presented to the coalition government in 2000.  It revealed Shadgett and Davies’ misuse of 
police computers and information.  Why did the government of the day not insist that action be taken?  At the 
very least, why did it not set up a royal commission?  It was not until the current government was elected that a 
royal commission was set up.  More importantly, the CCC was established to address the issue of inappropriate 
police access to information and computer systems.  That has to be acknowledged.  One of the important reasons 
that the parliamentary committee raised this issue six months ago is that the Parliament has been silent on 
witness protection.  Not only did the coalition government do nothing, but also members opposite have not 
sought to look at Len Roberts-Smith’s audit.   

Every stage of the committee’s inquiry and our reports into witness protection were carried out in a bipartisan 
and unanimous way by Liberal and Labor members.  Not only do we need the assurance of the Commissioner of 
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Police, who is ultimately responsible, that Len Roberts-Smith’s 41 excellent recommendations have been met, 
but also we must show how they can be met in a transparent way without revealing operational issues.  We 
clearly adhere to Australian standards under which drug users are not allowed to be part of a witness protection 
program.  As part of best practice, witness protection programs around Australia are now unequivocal about that.  
There have been a number of improvements in the system.   

Apart from the member for Nedlands being responsible for the abortion of a trial after her initial speech on this 
issue, she made the totally inaccurate assertion that former policeman Lewandowski was involved in witness 
protection.  That is an incredibly dangerous, inaccurate and wrong allegation.  The biggest benchmark of witness 
protection since the death of Andrew Petrelis is whether anybody else has died while they were on a witness 
protection program.  The member for Nedlands totally damaged witness protection in this state by stating 
unequivocally that Mr Lewandowski was on witness protection.  She must apologise for making that statement, 
and also for her comments that resulted in the abortion of the trial.  It is for the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee to decide whether to take that issue further.  It is very, very important that people get their facts right 
on issues of witness protection.  If anybody has additional information that has not been presented to the 
Queensland coroner, I urge them to make sure they contact the CCC.  They should not make wild allegations that 
are unfounded or use parliamentary privilege to either abort trials or to bring witness protection into disrepute.   

The member for Nedlands tried to use some judicious media reporting of my view and the committee’s view of 
witness protection, saying that we will take it away from the police.  The committee’s terms of reference for this 
inquiry state - 

That the Committee inquire into the future operation of witness protection programmes in Western 
Australia . . .  

It does not say that witness protection programs will be taken from the police.  Witness protection has been 
under the most stringent microscope and audit since the very tragic death of Andrew Petrelis.  If there are no 
black marks against witness protection conducted by the police in this state since that time, we must 
acknowledge that.  The committee in its oversight role is looking at every possible avenue to disprove that Len 
Roberts-Smith’s 41 recommendations have not been adhered to, and that there are breaks in the system.  When 
the CCC chooses to comment further on all the reports and the secret ACC reports that have not been presented 
to Parliament, as the committee rightly revealed, that will be time for a proper debate.  When our committee 
hands down a recommendation on this inquiry into the future operation of witness protection programs - I will 
not try to state what that recommendation will be - it will be the province of this house to decide whether it 
disagrees with that recommendation.  If anybody has any information, I urge them to come forward.  Witness 
protection is such a broad issue today.  The member for Nedlands innocently asked a question about 
psychological assessment.  Today psychological assessment is de rigueur. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  I think you should have one today.  I’ll pay for it. 
Mr J.N. HYDE:  The member for Nedlands says that I should have psychological testing and that she will pay 
for it. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  I’ll have a whip-round. 
Mr J.N. HYDE:  And she will have a whip-round.  It is sad that we cannot have a serious debate on a very 
important issue.  I want to concentrate on the process and put my faith in the CCC doing its job.  It is very easy 
for those of us who were elected in 2001 to look back at the Parliament of 1999 and 2000 and ask why a 
parliamentary committee was not set up.  When Len Roberts-Smith’s report was published, it should have gone 
further and recommended this action.  In 2000, the final year of the coalition government, when evidence was 
fresh, we were still within the statute of limitations.  Any number of charges could have been laid.  Now that we 
have waited a further six years we are outside the statute of limitations for laying various charges.  With 
hindsight, action should have been taken in 2000 when Len Roberts-Smith first revealed these problems.  
Unfortunately, the member for Nedlands read from some notes and the printed document.  The member for 
Kingsley, I and other people who have thoroughly read this document have noticed some serious errors in dates 
and other matters.  The disappearance of evidence such as a computer, locks not being photographed, the 
existence of pornographic material and contradictions in evidence do not appear to have been given the serious 
debate we would expect.  I draw members’ attention to missing and blanked-out pages and, clearly as the 
committee revealed last week, very sensitive information in the Anti-Corruption Commission’s report on its 
investigations.  Its investigations began in 1999 and its report was presented to the Queensland coroner.  That 
information might be from the missing pages.  We do not know.  The coroner has not referred to that information 
or those recommendations.  Clearly, as members of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission said, we have asked the Corruption and Crime Commission to investigate that unedited Anti-
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Corruption Commission report so that at a future time the Parliament of Western Australia and the public can 
read as much information as possible without compromising ongoing Federal Police and other investigations.   

The coroner was scathing about the Western Australian media and some other people.  Those of us who are 
objective and watching this from afar were surprised at his comments about Alison Fan, a journalist for whom I 
have much respect, although I have not worked with her.  In her initial evidence she said that she had spoken to 
John Kizon on the Sunday before the discovery of Andrew’s body.  She later changed her evidence to indicate 
that she had spoken to John Kizon on the Wednesday after the Sunday.  A number of discrepancies in witnesses’ 
evidence were brought out by the coroner.  The coroner states on page 19 of his report - 

At the conclusion of the hearing, all represented parties, including the parents of the deceased, were 
expressly asked whether any further witnesses were required to be called.   

There was no such applications in response to that request.  I acknowledge the member for Midland, who was 
the shadow Minister for Police in 2000 and who had raised a number of issues concerning Andrew Petrelis’s 
death.  She was called as one of the initial witnesses in Queensland.  I thank also the member for Nedlands for 
her recent interest in this matter.  I hope that if anything further arises in this matter, the CCC can provide that 
information to the Parliament in a timely fashion.   

MRS J. HUGHES (Kingsley) [5.23 pm]:  I have had a very good look at the transcript of the Queensland 
coroner’s proceedings.  If I were the parents of Andrew Petrelis, I would be appalled at this document.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Thank you.   

Mrs J. HUGHES:  I do not think I have ever made so many pencilled notes on a document before.  There are so 
many holes in this investigation that it begs me to ask what the police in Queensland were doing when they came 
to investigate the scene of Andrew Petrelis’s death.  I will put on the record a number of points that I have 
highlighted on my copy of this report.  I have written notes all over the pages, so it is difficult sometimes to find 
the exact places I want to refer to.  Firstly, under the heading of “Conclusion” the coroner states in part - 

The position of the body and its state of undress was bizarre and suspicious.  There is no evidence to 
suggest that the death of the deceased was due to any cause other than the injection of heroin.  

I thought that was a very interesting comment, given the comments in the body of the report on page 39.  I 
believe the numbering of my report and that of the member for Nedlands are a page or two different because this 
is the more recent report.  It states - 

And later, after referring to the relevant toxicity report which shows the respective readings of 
morphine within the system of the deceased, he said:-  

“These figures are well with in the range of what is encountered in living drivers.  
Nevertheless, looking at it the other way, these figures are also well within the range of the 
kind of levels that one sees in deaths attributed to morphine”.  

He does not say “heroin”.  Another interesting aspect was that the needle was lost during the forensic 
investigation.  Not only did the needle go missing, but also, as the report states, located in the units by the table 
near the deceased was an empty syringe with a needle that, initially, was thought to be missing.  Where in the 
unit was the needle found?  The needle was there, but then it went missing during the forensic investigation.  As 
a result, the forensic unit decided that it could not determine the proper strength of the toxicity of the drug and 
said that the syringe actually contained heroin.  Of course, the coroner concluded that the cause of death was 
morphine.  I am very confused about the references to the two drugs that are tossed around inside this report.   

I am also extremely concerned about the evidence that the Queensland police computer had been sourced prior to 
Andrew Petrelis’s death.  We all know that, prior to Andrew Petrelis signing the memorandum of understanding 
on 25 May, he was given indemnity under the witness protection program as far back as 11 February.  During 
that time he was given a new name and underwent all the procedures attached to the witness protection program 
before he signed the memorandum of understanding, and that was not until 25 May.  I find very interesting that 
much of the talk has been about events during Andrew Petrelis’s period under the witness protection program 
and the information that was sourced and so forth.  Technically, that all occurred before he signed the 
memorandum of understanding, because he did not officially come under the witness protection program until 25 
May.  We all know that Andrew Petrelis’s details were sourced by police officers before 25 May.  However, on 
page 65 of the coroner’s report it states - 

Evidence has been disclosed that the Queensland Police computer had been sourced in respect of the 
deceased PARKER, and was so sourced subsequent to his arrival in Queensland.   
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I think that opens up a whole new level of inquiry about who sourced the computer.  As we know, the Western 
Australian computers were also sourced.  The tentacles of organised crime stretch very easily across this 
continent.  The unfortunate aspect of the coroner’s report is the length of time it took to get here.  It should 
therefore have been a better report.  I would have hoped that it was a little more conclusive.  To be quite honest, 
I would have hoped that it made sense.  It was plagued by a lack of time and the poor quality of the police 
investigation and the autopsy.  Despite an officer being with the doctor, no notes were taken of the information 
that was passed on during that time.  There is no evidence of any of that.  To be honest, it beggars belief that the 
coroner came out with a finding at all.  It concerns me that, given the history attached to this sad case, it will 
probably never reach a satisfactory closure.  Unfortunately, the way in which this matter is going, there may 
never be a proper outcome or finalisation of what actually happened due to the incompetence at both ends of the 
system.  I refer to the way in which Andrew Petrelis entered the witness protection program and the subsequent 
botch-up with the investigation, autopsy and coroner’s report.  I wanted to make sure that that was put on the 
record.  I sincerely hope that these reports are looked at, as the member for Nedlands said, in context with the 
Len Roberts-Smith report.  The issue of accessing information raised in the Len Roberts-Smith report was not 
taken as seriously as it should have been in the coroner’s report.  The time lapse between 1995 and 2006 for a 
proper outcome in this matter is unbelievable.  I sincerely hope that when the Corruption and Crime Commission 
takes a good look at this matter and compares all the reports that it now has before it, including the Anti-
Corruption Commission report, the Len Roberts-Smith report and the coroner’s report, that it can find the 
anomalies between them and perhaps find some truth among them and give some comfort to the parents of 
Andrew Petrelis so that they can finally get on with their lives.  I cannot imagine how they must have been 
feeling throughout this entire time.  I just wanted to ensure that those matters were put on the record.  I am really 
looking forward to the CCC report when it is published.  The government will continue to follow up the witness 
protection program, which follow-up is ongoing through the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and 
Crime Commission.  The committee will report back on an interim basis to follow up on some of these matters.  
It is interesting to note that I, as a new member of the house, knew nothing of any of these matters.  Being a 
member of the committee inquiring into how to make the witness protection program better required knowledge 
of all the faults and foibles of the program.  Therefore, the Andrew Petrelis case was the apex of what was not 
right in all aspects of the program.  From that platform we hope that we can build a better idea of how the 
witness protection program should operate in the future. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  Are you saying that Andrew Petrelis was only on witness protection from the moment he 
signed the memorandum of understanding? 
Mrs J. HUGHES:  That is my understanding from what I have read.  I may be wrong but my understanding of it 
is that a witness does not actually come under formal witness protection until the MOU is signed. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Even though his name was changed and he was given a change of identity before he signed 
the memorandum of understanding, are you saying that he was not actually formally placed on the witness 
protection program? 
Mr J.N. Hyde:  But his identity - 
Ms S.E. Walker:  I am not asking you; I am asking the member for Kingsley. 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  Yes.  One of my concerns is that quite often dates and times are all agreed in MOUs and 
those sorts of things.  Andrew Petrelis had been under the guidance of the witness protection program since 11 
February 1995. 
Mr J.N. Hyde interjected. 

Point of Order 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am genuinely trying to clarify what the member is saying and I am being distracted by 
interjections from the member for Perth.  I wonder whether you, Madam Deputy Speaker, will allow me to ask 
what I want to ask. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  It is a nice try, but it is not a point of order.  Just as the member for Nedlands 
wishes to interject, the member for Perth can have a go as well.  It is up to the member for Kingsley to decide 
whether to take the interjection. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Will the member for Kingsley take an interjection? 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  Yes. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  The member for Kingsley has raised a really important issue.  The committee will obviously 
look at this issue, and there must be a common understanding. 
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Mrs J. HUGHES:  Absolutely! 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  I am just stating though that the police at the time may have a view that the starting point was 
the moment they created a false identity on the police computer.  However, most people would not regard that as 
the time. 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  One issue is that I would hate to see the time that Andrew Petrelis was on witness protection 
to be the sticking point in an investigation.  Quite clearly, he had received his covert name and all of those sorts 
of things before the MOU was put in place; also the information had been sourced from the mainframe of the 
Western Australian police computer before 25 May. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  When he was given a new identity. 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  Yes.  I would hate to think that all of those things occurred when he was under witness 
protection.  That is why I raise the matter in this place.  Although the time those things occurred is a tiny point, it 
is actually a relevant point and one that clearly must be investigated.  There is also an issue about whether the 
officers involved in sourcing that information are regarded as having been involved in misconduct, as Andrew 
Petrelis was not technically in the witness protection program because no MOU had been signed. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No. 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  That is my understanding. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are not trying to defend those police officers, are you? 
Mrs J. HUGHES:  Quite to the contrary. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Don’t take such an interjection. 
Mrs J. HUGHES:  I am saying that I would hate to think that it could be a loophole used in order to - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Loophole for what? 
Mr J.N. Hyde:  Don’t take interjections. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I think we should listen to what the member for Kingsley is trying to say. 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  I ask the member for Nedlands to please not twist what I am trying to say, because I am 
genuinely extremely concerned that due to the dates and the pieces of paper that are on the record that anything 
that happened prior to that date will not be regarded as part of the witness protection program officially. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  By whom? 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  By any investigating body. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  By what process? 

Mrs J. HUGHES:  I think I have made myself quite clear and I will not argue with the member for Nedlands on 
that point.  It is a very important point that should be looked at very closely to ensure that proper procedures 
have been implemented and to ensure that the real truth is found, and that it is not based on dates.  That is all I 
am going to say, as I know it is a very touchy subject.  Due to emotions, quite often we find that we are not 
understanding each other as well as we should.  It is on the record and I ask the member for Nedlands to please 
read what I said.  She will see that I was in no way standing up for any police officer who accessed that 
mainframe.  I will leave it at that and look forward to what comes out of the CCC in the future. 
MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [5.39 pm]:  I am not going to respond to what the member for Perth has to say, 
because it was pure drivel.  If he chooses to make himself feel important by debasing the son of parents who are 
in this Assembly, that is his choice. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  You are misleading this house. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, he did. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Are you naturally nasty, member for Nedlands, or do you have to work at it? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Kingsley needs to be her own person in this chamber and not be guided 
by a buffoon. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I urge the member for Nedlands to be careful about how she reflects on other 
members of this place.  The member for Kingsley made it quite plain that she is her own person.  I would prefer 
the member for Nedlands to refrain from those sorts of comments. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I think it reflects more on the member for Nedlands. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Nedlands has the call. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I hope we can see what will be reflecting on the 
member for Murchison-Eyre. 

The opposition will not accept this amendment because, frankly, to not retain as part of the motion the words 
“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” etc reflects very poorly on the Labor Party and 
the state government.  Why can the government not do that?  I do not agree with the amendment, and nor do my 
colleagues.  If the government cannot include those words while the parents of Mr Petrelis are in the gallery, the 
opposition will not accept the words proposed by the government. 

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (23) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.D. McRae Mr T.G. Stephens  

Noes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Dr S.C. Thomas Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.K. Waldron  

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.W. Andrews Mr P.D. Omodei 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.T. Redman 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Dr K.D. Hames 
 Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr G.M. Castrilli 

Amendment thus passed. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The question is that the words to be inserted be inserted. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [5.44 pm]:  I want to put on record that I am very disappointed, and so are Mr 
and Mrs Petrelis.  They would have preferred it if the words that have been deleted after the word “house” in 
paragraph (a) had been retained.  I do not believe that there is any point - 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, I am having difficulty hearing the member with the call, which means 
that Hansard probably is also.  I would appreciate it if members took their conversations outside. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  In the first paragraph of the amendment, we are asked to acknowledge that the tragic death 
of Andrew Petrelis revealed clear deficiencies in this state’s witness protection program.  That is a given.  
Secondly, we are asked to acknowledge that improvements have been made to the witness protection program 
since the report by Len Roberts-Smith.  However, we do not really have any evidence of that.  We do not really 
know.  I suppose if the minister had thought about it, he could have brought in the annual reports.  He could have 
said that since the death of Mr Petrelis, the Liberal government had moved to create an act; that is, the Witness 
Protection (Western Australia) Act.  Now that I think about it, the minister could have said that.  He could have 
said that now there is a budget, and he could have told us what the budget has been for the past 10 years and 
since the Len Roberts-Smith report.  The minister could have done that, but he did not.  He could have just read 
from the report - I have it - but he did not do that. 

There is a big organised crime network in Perth, and we want people to come forward and give evidence, but 
how will they be protected?  We still do not know whether they will have to pay, as did Mr and Mrs Petrelis, for 
their car, their airfares, their accommodation, their food and everything else, and yet not be protected at all.  I am 
not really sure just what a protected person receives under the witness protection program.  However, I can say 
that it appears, from my reading of the annual reports, that more funds are now put into the witness protection 
program than was the case previously.  I cannot remember which detective at the WPU it was, but Len Roberts-
Smith referred to it in his report - I am not sure whether it was said to Mr Petrelis, but it was certainly said, and it 
was acknowledged that it was a common phrase of the detective - who said that “this is not Hollywood”.  
Thirdly, we are asked to acknowledge that the Corruption and Crime Commission has indicated its interest in all 
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reports relating to the Petrelis case.  I am not even sure what that is about.  I would have felt a lot better if the 
member for Kingsley and Mr Hyde had stood and apologised to Mr and Mrs Petrelis for what they said in the 
press release that they issued, namely, that Mr Petrelis committed suicide, when that is clearly not the case and is 
incorrect.  That could relate to the fourth paragraph of the amendment; that is, that we are asked to acknowledge 
that the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission is currently inquiring into the 
future of witness protection programs in Western Australia. 

I have spoken to Mr and Mrs Petrelis about those matters, and they acknowledge them.  I feel that I am speaking 
on their behalf as I stand here.  I record again my disappointment at the politicisation of this matter and with 
drama queens being involved in this issue just to score a political point.  The tragedy is that the government did 
not need to politicise this matter.  It happened under a former Liberal government, and we acknowledge that.  All 
I can say is that I am very disappointed, but I have come to expect little else from this government. 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed.   
 


